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Japan’s New Defence Policy Outline

and Its Impact on the Security in  Asia-Pacific
Professor Pan Zhenqiang, adviser of the CPCPD

On December 9, Japan announced that it would adopt a new defence policy outline, officially called the new National Defence Program Outline.  It is the second revision since its first compilation in 1976 and will replace the current 1995 outline beginning April 2005.  Along with the revised National Defence Program Outline which maps out its defence policies for the next 10 years, Japan also issued the midterm defence build-up program, detailing the SDF equipment and personnel formation plans in the five years to come.  The announcement has immediately drawn close attention from the international community as many analysts believe that the new outline is a further departure from Japan’s previous defence posture which Tokyo consistently touted as self-defensive in nature.  The new outline, however, envisages a much more ambitious and aggressive policy in the future.

The full official text of the document is not available yet.  The following is believed to be the highlights of the new outline that draw the greatest attention from the international community: 

--About the new threat perception.  The Outline offers a gloomy picture of the world and particularly of the Asia-Pacific region.  It emphasizes the emergence of new threats in diverse situations like international terrorism, ballistic missile attacks, guerrilla wars, invasion of small outlying islands, intrusions of armed spy ships, and massive disasters, etc.  But what is most striking is that Tokyo for the first time names the DPRK and China as its major concern.  The previous outline in 1995 had avoided referring to any specific countries of concern by name.  The new outline is reported, however, to picture Dark’s military moves as ''a significantly unstable factor in regional security and a serious problem for global non-proliferation efforts.''  With regard to China, the document stressed that ''China, which has significant influence on the region's security, is pushing forward its nuclear and missile capabilities and modernization of its navy and air force”, and that “it is also trying to expand its scope of naval activities and attention must be paid to these developments.''  As the outline called for measures to respond to these challenges, Tokyo has in fact taken the DPRK and China as explicit threats in the future.

--About the new scope and nature of Japan’s defence responsibility.  The new outline sets out Japan’s two major missions: to defend the homeland and to carry out cooperative activities for international peace.  The wording of the latter task is rather ambiguous as these activities are allegedly to include “improving the international security environment so as to prevent threats from involving Japan”.  The message it carries is again explicit, which virtually means that the focus of Japan’s defence policy has expanded from the defence of its homeland to the one of maintaining international security.  Thus, Japan’s military force is prepared to go to the world.  Reflecting this long-standing ambition to have the SDF play a role in a more far-flung scope, the outline stresses Japan will actively take part in international peacekeeping activities.

The new outline stresses Japan’s determination of further strengthening its alliance with the United States as the most important pillar in its defence efforts.  “The alliance with the United States is indispensable to Japan”, the outline declares.  It also indicates a go-ahead decision with the missile defence cooperation with the US.  To that end, with the Cabinet's approval of the new outline, Chief Cabinet Secretary Hiroyuki Hosed issued a statement announcing Japan will export arms parts related to missile defence when the ongoing Japan-U.S. joint research moves to the development and production stages.  In the case of arms exports related to other joint projects with the United States and contributions for international antiterrorism operations, the government will decide on a case-to-case basis, the statement says.  One should not take it at its face value.  Since 1976, Japan has maintained a blanket ban on arms exports regardless of the destinations.  But the transfer of military technology to the United States has already been an exception since 1983.  The current relaxation of the arms sales ban would in fact be a breakthrough in Japan’s overall arms export policy.  In future, behind the camouflage of the so-called case-to-case studies, Tokyo would find no major obstacle to selling anything to any country in legal terms.

---About the modernization of Japan’s armed forces.  The new outline indicates that the SDF is going to change its name to something like a more professional army as a normal country, which means that constraints to the mission and structure of the current SDF will be further removed.  Owing to the financial constraints, military budget for fiscal 2005-2006 will be cut slightly to about 24.24 trillion yen from the previous 25.16 trillion yen.  The new outline also expects a downsizing of the SDF, including a cut of 5,000 ground troops to 155,000 -- a compromise reached between the Defence Agency and the Finance Ministry after tough negotiations.  The emphasis is therefore placed on the quality build-up.  In this regard, the SDF will be streamlined and transformed into “a multifunctional, flexible and effective force”.  Efforts will particularly be made to enable the SDF to have sustained capability of fighting against nuclear, chemical and biological threats, and of maritime operations overseas over long distance.  The SDF is also going to be equipped with the most advanced interceptors against ballistic missile attacks and the highly efficient intelligence and monitoring systems based on its science and high-technology so as to be able to deal with various contingencies.  In short, the SDF will become the most efficient and advanced armed forces in the world.

Now what are all these about?  From the strategic point of view, three points can be argued with regard to the motivations behind Japan’s new defence policy outline.

First, the new outline seems part of Japan’s efforts to gain recognition by the international community as a world power in its true sense.  If one is to link Tokyo’s current diplomatic offensives, including a forceful campaign to obtain a permanent seat in the Security Council of the United Nations, one can sense a growing anxiety and strenuous efforts on the part of Japan to reach that goal.  Together with the new outline, Tokyo has decided to prolong the stay of the Japanese forces in Iraq while many US allies are planning to withdraw their forces in the coalition in that country; to further design the revision of the Constitution so as to become militarily a “normal country” by removing all the constraints on the SDF; and to advocate the legitimacy of pre-emptive strikes in its future military operations, etc.  All these seem to aim to become a military power, which should be matching its economic, might.

Second, the new outline seems to reflect Japan’s determination to mainly rely on the United States in security.  It is interesting to observe such a seemingly anti-tidal trend of Japan’s, as most of the US allies both in Europe and Asia have been trying increasingly to keep distance with their big ally and to turn to regional cooperation and integration.  One reason to explain Japan’s decision is that Tokyo seems to genuinely believe that the world today is a unipolar one dominated by one superpower.  Given the situation in which Japan is relatively declining while China and other strategic force like EU are on the rise in both economic and political terms, Tokyo seems to opt to be closer to Washington to insure its best interests.  Another reason is perhaps Japan’s deliberate calculation that closer collaboration with Washington is a convenient cover-up to its own military build-up since many Asian countries always cast a stern and suspicious eye towards Japan’s ambiguous ambition.

Japan’s decision is naturally welcomed by Washington as the US is in desperate need of the allies’ support to address various security challenges in the world in general, and in the Asia-Pacific in particular.  In the circumstance, the two countries are in fact proceeding to discuss the new definition of the bilateral alliance, and design a new framework of the security cooperation in the future.
  A new “Joint Declaration of the Security Cooperation between Japan and United States” is reportedly to be reached in February 2005.  The agreement is said to openly point to China and the DPRK as “major destabilizing factors”, and that the two states decide to join efforts to cope with all these threats in Asia.  To that end, the two sides seem to have further division of labour; the US force based in Japan will be restructured, and redesigned new missions outside East Asia; and the US encourages Japan to take up greater defence burdens in the region.
  This updating of the Japan-US military collaboration will no doubt have serious impact on the strategic situation in the Asia-Pacific in the future.
Last but not the least, the new outline seems also to aim at strengthening its rivalry with China.  China-Japan political relations have been at their lowest ebb ever since the end of the Cold War despite the two countries witnessed increasing economic interaction and interdependence.  There are multi-fold reasons for the growing political frictions and mistrust.  Chiefly because of the obstinate attitude of Japan negating its responsibility for the atrocities perpetrated in the aggressive war of Japan against China over half a century ago, which had brought so much untold suffering to the Chinese people, both countries seem to be unable to turn over the page of history.  This sorry situation has been fueled by the rise of the rightist force in Japan, who are eager to whitewash Japan’s role in the war and restore Japan’s past “glory”.  That has made it impossible for China to make effective efforts to lead to political reconciliation. Geopolitical and geo-economics seem also to play a role in Japan’s strategic calculations.  The rapid development of China and its rising influence in Asia-Pacific have evidently made Japan wary of its eroding leverage in the region, and thus take Beijing as the major obstacle to becoming a world power.  On the other hand, the outline’s highlight of the lurking threats from China and the DPRK seems to provide a good justification for the advocacy of Japan’s intended expansion of its military and the updating of Japan-US cooperation, including, for example, the joint project of the missile defense system.  In addition, the outline is apparently also referring to heightened bilateral tensions over natural gas development projects in the East China Sea between the two countries.  It is therefore unfortunate that Japan should view this most important relationship between China and Japan still a zero sum game, and wants to embark on a confrontational approach to dealing with the problems with China while most of the nations in  Asia Pacific feel the greatest need to close ranks in order to be more competitive vis-à-vis other parts of the world.

Thus, it is understandable that the outline has immediately generated great concern and criticism from Japan’s close neighbors.  The Singaporean media has expressed its worry that the new outline “may reduce the sense of security in the Asian region”.  It holds that it will not be helpful for Japan to seek a peaceful solution of the Korean nuclear issue while taking on openly the DPRK as a potential threat.
   South Korea urged Japan to be more transparent with its defense policy outline in light of neighboring countries' concerns about Japan's militaristic past.

Many analysts believe that the new outline will cause further problems for Japan with its neighbors, particularly with China and the DPRK.  A comment by German newspaper Sueddeutsche Zeitung pointed out that Japan's constitutional pacifism came to an end ever since Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi tied the country's defense policy closer with America's Pacific policy.  Unlike Germany, the comment said, Japan has never come clean about its history of militarism. The White House probably has forgotten Japan's past, since through sending troops to Iraq, Koizumi provided political covering for Bush. But in Asia, Japan's past will never be forgotten. Before becoming a normal country it wishes, Japan has to win trust from its former war-field rivalries, while by setting up imaginary enemies it can only get the opposite result.

Meanwhile, China also expressed concern over Japan's new defence policy outline that walks away from its previous restraints in its future security strategy and criticized Tokyo for describing Beijing as a threat.  “We express our deep concern over the major readjustments of Japan's military and security strategy and the possible impacts arising thereof. Due to historical reasons, the developments in Japan's military and security have always been a very sensitive issue. We hope the Japanese side to take full account of the concerns of the people in its neighbouring countries in Asia. It should stay on the path of development through peace and behave with prudence on the military and security issues, so as to maintain the peace and stability in this region.”, Chinese Foreign Affairs Ministry spokeswoman Zhang Qiyue was quoted as saying by state media.  She also said that “Japan publicly plays up the so-called ‘China's threat’ in its official documents. It is completely groundless and extremely irresponsible. China expresses its strong dissatisfaction at this. We hope the Japanese side to make more efforts in the benefit of the stronger mutual trust between our two sides and the healthy and steady development of our relations.”

Tokyo had better listen to all these sobering voice of other members of the international community with a little more respect and moderateness.  Because they are not only in the interests of the regional peace and stability, they are also in the security interests of Japan. 

                (This paper was completed in December 2004)

Strategic Balance and Containment in Asia

Fei  Yongyi,  Senior Fellow of the CPAPD
Ⅰ. The uni-polar hegemonic strategy of the United States constitutes serious challenges to the process of the multi-polarization. The attempts of the U.S. for building an unmatched hegemony over the world will inevitably harm the realization of a global strategic balance. Since the end of the Cold War, as the only super power, the United States, relying on its ultra strength, has quickened the implementation of the uni-polar hegemonic strategy. In recent years, the United States has won three battles respectively in Kosov, Afghanistan and Iraq and expanded its military presence and sphere of influence abroad through anti-terrorist war. The United States, as the only super power in the world and the chief of the western alliance, has been occupying the central position and playing the chief role in the international arena. The unmatched super strong position and uni-polar strategic offence of the U.S. is shocking and obstructing the emergence of the international strategic balance in the world. The present strategic pattern of the world is more or less characterized by uni-polarism. In the long period to come, the United States will maintain the position of the only super power and adhere to the uni-polar hegemonic strategy. It will do its utmost to contain the rise of other big powers and power centres, keep a sharp lookout for and check those potential strategic opponents, impose sanctions against, exert pressure on, or even launch conquering war against  “dissident” countries. It is the fixed goal and national policy of the U.S. to establish an uni-polar world order dominated solely by itself. So, all countries over the world are targets of attack of U.S. uni-polar strategy. The hegemonism and power politics pursued by the U.S. for achieving uni-polar target is the origin of the tension, turbulence and crisis of the international situation, and become the main threat to the independence, sovereignty and security of countries all over the world.

Ⅱ. The United States is practicing the strategy of balance among Asian countries. It is striving to keep the balance of power of the region by manipulating the inter-active relations of those regional powers, so to achieve the target of “Pax Americana”. The Asia region is occupying a more important position in America’s foreign security strategy since the end of the Cold War. Relying on its absolute superiority of military, political and economic strength, the United States is changing its Asian security strategy unceasingly, striving to keep the Asian political security pattern remain untouched,  and therefore to continue to lead the regional security affairs. America has been the  leading force and the sole security guarantor of Asia in the past sixty years. It is still controlling the balance of power in Asia. The alliance system led by the U.S. remains as the leading factor of Asia security structure. 

In recent years, a great deal of important changes have been taking place in Asia. Confrontations and contradictions are increasing in this region. Some new nuclear states are rising; America has been increasing its presence in Central Asia, some variable arose in Central Asia’s security situation; the DPRK and Iran are involved in nuclear problems; uncertain factors in North-eastern Asia are increasing, some new changes are fermenting; disputes regarding sea frequently take place; the United States and Japan are casting greedy eyes on handling security matters of the Malacca Strait, contention for controlling ocean passage is becoming sharper; the fight for offshore oil and gas, as well as for marine rights is sharpening; Indonesia and Malaysia are confronting with each other for oil and gas extraction; the clash between China and Japan for the demarcation of the East Sea, and conflict between Japan and the ROK for the island are still going on. It is not difficult to find the “American factor” in most of the conflicts mentioned above, reflecting the new tendency of America’s policy to Asia and its medium and long term strategic layout. 

After Mr. Bush’s re-election, the offensive posture of America’s global strategy remains unchanged. It’s paying more attention and input to the development of the situation in Asia, and quickening the pace of planning its Asia strategy, so to strengthen its presence in Asia and influence on the trend of the regional situation and ensure its absolute strategic dominant position. America’s new Asia strategy has been basically completed, that is: taking the insurance of its leading authority as the core, intensifying America’s political, economic, military and cultural superiority as the target, setting up a trend of regional strength development which is favourable to the U.S.; strengthening bilateral alliance while taking account of dealing with real problems; stabilizing U.S.-Sino relationship while increasing support to Japan, turning the U.S.-Japan alliance into the “axle” of its Asia strategy; using Japan to contain China; improving U.S.-Indo cooperation while evenly developing U.S.-Pak relations; providing against and dealing with regional conflicts by maintaining military superiority and basing itself upon deterrence; striving to lead the Asian regional cooperation; intending to establish a new mechanism of regional cooperation. America’s long term goal is to provide against the rise of any big powers or alliance of states which might challenge its position, so as to maintain the existing Asia-Pacific order under America’s leadership. In the near future, the focal point of America’s concern in the region will be issues like Korean Peninsula nuclear proliferation, anti-terrorism, Taiwan Straits and Indo-Pak conflict. America is unhappy for being excluded from Asia regional economic organizations, in this connection, it proposed to set up the “ Pacific Community” led by the U.S., establish the “ North Asia Forum” participated by the U.S., Russia, Japan, China and the ROK, attempt to build the Central Asia Security Organization composed of Afghanistan, Pakistan and five central Asia countries; form the so-called “core group” of America, Japan, Australia and India by making use of the relief work of “Tsunami” disaster; try by every means to squeeze in existing regional mechanisms; intensify its interference and containment to East Asia cooperation through its allies. The nature of America’s Asia policy is: to prevent the grouping of unfriendly countries in Asia by forming the balance of power, make sure that countries like Japan, the ROK, India and Indonesia will not be allied with China. This is the essential implication of the newly appeared “U.S.-Japan Security Treaty” and America’s promise of pushing India to be a regional big power. The United States will encourage Japan and India to play a more active role in regional defence, since it is in keeping with the fundamental interest of the U.S. For this reason, America is playing the most dangerous card, i.e. rearming Japan.

Along with the growth and decline of various forces in Asia since the end of the Cold War, some strategic balances have emerged or are emerging in the Northeast, Southeast and South Asia respectively. These strategic balances may last for a rather long period of time, as long as there is no united challenge of Asian countries to America’s fundamental interest in Asia.

Ⅲ. America is paying more attention to the rise of China, it’s strengthening the dual tactics of cooperation and containment. America takes the rise of China as the most serious challenge to its leading position in Asia and Pacific region, takes China as the rising strategic opponent and the only military power in Asia which may cause threat to itself and feels anxious that the economic development and military modernization of China might change its hegemonic position in Asia and Pacific region, reduce its influence in Asia or even in the world. Japan is even more apprehensive of the rise of China. Therefore, the U.S.-Japan alliance, aimed at China, is established. The “U.S.-Japan Security Treaty” has been transformed from the defensive nature to the offensive one by listing the Taiwan Strait issue as its “Common Strategic Target”. China was formerly defined as the post Cold War strategic target by the U.S. administration during Mr. Bush’s first tenure. Since America is caught by 9/11 terrorist attacks and the Iraq war, it has to rely on China for support to some extent, and lay China aside as a strategic target for the time being, while still taking China as the potential opponent and greatly increasing its military and security deployment around China. In the last two years, China has been devoting itself to economic development, carrying forward cooperation with Asian countries, and as a result, its influence in the region is moving upward to some extent. This has aroused America’s anxiety and suspicion. Along with the escalation of tension of the Taiwan Strait, the U.S. puts China issue on its agenda again. America is anxious that China’s development might threaten its position, and containing and delaying China’s development has been inevitably set as its fixed policy. One example is: America is trying its utmost to oppose and obstruct the EU’s lifting of the arms embargo against China. In view of China’s important role in a series of international issues such as anti-terrorism, the Korean nuclear issue etc. avoiding confrontation and bringing about contact and cooperation with China conforms to America’s strategic interest. The policy of containment which takes confrontation as the strategy, is out of keeping with the times. America is pursuing the conventional strategy of balance to contend with the rise of China. Taking “China Threat” as the pretext, America is strengthening its relations with traditional allies of the region and bring up new allies. It is striving to pin down China by forming a so-called “balance of powers”. Beside the traditional ally of Singapore, America has newly promoted the Philippines and Thailand as its non-NATO allies. Taking the opportunity of anti-terrorism, America swiftly unfroze its relations with Indonesia, and resumed the bilateral military cooperation of the two countries. During her recent Asia visit, Ms. Condoleezza Rice proposed to upgrade the “U.S.-Japan Alliance” from regional cooperation to global cooperation. America is seeking new type strategic partners; pushing hard the Indo-U.S. cooperation toward strategic orientation; conniving at some countries concerned of developing military strength and greatly increasing military sales to Taiwan.

America is attempting to bring China into the U.S. led Asian system by using the dual measures of cooperation and containment, so as to maintain its leadership in Asia. It is playing up China’s normal development for national defence, exaggerating China’s naval, air and strategic forces, and asserting that China’s development would upset the regional, or even the global balance of powers, therefore, increase instability and uncertainty. At the same time, America is giving more publicity to the so called “China’s economic threat”, namely energy, exportation etc. Countries concerned in the region wish China to maintain the momentum of development and play positive role in pushing forward regional cooperation, so they could really benefit from it. But on the other hand, they are worried that the increase of China’s influence would break the balance of power, therefore, bring harm to their interest. Responding to the call of the U.S., they are keeping a sharp lookout for China, and attempting to check and contain China by drawing support from forces out of the region. The increase of America’s presence in South Asia in recent years is not without the intention of checking China from the flank.

America will take strict precautions against China in fields of politics, economy, military and science and technology, increase its input to Asia, restore and increase its influence in Asia, strengthen its cooperation with Japan, ASEAN, ROK and India, carry on its policy of opposing the EU to lift its arms embargo against China, build up the matching forces against China, so as to contain China’s development in Asia.

Ⅳ. China’s development poses no threat to regional security, and the rise of China has been maliciously exaggerated. China is a developing country, and will go through a long period of the initial stage of socialism, its per capita GDP is rather low. China is the only major power in Asia and the world 

(Continued to Page 28)

Legal Approach to Common Security in Outer Space
----An examination of solutions to outer space weaponization issue

Zhai Yucheng,  Senior Researcher,

China Defence Science and Technology Information Centre
I. Introduction
The use of outer space is developing in two directions. On the one hand, space technology is used in every corner of contemporary human life; on the other hand, the world has experienced accelerating steps of outer space militarization. The traditional military use of outer space has spread from supportive roles such as communication, navigation, reconnaissance, surveillance and early warning at peacetime, to direct war fighting roles such as command & control, warhead identifying, target positioning, bomb guiding, etc. Even worse, outer space is facing an urgent danger of being weaponized and of becoming a battlefield. Humankind is standing at the crossroads of outer space application. The idea of concluding a legal instrument to stop the dangerous military use is wining more and more support and becoming an important step to realize common security in outer space. 
II. Challenges and hopes in regulating outer space activities

To be frank, it is a tough issue to deal with outer space weaponization by means of law. Since the 1980s, the international community has experienced a series of frustration both multilaterally and bilaterally. The end of the Cold War provides no impulse to PAROS issue. The Ad Hoc Committee on PAROS has not been established since 1995. There are at least three explanations to such kind of situation:

Political obstacle. With the adjustment of SDI by the US and the shift of focus on CTBT, outer space issue has been marginalized. The re-emerged concern over outer space issue has been confronted with the great change of the strategic framework after the Cold War. The military super power is inclined to pursue security by power rather than by arms control approach, the consideration for military superiority overwhelmed the consideration for strategic stability; the consideration for unilateral security outweighed the consideration of common security.

Military temptation. Advanced technologies are always used first in military field. Some military decision-makers deeply believe that the control of outer space by one country means the acquirement of multidimensional tactic and strategic military superiority. They believe that outer space will finally be weaponized just like sea and air space. With these beliefs in their mind, it is understandable why arms control in outer space is so difficult.

Complexity of technology. Outer space is a medium different in many aspects from land, sea and air space. The unique environment and the development of relative technology are changing the traditional ideas on weapon and the way of using force. The definition of relative terms (such as outer space, outer space weapon, deploy, test, use of force etc.) and verification of the future treaty is complicated. This, in turn, will be an excuse for certain countries to block the relative negotiation.
However, in spite of the political, military and technical challenges, there are some decisive factors that will attract all parties, including the developing and the developed, to negotiate a legal instrument on outer space non-weaponization issue. For its unique physical nature, outer space can not be owned by any individual nation, a peaceful outer space will benefit all, and a weaponized outer space will endanger the interest of all, especially for the countries that rely on outer space assets most. In this outer space era, no country, include the first one who introduce weapons in outer space can  be immune from the severe impact if outer space is polluted by debris, all space assets, no matter civil and military, will certainly be at high risk of being damaged. 
III. The characteristics of space system and space behavior

In the discussion of outer space non-weaponization, following questions are frequently asked: What is outer space weapon? What is weapon component or weapon system? How to deal with the earth-based weapon with potential of countering space? What kind behaviours could be regarded as use of force? What is the criterion of outer space weaponization? In the environment of outer space, a generally accepted answer can only be given after clarifying the characteristics of space system and space behaviour.
First, most space systems have a dual use nature. It is generally believed that any man made space object with manoeuvrable capability has the potential to be used as weapons. Some space systems are exclusively designed for war fighting, some systems for civil purposes can be transferred for military or weapon uses at wartime. Some space-based components that are supportive systems for civil or general military purposes at peacetime can be used for war fighting purposes. In addition to civil-military and general military-war fighting dual use nature, there is also an earth-sky dual use nature. Some earth-based weapons are designed exclusively for outer space strike; some earth-based systems have the potential of anti-satellite. 
Second, the nature of outer space behaviours is also hard to define in the environment of outer space. Like space weapon systems, many behaviours have a dual use nature. Different definition may lead to different legal implications. Take the use of force as an example. The typical way of using force is to destroy something by collision, explosion, or directed energy, but in outer space environment, use of force may take exotic forms. Varieties of non-traditional ways to impose harm on enemy’s outer space assets are currently being discussed, including de-orbiting, jamming, curtaining and other soft killing measures that make space assets’ function temporarily halted. If these non-violent behaviors are conducted at peacetime, it is hard to determine whether military strikes occurred or not. If yes, military reaction may be triggered; if not, compensation for intentional or unintentional damages should be compensated.  

Understanding the above-mentioned characteristics of outer space systems and behaviors is important for determining what systems and activities should be prohibited, limited and permitted.

IV. A legal format for outer space non-weaponization
Law works by regulating behaviours and related matters. To stop outer space weaponization, outer space behaviours and weapon systems are two key elements to examine. Given the complexity of weapons and behaviours related to outer space, it is appropriate to address different situations with different legal norms. Prohibitive, restrictive and permissive measures should be created respectively for different systems and behaviours according to their relations with outer space weaponization. Generally, for weapons designed exclusively for outer space use and the obvious military action of, in and from outer space, prohibitive norms should be applied. For weapons with the potential of being used in outer space or space systems with the potential of being used as weapon, or behaviours with dual nature, restrictive measures should be imposed. Other outer space systems that are designed exclusively for peaceful use and ordinary military use, permissive norms should be applied. In terms of behaviors, any form of force in space should be prohibited. And some dangerous behaviours that may harm space assets of other nations should be restricted as well. To simplify the complicated situations, I would like to introduce a legal format here, which could be illustrated in a two dimensional table:
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V. Drawing lines: A comprehensive approach or a partial one?   
A critical question must be answered before drawing lines between outer space weaponization and reasonable military uses, that is, what kind of activities could be regarded as outer space weaponization? Actually, a variety of systems and activities are in connection with outer space weaponization. In deciding the spheres that future legal instrument to cover, political acceptability, technical feasibility must be taken into account. A balance between the prohibited and the permitted items should be carefully addressed. In this regard, there are two approaches that need to be discussed: a comprehensive approach and a partial approach.

1. A comprehensive approach. 

Any activities that may lead to weapon deployment or military conflicts in space should be covered, including the activities conducted on earth or in outer space, in the front stage of weapon R&D, test, production, or in the hind stage of deployment and use. It is not only a weapon ban, but also an activity ban. Following items should be included. 
A. Weapons and their components

Space-based weapons, including kinetic and directed energy weapons;

Earth-based weapons, including kinetic and directed energy anti satellite weapons;

Earth-based weapons with counter space capability, including missile defence systems;
Space-based weapon components, which are exclusively responsible for target tracking，identifying, guiding and even striking, such as laser reflector, SBIRS-low.
Space based weapon platforms, including spacecraft exclusively designed for harbouring weapons or dual usable space vehicles.

B. Activities relating to outer space weaponization

Research and development of relative weapons;

Flight test of relative weapons;

Earth deployment of relative weapons;

Space deployment of relative weapons;

Use of force in or against outer space.

Illustrated in a two dimensional table:
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Obviously, this is an ideal but too ambitious solution to outer space weaponization issues. There will be too many terms and grey areas to be defined. Considering the contemporary political and scientific conditions, to conclude such a comprehensive legal instrument seems to be a time-consuming and long process.

The partial approach

Partial approach does not pursue a comprehensive ban of all outer space weapons and related activities, it focuses on some areas where breakthroughs can be easily made in stopping the urgent danger of outer space weaponization. 

One idea is a selective weapon ban with an indirect behaviour ban. The idea of ASAT ban has been proposed in the early 1980s. Proposals on space-based weapons ban are recent moves. One difficulty with these moves may be the attempt to cover the whole process of R&D, test, production, deployment and use of them, which is just as difficult as the comprehensive approach to realize. Moreover, for the causality between different weapon systems (especially between space weapons and counter space weapons), it seems illogical and impracticable to prohibit certain categories of weapons while permitting others. 

The selective behaviours ban is another solution. The working paper entitled “Possible Elements for a Future International Legal Agreement on the Prevention of the Deployment of Weapons in Outer Space, the Threat or Use of Force against Outer Space Objects” (CD/1679), which was put forward jointly by China, Russia and other 5 nations in 2002 is an attempt of this approach. According to the paper, two key behaviours will be prohibited:

Deployment of weapon in outer space;

Use or threat use of force against outer space. 

Different from the comprehensive approach, the Joint Working Paper is carrying out an end-control strategy, holding the last line in stopping outer space weaponization while temporarily putting other things aside. The proposal is designed to slide over some tough issues such as definition and verification. Considering the current political and technical situation, the joint proposal provides a practical solution to the current danger in outer space weaponization.

Of course, the Joint Working Paper shouldn’t be regarded as a perfect one. It is rather an activity ban than a weapon ban. Neither does it deal with the front stage of weaponization like weapon research, development and test, nor does it provide detailed definition of the term of use of force. Nevertheless, it covers the key points of preventing outer space weaponization, meets the urgent needs, and could serve as a platform to hold valuable proposals together. Both China and Russia expressed that the proposal is open for further development. 

VI．Conclusion
Regulating military activities in outer space is an issue involving political and security concerns, and rests with economic affordability and scientific feasibility. Faced with the coming danger of outer space weaponization, many valuable proposals have been proposed. Although each of them has its own perspective and emphases, most of them deserve serious considerations so long as they are positive steps toward the non-weaponization of outer space. Under the current situation, the partial approach and behavior ban seem to be more practical compared with the comprehensive approach and a weapon ban. 

Of course, there is no simple solution to the problem like outer space issue that bears so much security and development interest of nations. The development of science and technology brings challenge to outer space issues, especially when law-making process is involved. In space era, more and more countries will acquire capability of entering  outer space, more and more activities will be conducted in outer space. Principally speaking, all countries have the equal right to use and entering outer space, the prevention of outer space weaponization is just a way to protect this right. This is the fundamental driving force in promoting non-weaponization of outer space, and the fact that there is no weapon in outer space provides a window of opportunity for it. 

Finally, it should be pointed out that no panacea exists in this contemporary world. There are always issues that even law can not solve. The spirit of self-restriction, mutual trust and cooperation in the form of a code of conduct, confidence-building measures are also important.

On the US Nuclear Weapons Policies (Abstract)

Sun Xiangli, Guest Research fellow of the CPAPD, Beijing Institute of

Applied Physics and Computational Mathematics
1. Introduction


The Bush administration has made significant changes in the US nuclear weapons policies, which expand the role of nuclear weapons and undermine the global strategic stability and the non-proliferation regime. Due to the special position and influence of the United States in the world, it's necessary for us to analyse its nuclear weapons policies and point out its dangerous implications.

2.1 Expanding the role of nuclear weapons

Long history has proved that global strategic stability requires the nuclear powers to reduce their reliance on nuclear weapons and strictly limit the role of nuclear weapons to deterring nuclear attack by other states, as China does. While the December 2001 Nuclear Posture Review claims to reduce reliance on nuclear weapons, but it's actually not the case. Although some advanced conventional weapons have assumed some missions previously designed for nuclear weapons, which apparently has reduced the role of nuclear weapons, however, the NPR defines four goals for nuclear force: to assure, dissuade, deter, defeat. That means nuclear weapons would not only deter nuclear powers like the former Soviet Union in the Cold War era, but also deter other states and any kind of new threats. 

Moreover, nuclear weapons would bear the mission to dissuade potential adversaries from trying to match US capabilities. Obviously, the role of nuclear weapons has been expanded under the Bush administration's new policies.

2.2 Developing BMD

The United States withdrew from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty in 2002, and started to develop BMD without restriction, which has brought about worries from the rest of the world.

Motive:

The argument of the US government to develop BMD is to counter the threat of WMD. While most people believe that the most dangerous and pressing threat facing the America is nuclear terrorism. The logic response should be spending more resources on the security of nuclear materials. However, compared with the BMD program, the effort in this regard is remarkably small. This kind of reversed priority arrangement has aroused doubt on its real aim of BMD.

The development mode:

The BMD program is developing without any restriction of treaties and clear technical upper limit. It has a spiral development mode, and multi-optional configurations and compositions, which results in high uncertainties. This situation would complicate the relations among nuclear powers and undercut the basis for deeper reduction in the US and Russian nuclear arsenals.

The Russian response:

Recently, Russian President Putin made a comment on a new submarine-launched ballistic missile. It's reported that this missile, which will be soon deployed, possesses various countermeasures against BMD. 

Unfortunately, the "action and reaction" development among the nuclear powers has inevitably started quietly. This really makes the world worry about the future relations between nuclear powers.

2.3 Pursuing new nuclear weapons

The Spratt-Furse provision banning research and development of low-yield nuclear weapons was repealed by the US Congress in 2003, which opens the door in law for the development of new nuclear weapons. The NPR puts forward programs for the research and development of new nuclear weapons such as the Advanced Concepts Initiative and the Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator (RNEP). Although the NNSA's Administrator Brooks made an explanation that so far there is only a study on RNEP, and any engineering development and production require congressional approvals, it could not eliminate people's suspicion in this regard, especially considering the NNSA's 2005-2009 budget projection (including projection for Phases 6.3-6.4).

What people worry most is that they can always find excuses to develop new weapons. The target of the RNEP program is to develop new earth penetrators that have less collateral damages than old ones, but the DOD doesn't set fixed standard for acceptable collateral damages. Therefore, from the technical perspective, there are always reasons to develop new penetrators as long as the new weapons have less radiation contamination than old ones.

People supporting the Advanced Concepts Initiative and the RNEP program argue that the US must has the abilities to hold at risk those elements of power that a potential adversary values. In another word, nuclear weapons must be usable. In fact this is the standard of war-fighting strategy. Obviously, in their view, nuclear weapons are not special weapons different from conventional ones, and one needs not consider the political consequences.

Just imagine: If the US would use a low-yield nuke with a yield of 300 ton that might has slight radiation contamination, and the US would think the pressure of world opinion is acceptable, then it's easier for it to use another small nuke, say 500 ton, on the next occasion, since it would not be much bigger than the last one in terms of collateral damages. And similarly Russian might follow the US to use a small nuke of 1 kt in a regional conflict, and Russian would say it's close to the one the US used. Reasoning in this way, one could not any more find a threshold between the mini, small and big nuclear weapons. Do you think this kind of prospect would be favourable to the interests of the US and the world?

2.4 Double standard in the efforts of non-proliferation

The NPT regime is a compromised regime for global nuclear security created by nuclear and non-nuclear state parties, in which: non-nuclear states commit: give up the right to develop nuclear weapons; nuclear states commit: go to nuclear disarmament in an early day, provide negative and active security assurances, reduce reliance on nuclear weapons.

Current US nuclear weapons policies:

Reducing nukes but no verification, keeping thousands of nukes in storage, developing BMD vigorously, expanding the role and capabilities of nukes, declining to provide non-nuclear weapons states with legally binding security assurances, and keeping the right to launch pre-emptive attacks.
If the strongest country like the United States still needs nuclear weapons in various kinds of scenarios, then other small countries have more reasons to develop and possess nuclear weapons.

Undoubtedly, the double standard involved in the US nuclear policies undermines the moral basis of the global non-proliferation regime.

3. Conclusion

The current US nuclear weapons policies are proceeding in a wrong direction which is against the global efforts in strengthening the non-proliferation regime and strategic stability. The US is sending a very negative signal to the world. Hopefully, the dangerous development trend could be recognized and corrected by the US government.

The Dilemma of the International Nuclear Non-proliferation Regime

Currently, the international nuclear non-proliferation regime is entering an important stage. Various troublesome questions concerning nuclear proliferation symbolized by the Iraq War, have become prominent such as the means of nuclear proliferation prevention, proliferation of non-NPT countries, as well as underground nuclear trafficking. The essence of the contradictions and conflicts between proliferation and counter-proliferation is the “security dilemma” of various countries in their efforts to safeguard their respective security interests. These questions also indicate the dilemma of the international nuclear non-proliferation regime. 

First, the NPT is not binding for non-signatory countries. The NPT is an agreement based on voluntarism, restricting the nuclear development activities of its signatory countries. Taking India and Pakistan as an example, both of them carried out nuclear tests respectively in 1998, thus becoming nuclear countries and increasing the number of nuclear countries in the world from 5 to 7. Such bold actions of India and Pakistan have shown to the international community that so long as one doesn’t join the NPT, it is possible to go nuclear. At the same time, this also provided adequate excuses for some NPT signatory countries aspiring to have nuclear weapons to withdraw from the treaty.  

At present, the United States has asked all countries to be covered by the international non-proliferation regime. President Bush requires all countries to “regard nuclear proliferation as a crime” and demands the UN Security Council to pass a US-sponsored draft resolution with this request included. If such a resolution is approved, non-signatory countries to the treaty will have to perform their nuclear non-proliferation duties as well. However, if all countries regard nuclear proliferation as a crime, then the NPT will become meaningless. 

Second, signatory parties to the NPT can choose to withdraw from the treaty according to the voluntarism principle of the treaty. In January of last year, when the DPRK withdrew from the NPT, IAEA Secretary General Mohamed El Baradei was worried that other parties to the treaty would also follow suit, joining the NPT first, developing nuclear weapons under the disguise of peaceful purpose and then pulling out of the treaty. Like the non-signatory country, any country, once withdraws from the treaty, is no longer obliged with the non-proliferation duty. That is why Baradei stands against allowing withdrawal from the treaty. However, if countries are not prohibited from withdrawing from it voluntarily, other non-signatory countries will become reluctant to join the treaty, which permits voluntary accession but forbids voluntary withdrawal. As a result, there will be more countries that are unwilling to join the NPT. 

Third, the NPT cannot stop underground nuclear transactions. The case of Pakistan scientist Dr. Abdul Qadeer Khan’s underground nuclear trafficking network has indicated to the world that the NPT is impotent in face of nuclear material and technology trafficking. After the collapse of the USSR, secrete nuclear proliferation has always been a focus of relevant countries. One worry of them is the draining of the former Soviet Union’s nuclear stock due to mal-management. Another worry is about the selling of nuclear related technologies by some Soviet nuclear scientists, who want to make a living. The case of Dr. Khan has clearly demonstrated that the participation of a nuclear scientist makes nuclear proliferation more devastating. Such personal nuclear trafficking activities are obviously out of the sphere of IAEA’s nuclear inspection and supervision. The United States put forward a Proliferation Security Initiative in September of last year with the purpose of blocking any underground nuclear proliferation. But it still needs some time to tell how effective it is. 

Fourth, as long as there are nuclear countries with their nuclear weapons as means of national security protection, non-nuclear countries will continue to have a sense of insecurity and their motive for possessing nuclear weapons won’t disappear. The danger of nuclear weapons falling into the hands of terrorists and the security dilemma between the security interests of non-nuclear countries and the nuclear threat of nuclear countries constitute another two problems threatening world peace. At the current stage, big nuclear  powers are still strengthening their nuclear capability. The United States has already appropriated funds for researches on small nuclear arms. This reflects that the U.S. is transforming its nuclear weapons from nuclear deterrent to combat weapons. Another big nuclear power--Russia held a large-scale nuclear war exercise in February this year, which shows nuclear capability remains an important component of Russian military forces. Against such a background, it is by no means an easy task to effectively control the flow of nuclear technology and materials. If nuclear proliferation is illegal while possession of nuclear weapons is legal, then how can those non-nuclear countries be prevented from trying to obtain usable nuclear weapons? Only after all countries have realized that nuclear weapons can not protect national interests and security can it be possible to put nuclear proliferation and threat to an end. 

             (From China Youth Daily  2005 )

NEWS AND ANALYSIS

Understand Correctly China’s Anti-Secession Law

Professor Pan Zhenqiang, Adviser of the CPAPD

On March 14, 2005, China’s legislature, the National People’s Congress (NPC), enacted a law aimed at preventing Taiwan’s secession from the country.  The law is called Anti-Secession Law, which was ratified by 2,896 pros, no con and 2 abstentions at its full session.  The law came into effect right after President Hu Jintao signed a presidential order to promulgate it the same day.  The move has been generally regarded as China’s new significant step, to frustrate the designs of the independence secession force for creeping separation of Taiwan from the mainland and stabilize the situation across the Taiwan Strait in the future.

The purposes of the law

At least three motives can be traced in Beijing as why the law was put on the agenda as the highlight of the Congress.

First of all, Beijing wishes to retake the initiative by enacting the law in its efforts to ensure that the danger of Taiwan’s split would not get out of hand. Resolving the Taiwan question and accomplishing China's complete reunification has always been one of the grand national goals for Beijing. To that end, Beijing has made unremitting efforts to develop stronger relations between the two sides of the Taiwan Strait.  In recent years, however, the Taiwan authorities have intensified their “Taiwan independence” activities aimed at separating Taiwan from China.  Among their escalating secessionist activities of various types, Beijing has been increasingly uneasy over the Taiwan authorities using so-called "constitutional" or "legal" means through “referendum” or “constitutional reengineering” to back up their secessionist attempt with so-called “legality” and change the fact that both the mainland and Taiwan belong to one and the same China by separating Taiwan from China.  In Beijing’s perspective, these secessionist activities threaten China's sovereignty and territorial integrity, seriously endanger the prospects for a peaceful reunification and severely undermine the fundamental interests of the Chinese nation.  They have also posed a serious threat to peace and stability in the Taiwan Strait and the Asia-Pacific region as a whole.  Indeed, according to the White Paper on China’s National Defence released in December 2004, the situation in the relations between the two sides of the Taiwan Strait is so “grim”, that the separatist activities of the “Taiwan independence” forces have increasingly become “the biggest immediate threat” to China's security.  What makes the situation more complicated is the US negative role in this regard.  Despite its reaffirmed adherence to the one China policy, observance of the three joint communiqués and opposition to “Taiwan independence”, it continues, among other things, to increase, quantitatively and qualitatively, its arms sales to Taiwan, sending a wrong signal to the Taiwan authorities.  The US actions have in fact added fuels to the flames.  Confronting the unscrupulous provocations from the secessionists, and the US fussy attitudes towards them, there has been a general feeling that China seems to lose the control of the situation, landed into a passive position.  It looks as if Beijing always rushed to react rather than to act on its own initiative.  Formulating the Anti-Secession Law, therefore, serves as a necessary and timely instrument for retaking back the initiative.  With the law in place, Beijing wishes to play the game on Beijing’s terms. 
Secondly, Beijing wishes to use the law to increase its strategic clarity over its Taiwan policy.  Over years, despite great efforts to articulate its Taiwan policy, the international opinion has different interpretations of Beijing’s position over Taiwan, many of which are far-fetched and out of context.  There is a mistaken view quite popular in the world arena that owing to China’s preoccupation with economic development and longing for a peaceful international environment, Beijing may not be willing nor able to use military force if a secession were really to take place on the island.  Others argue that Beijing may in the end refrain from using force if only it wants to avoid a head-on confrontation with the United States, which has vowed to intervene if there is a conflict across the Strait.  Still others believe that Beijing will not use force at least before 2008, the year when Beijing will host the Olympic Games, an international feast that Beijing cherishes so much and does not want to see jeopardized.  Thus, according to all these views, Beijing’s warning that it will never allow anyone to split Taiwan from China at any cost sounds more like an empty bluff.  The secessionists in Taiwan were quick to make the best use of all these misgivings, claiming that they are quite on the safe side to go ahead for their creeping independence, because the PLA is only a “paper tiger” and that Washington will come to their help anyway.  This tactics of the secessionists prevailed to a certain extent, resulting in the fact that there are always people who don’t believe Beijing’s resolve to crush down any splittist activities.  Further, another problem that also relates to Beijing’s credibility of its position is that all Beijing’s policy towards the Taiwan question in the past was generally based on a series of statements or remarks by its top leaders.  They lacked the legal basis.  People thus wonder if Beijing’s policy may change with the change of its leadership.  Against the backdrop, the law now provides for the legislative purpose and scope of application of the legislation all its consistent policy towards Taiwan.  By articulating it in such a legal framework, the law will hopefully help reduce the capital of the secessionists to cheat, eliminate much of the misgivings that people may have, and give a sobering impact on the minds of the international community as the law now leaves behind no room for whatever doubt about Beijing’s sincerity for the peaceful unification as well as the determination to employ “non-peaceful means” as a last resort if necessary.  This policy will not change with the change of Beijing’s leadership, as it has already become the law.  In addition, the high support rate of the deputies for the law as epitomizing the “common will and strong resolve” of the entire Chinese people behind the government must also give moral strength in its future action.
Last but not the least, Beijing also hopes that the law will help forge a firm national consensus on its Taiwan policy.  This is significant owing to the fact that in China today, in face of the rampant secessionist activities on the island, there have been already different views on the best approach Beijing should pursue to safeguard its national sovereignty and territorial integrity.  One can now hear almost all sorts of opinions in the country from one extreme to the other across the spectrum.  There is one extremely pessimistic view, for example, arguing peaceful unification is too good to be applicable.  They believe only the military force can deter the separation, and ensure the eventual unification.  On the other hand, the opposite view asks why bother the Taiwan question now since China is in no position to solve it for the moment.  According to this view, China should indeed just leave the Taiwan question alone.  “Even if Taiwan goes independent, so what?” one scholar of this school asked.  His strong belief is that Taiwan will not go away, given its geographical proximity to, and the increasing economic dependence on the mainland.  Evidently, all these voices, however small they are, have given rise to somewhat confusion particularly among the pundits in China.  It may also help send misleading signals to the world.  The law now seems to put a concluding seal no the debates within Beijing’s own circle.  The consensus established through the law enactment will be greatly conducive to the Beijing rallying domestic support on its Taiwan policy, as well as winning the sympathy and understanding from the international community. 

Hu Jintao’s hallmark on China’s Taiwan policy

The Anti-Secession Law contains ten articles.  On a closer look, the law reflects more the great continuity rather than substantial changes of Beijing’s established policy towards Taiwan.  Almost anything said in the law can be found in the related remarks or official documents in the past.  It is in this sense, one may say that Beijing has demonstrated once again its consistency in its policy.  All the basics that constitute the most essential principles in Beijing’s consistent position with regard to the Taiwan question remain in the law.  The law stresses:

There is but one China in the world, and both the mainland and Taiwan belong to one China.  China's sovereignty and territorial integrity brook no division.
The Taiwan question is one that is left over from China's civil war of the late 1940s.  Resolving the Taiwan question and accomplishing national reunification is entirely an internal affair of China.
Peaceful reunification and one country, two systems continue to be the basic policy in achieving a solution to the Taiwan question.
Using non-peaceful means to stop secession in defence of China’s sovereignty and territorial integrity would be the last resort when all the efforts for a peaceful reunification should prove futile.
However, the law seems also embodies important evolution in policy to keep with the change of time, carrying noticeably Hu Jintao’s signature.  On March 4, Hu set forth a four-point guideline on cross-strait relations under the new circumstances right before the Congress session opened.  The guideline reads as follows:
Never sway in adhering to the one-China principle;

Never give up efforts to seek peaceful reunification;
Never change the principle of placing hope on the Taiwan people; and 
Never compromise in opposing the “Taiwan independence” secessionist activities. 
The above Hu Jintao’s statement has actually set the basic tone for the Anti-Secession Law.  One can easily find out that although Hu’s four-point guideline repeats what has been stressed before, the way he expounded it clearly pointed to a more peace-orientation in China’s future policy towards Taiwan.  So, the emphasis seems very different, inspired by a new vision of China’s new leadership headed by Hu Jintao, characterized by greater creativeness, realism and magnanimity, compared to China’s previous policy.  

In this regard, one should not fail to note the following highlights in Beijing’s Taiwan policy as reflected in the law:

First of all, the law aims at creating more propitious conditions for the peaceful unification acceptable to both sides of the Straits rather than intending to prepare the country for a war.  That’s why Beijing has claimed on many occasions that the Anti-Secession Law is for the purpose of peace, and that it is not a “law on the use of force against Taiwan” or a so-called “war mobilization order.”  China would only use “non-peaceful means” to stop Taiwan's secession.  In a highly reconciliatory spirit, the law in fact devotes most of its contents on its resolve to solve the Taiwan question in a peaceful manner, and includes many steps to be taken to that end.  It holds that a peaceful reunification requires cross-strait consultations and negotiations and a broader room be given to them.  Thus, the law stresses that as long as the one China principle is adhered to, any issue can be put on the table for discussion on an equal footing. These consultations and negotiations may be conducted in steps and phases and with flexible and varied modalities. It is also suggested that the two sides may consult and negotiate on officially ending the state of hostility, mapping out the development of cross-Straits relations, steps and arrangements for a peaceful reunification, the political status of the Taiwan authorities, the Taiwan region's room of international operation that is compatible with its status, and other matters concerning the achievement of peaceful reunification.  All these suggestions have shown that China’ new generation of the leadership headed by Hu has a better understanding of the security concerns of the people in Taiwan and a willingness to offer greater flexibility to meet these concerns during the reunification process.

Secondly, the law takes pains to stress that its immediate aim is the maintenance of the status quo.  The message between the lines is that while Beijing is going to be more proactive to promote peaceful reunification, it could wait if the time is not ripe for that purpose as long as the two sides accept one China principle. In Beijing’s perspective, these goals, namely, the long-term reunification and short-and-medium-term goal of maintaining status quo should not necessarily exclude each other, as Beijing holds the biggest status quo is that both sides across the Strait as well as the international community accept there is only one China, and that both the mainland and Taiwan belongs to this one and same China.  As long as this holds, Beijing will be happy to take joint measures with Taiwan to maintain peace and stability in the Taiwan Strait and to promote common development and common prosperity.  It is Beijing’s strong belief that all these measures for the maintenance of status quo will also be conducive to the eventual coming together of the two parts of the country in the future.  To that end, the law likewise includes many specific steps to encourage and facilitate personnel exchanges for greater mutual understanding and mutual trust; economic exchanges and cooperation, and cross-strait exchanges in education, science and technology, culture, health and sports.  The law also hopes to encourage and facilitate cross-strait cooperation in combating crimes; and all the other activities that are conducive to peace and stability in the Taiwan Straits and stronger cross-strait relations. 
In this connection, it is worth noticing that the law does set up a red line, which Beijing would not allow the “Taiwan independence” secessionist forces to cross.  Three scenarios are envisaged in that context: 1) the “Taiwan independence” secessionist forces should act under any name or by any means to cause the fact of Taiwan's secession from China; 2) major incidents entailing Taiwan's secession from China should occur; or 3) possibilities for a peaceful reunification should be completely exhausted.  The law stresses that in the event of any of these situations, the state shall employ non-peaceful means and other necessary measures to protect China's sovereignty and territorial integrity.  The red line is reasonable as any state will act in the same manner if faced with the real danger of secession of the country.  However, one may recall that China’s White Paper on “the principle of one China and the Taiwan Issue”, which was released by the Taiwan Affairs Office and the Information Office of the State Council in 2000, had also laid the red line and several scenarios which may oblige the use of force.  Compared with the previous ones, however, the current  law noticeably omits one condition that had been listed in the White Paper in 2000 and had once attracted worldwide attention, namely “if the Taiwan authorities refuse, sine die, the peaceful settlement of cross-strait reunification through negotiations”.  While the omission does not suggest that Beijing will wait indefinitely for the peaceful reunification, it does reflects that Beijing now seems to focus more on the maintenance of the status quo rather than pushing for an immature reunification.

Thirdly, there seems also greater flexibility as reflected in the law even when Beijing decides to employ drastic non-peaceful means and other necessary measures as the last resort.  The avoidance of using more straightforward and aggressive terminology like military force is clearly deliberate, in the hope of adding more ladders in the escalation of Beijing’s counter measures against the increasing tension across the straits.  It is also out of the consideration that the state shall exert its utmost to protect the lives, property and other legitimate rights and interests of Taiwan civilians and foreign nationals in Taiwan, and to minimize losses even if in the event of employing and executing non-peaceful means and other necessary measures as provided for in this law.  The law has demonstrated greater humanity on the part of Beijing when dealing with the matter of peace and war.

Fourthly, the law particularly stipulates that the State Council and the Central Military Commission shall decide on and execute the non-peaceful means and other necessary measures as provided for by the law and shall promptly report to the Standing Committee of the National People's Congress.  This means that the Government and the PLA have actually been authorized by the Congress to take whatever measures as thought appropriate to deal with a dangerous situation in the future without having first to coming to the legislature for further deliberation.  The authorization is extremely important as it will ensure a timely and effective decision-making mechanism and implementation process in place when any action is needed.  This should be one more indication that Beijing is truly serious about the use of non-peaceful means though as a last resort.

Conclusion

China’s enactment of the Anti-Secession Law has immediately attracted world attention.  Most responses from the international community are positive.  Many governments and state leaders expressed their sympathy, understanding and support, expecting that the law will play an important role in checking the secessionist activities in Taiwan, reducing tension across the strait and stabilizing the situation in the Asia-Pacific.  They particularly stressed that the law has not only expressed the Chinese people’s aspiration, but also reflected the common wishes of the world people.

As a matter of fact, the positive implications of the law have begun to emerge even on the island.  According to one media poll, the support of “Taiwan independence” has declined in Taiwan while more and more people come to appreciate Beijing’s compassion for the interests of the Taiwan people, and sincerity for the peaceful resolution of the Taiwan question.  Only the Chen Shuibian authority plus a handful of fundamentalist “Taiwan independence” elements have become desperate to the point of hysteria.  They slander that the law is aimed at annexing Taiwan by force, and thus is a law of war.  But all the mud-throwing is quite understandable as the law has in fact reduced much of the room they once had to manoeuvre for creeping independence.  

Another discord comes from Washington.  When the news about Beijing prepared for the Anti-Secession Law was first revealed, Washington seemed feeling excessively uneasy.  Immediately after the enactment of the law, the Bush administration called it “unhelpful”.  The US Congress even passed a bill, pointing the finger to Beijing and accusing that the law may unilaterally change the status quo across the Taiwan Straits.  But that is quite surprising.  If the United States really means what it has repeatedly said about insistence on one China policy, non-support of “Taiwan independence” and peaceful solution of the Taiwan question, it should be more than happy to see the ratification of the law as the law precisely embraces all the above principles.  Focusing on the maintenance of the status quo should also serve the interests of the US.  So, given the fact that the law has indeed offered so much common ground between the two countries to stabilize the situation in the Taiwan Straits, why Washington adopts such strange opposition?  The only logical explanation seems that the US has an ulterior motivation.  All their sweet assurance looks all but  lip service.  The bottom line of the US motivation is perpetuating the division of China.  If so, the US attitude cannot be taken as helpful, nor will it earn respect and trust from the Chinese government and its people.

      (Completed in March, 2005)

(Continued from Page 10)    that has the maximum neighbouring countries and with most complicated geographic surroundings. Only adhering to peaceful development and the peripheral policy of building an amicable, tranquil and prosperous neighbourhood could China establish a tranquil peripheral environment for its economic development. China pursues the foreign policy of peace, firmly oppose hegemony and power politics. China itself will never practice hegemony and  become a military threat. China only has limited nuclear weapons, and has neither aircraft carries, nor military bases abroad. China has been vigorously improving its relations with peripheral countries, devoting itself to push forward the development of the multi-lateral mechanism of the region. Most countries do not regard China as a threat, they are adjusting their relations with China.

America is still controlling the balance of powers in Asia. Japan’s economic strength, ASEAN’s binding force, and the multi-lateral mechanism of the region are still playing a very important role in the regional politics. The alliance system led by America remains as the dominating factor of the Asian security pattern. China has no intention of challenging America’s interest in Asia, on the contrary, China is willing to maintain good relations with the U.S. In the light of America’s China policy of “engagement plus containment”, China has to be on guard against the containment initiated by America together with some of China’s peripheral countries. The emphasis of China’s Asia policy is to develop relations with peripheral countries, construct a stable and tranquil environment, so as to serve its economic development.

The Anti-Secession Law

 

(Adopted at the Third Session of the Tenth National People's Congress on March 14, 2005) 

Article 1 This Law is formulated, in accordance with the Constitution, for the purpose of opposing and checking Taiwan's secession from China by secessionists in the name of "Taiwan independence", promoting peaceful national reunification, maintaining peace and stability in the Taiwan Strait, preserving China's sovereignty and territorial integrity, and safeguarding the fundamental interests of the Chinese nation. 

Article 2 There is only one China in the world. Both the mainland and Taiwan belong to one China. China's sovereignty and territorial integrity brook no division. Safeguarding China's sovereignty and territorial integrity is the common obligation of all Chinese people, the Taiwan compatriots included. 

Taiwan is part of China. The state shall never allow the "Taiwan independence" secessionist forces to make Taiwan secede from China under any name or by any means. 

Article 3 The Taiwan question is one that is left over from China's civil war of the late 1940s. 

Solving the Taiwan question and achieving national reunification is China's internal affair, which subjects to no interference by any outside forces. 

Article 4 Accomplishing the great task of reunifying the motherland is the sacred duty of all Chinese people, the Taiwan compatriots included. 

Article 5 Upholding the principle of one China is the basis of peaceful reunification of the country. 

To reunify the country through peaceful means best serves the fundamental interests of the compatriots on both sides of the Taiwan Strait. The state shall do its utmost with maximum sincerity to achieve a peaceful reunification. 

After the country is reunified peacefully, Taiwan may practice systems different from those on the mainland and enjoy a high degree of autonomy. 

Article 6 The state shall take the following measures to maintain peace and stability in the Taiwan Strait and promote cross-Straits relations: 

 (1) To encourage and facilitate personnel exchanges across the strait for greater mutual understanding and mutual trust; 

 (2) To encourage and facilitate economic exchanges and cooperation, realize direct links of trade, mail and air and shipping services, and bring about closer economic ties between the two sides of the straits to their mutual benefit; 

(3) To encourage and facilitate cross-strait exchanges in education, science, technology, culture, health and sports, and work together to carry forward the proud Chinese cultural traditions; 

 (4) To encourage and facilitate cross-strait cooperation in combating crimes; and 

 (5) To encourage and facilitate other activities that are conducive to peace and stability in the Taiwan Strait and stronger cross-strait relations. 

The state protects the rights and interests of the Taiwan compatriots in accordance with the law. 

Article 7 The state stands for the achievement of peaceful reunification through consultations and negotiations on an equal footing between the two sides of the Taiwan Strait. These consultations and negotiations may be conducted in steps and phases and with flexible and varied modalities. 

The two sides of the Taiwan Strait may consult and negotiate on the following matters: 

(1) Officially ending the state of hostility between the two sides; 

(2) Mapping out the development of cross-strait relations; 
(3) Steps and arrangements for peaceful national reunification; 

(4) The political status of the Taiwan authorities; 

(5) The Taiwan region's room of international operation that is compatible with its status; and 

(6) Other matters concerning the achievement of peaceful national reunification. 


Article 8 In the event that the "Taiwan independence" secessionist forces should act under any name or by any means to cause the fact of Taiwan's secession from China, or that major incidents entailing Taiwan's secession from China should occur, or that possibilities for a peaceful reunification should be completely exhausted, the state shall employ non-peaceful means and other necessary measures to protect China's sovereignty and territorial integrity. 

The State Council and the Central Military Commission shall decide on and execute the non-peaceful means and other necessary measures as provided for in the preceding paragraph and shall promptly report to the Standing Committee of the National People's Congress. 

Article 9 In the event of employing and executing non-peaceful means and other necessary measures as provided for in this Law, the state shall exert its utmost to protect the lives, property and other legitimate rights and interests of Taiwan civilians and foreign nationals in Taiwan, and to minimize losses. At the same time, the state shall protect the rights and interests of the Taiwan compatriots in other parts of China in accordance with the law. 

Article 10 This Law shall come into force on the day of its promulgation. 

 
“The Cyclic Economy” Has Been Integrated into

China’s Mainstream Economic Concept

Liu Yumin, Program Organizer of the CPAPD

The Millennium Eco-system Assessment Report (MA) of the UN was released in London not long ago. After investigating the impact of human activities upon the eco-system over the past 50 years, it points out that human activities have already damaged 60% of grasslands, forests, cropland, rivers and lakes of the earth. In recent several decades, 1/5 of coral and 1/3 of mangrove forests on the earth have been destroyed. Both floral and fauna diversity are rapidly declining and 1/3 of animal species are at the verge of extinction. The report warns that if governments don’t take more environment-friendly policies, the eco-system of the earth may no longer sustain human lives as it is doing today.   

The report also asserts that degeneration of eco-system is, as a matter of fact, a kind of decrease of per capita assets. Traditional statistics of economic growth seldom takes resource consumption or renewable resources degradation into account. As a result, GDP growth is usually obtained at the cost of decreasing per capita asset. 

The report says that the most effective way to rationally protect resources is to include nature cost into the economic decision making of future policy makers. 

It is a pressing task for all countries in the world, especially the developing countries to protect resources rationally while developing economy, and genuinely practice resource- efficient development. 

The cyclic economy is the only option for future human survival and development in the long run. 

In light of the bottlenecks in China’s economic development, such as excessive resource consumption and environmental pollution, China has started a comprehensive transformation of its economic growth pattern and has embarked on the road of the cyclic economy. With less consumption, less waste emission and higher efficiency as its hallmark, the cyclic economy is focused on efficient usage and recycling of resources according to the principle of “reduce, reuse and recycle”. It tallies with a sustainable economic growth pattern and marks a fundamental transformation of the traditional growth pattern of “excessive production, resources consumption and waste emission”. 

The decision of the Chinese government to promote the cyclic economy in 2004 has reflected the fact that we should no longer lose time in alleviating the overall shortage of resources supply in China. It also demonstrated that the cyclic economy has already been a part of China’s mainstream economic concepts and will have far-reaching impact on China’s economic development. 

According to the plan of the National Development and Reform Commission (NDRC), by 2010 China will establish a relatively complete system of laws, regulations and supportive policies for the cyclic economy, build up a technological innovation system as well as an effective mechanism for supervision and incentives. 

The first step is to create a policy system for the cyclic economy including economic policy, industrial policy, technology policy, consumption policy, education policy and legal guarantee. Economic policy means to well define environment property ownership, readjust the resources pricing system and establish a green national account. Industrial policy means to turn the existing industries into green ones and promote environmental protection industries. Technology policy means to develop high and new technologies and environment-friendly technologies. Consumption policy means to guide the general public towards environment-friendly consumption. Education policy means to launch an education campaign aimed at increasing the public’s environmental protection awareness. Legal guarantee means to improve the environmental protection law system. 

China is going to cultivate the cyclic economy-favoured institutional and policy environment by comprehensively using various policy measures of finance, taxation, investment, credit, price and so on to readjust and influence the behaviours of market entities and build up a mechanism of voluntary conservation of resources and environmental protection.

The cyclic economy will be China’s key area of governmental investment with increasing financial support from the government. The government will also directly invest in or provide financial assistance or discount loans to some important projects, and guide financial institutions of various forms to extend credits to those key projects of the cyclic economy. 
The Chinese government will study and implement relevant pricing and payment policies to promote the development of the cyclic economy. The government will vigorously readjust the price relations between resource products and final products, improve the price formation mechanism of the natural resources and through regulating water and electricity prices give better play to the basic role of market in resource allocation. 

The supportive fiscal and tax policies for the cyclic economy are already in the pipeline. Under the organization of NDRC, associations of and experts from varied industries have proposed a “List of Energy-Efficient Products” and “Suggestions on the Government’s Procurement of Energy-Efficient Products”. NDRC is currently discussing with the Ministry of Finance about providing tax cut, exemption or other preferential treatments to enterprises, who produce or purchase those products in the List. Considerations are also given to include those products in the List into government procurement. The compensation mechanism for restoration of the natural environment will also be further established and improved. 

By adopting these measures, the government is determined to greatly increase the resources utilization efficiency of key industries, build up a batch of cleaner production enterprises with relatively high resource utilization efficiency and low pollutant emission, establish and improve resource recycling system and mechanism in key industries, greatly increase national production of resources and reduce the amount of discharged waste by 2010, thus laying foundation for the establishment of a national economic system as well as a resource conservation society with low resource consumption, less environmental pollution and better economic performance. 

In order to achieve that goal, NDRC has identified four directions and eight measures to promote the cyclic economy. 

The four aspects are: vigorously practice frugality in using resources and energies and increase the efficiency of their utilization, promote overall cleaner production and cut the amount of pollutant at its source, vigorously promote comprehensive utilization of resources by making full use of them so as to reduce the final disposal of the waste, energetically develop environmental protection industries to provide material and technical supply for cyclic economy. 

The eight measures are: 1.to strengthen macro policy guidance over the development of the cyclic economy by formulating effective policy measures, 2. to adhere to facilitating the cyclic economy according to law, 3. to intensify restructuring and technical upgrading with the cyclic economy as its main content, 4. to accelerate the development, demonstration and promotion of the cyclic economy related technologies, 5. to propose through studies policies and mechanisms that can promote the cyclic economy, 6. to implement pilot projects for the cyclic economy, through which, experiences can be drawn and relevant laws and regulations formulated and improved so as to further push forward the development of the cyclic economy, 7. to intensify the spadework for the cyclic economy by  strengthening the theoretical  research of the cyclic economy, especially on its economical basis and establishing a system of comprehensive assessment for the cyclic economy and working out important indicators for the cyclic economy, 8. to launch an education campaign to spread the cyclic economy throughout the country with the purpose of transforming people’s mind-set, and cultivate their sense of responsibility and awareness towards sustainable consumption, resources conservation and environmental protection. 
INTERNATIONAL   EXCHANGES




A Pleasant Trip And Valuable Training

In The University Of Georgia

Jiang Ling  Assistant Research Fellow of the CPAPD

During April 2-8, at the invitation of the Center for International Trade and Security (CITS), the University of Georgia, the U.S., three Ph.D. candidates from Tsinghua University, Fudan University and China Foreign Affair University and myself went to University of Georgia for a two-week training on export control.

CITS is a famous research centre on export control. This training was the beginning of a joint training program between China Arms Control and Disarmament Association and CITS, UGA. It was my pleasure to be a member of the first training team. During our stay there, CITS hosted us warmly and kindly and the experts from CITS gave us comprehensive lectures about international export control regimes, export control policies of states, export control security culture and analysis on elements of export control. Through this, we deepened our knowledge on export control, especially came to understand better the importance of strengthening the research on export control in China. It was really a valuable training. 

The University of Georgia is located in Athens. At the foothill of the Blue Ridge mountains, Athens, a vibrant city of just over 100,000 residents represents the typical Southern culture of the U.S. During our two-week stay in Athens, this university city impressed us with a unique blend of the Southern heritage and modern entertainment. Its Classic Centre Hall, beautiful downtown houses, the Georgia Bulldogs’ top-rank collegiate sports teams and so on made my very short stay there most enjoyable and impressive.

General Eugene Habiger Visits the CPAPD

General Eugene E. Habiger, former Commander in Chief of United States Strategic Command and Policy Adviser with Centre for International Trade and Security of the University of Georgia, visited the CPAPD on Arial 19, 2005.
The CPAPD Delegation Participates 
In the 7th NPT Review Conference
A CPAPD delegation led by Secretary General of the CPAPD Niu Qiang attended the 7th NPT Review Conference at the UN Headquarter in New York from May 1st to May 5th. Then, the delegation went to Washington D.C. and visited a number of research institutions there.

A CPAPD Delegation Visits Pakistan

At the kind invitation of the Pakistan Foundation for Research on International Environment, National Development and Security (FRIENDS), a 5-member delegation from the Chinese People’s Association for Peace and Disarmament (CPAPD) paid a successful good-will visit to Pakistan from 16 to 22, May 2005. During its stay in Pakistan, the delegation was accorded warm hospitality and held a joint seminar with the FRIENDS, which focused on the trend of world multi-polarity, the smooth development of China and the emerging regional strategic balance. Besides holding the joint seminar, the delegation also called on some famous research institutes and universities, and exchanged views with local scholars on many international and regional issues. The visit has further strengthened the friendly ties between the CPAPD and the FRIENDS, and has left the delegation a deep impression.
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The CPAPD Participates in the 5th WSF


From Jan. 26 to 31, 2005, Ms. You Ningge, former Deputy Secretary General of the CPAPD attended the 5th World Social Forum, which was held in Porto Alegre, Brazil, and gave a speech of "China's Devotion to World Peace" under the topic of "Struggle by Peace, Against War and Imperialism". 














The CPAPD Delegation at the International Conference about


Gender Mainstreaming and the MDGs


Co-sponsored by the Ministry of Women Development, Government of Pakistan, the All Pakistan Women’s Association (APWA) and the UN System, the International Conference on Gender Mainstreaming and MDGs was held from March 28 to 30, 2005 in Islamabad, Pakistan.  The Conference was aimed at examining the progress towards achieving the MDGs, with the focus on Goal 3-Gender equality and the empowerment of women. The Islamabad Plan of Action was adopted at the Conference. The CPAPD delegation presented a paper entitled “The Role of Chinese Women in Building a Harmonious Society” at the workshop on “Women’s Role in Conflict-Prevention, Resolution and Peace-Building.”











� For details of Japan’s future security and military orientation of Japan, see, for example, “Japan’s New Defence Policy to Warn of China Threat, Agence France-Presse, Tokyo, 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.defensenews" ��http://www.defensenews�, 


� See news release of gts, Tokyo, December 22, 2004, re-quoted from China’s News for Reference, Beijing, December 24, 2004


� See news release, of Japan Economic News, Tokyo, December 22, 2004, re-quoted from China’s News for Reference, Beijing, December 23.


� See news release of China News, Beijing, December 16, 2004.  http://www.chinanews.com.cn/news/


� “China criticizes Japan’s new defence outlines”, Beijing, Japan Times, December 12, 2004.  http://www.japantimes.com/cgi-bin/getarticle.pl5?nn20041212a1.htm


� “Japan’s New Defence Outline bares Military Teeth”, News Comments, December 13, 2004.  http://english.people.com.cn/200412/13/eng20041213_167164.html


�Zhang Qiyue, Foreign Ministry Spokeswoman, Comment on Japan’s New Outline for National Defense, Beijing, December 14, 2004.  http://www.fmprc.gov.cn/eng/xwfw/s2510/2535/t174804.htm�
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