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FEATURE ARTICLES

China Factor—a Driving Force 
for Progress and Harmony
Chai Shangjin, Research Fellow of the Contemporary World Research Center
Entering the 21st centaury, China is becoming stronger in its national strength, integrating with the outside world at a faster speed, and enjoying an ascending international reputation. At the same time, the China factor has a greater bearing on the world. Today’s China is playing a role never seen before in the world. This trend will inevitably pose a challenge the vested interests of some countries, and to a certain extent affect or even alter the existing international political and economic order. How to deal with “China’s rise” has triggered heated debates worldwide, bred all sorts of “China threat theories” and led to a large amount of publications about China across the world. Given this, it has become an important subject worth our careful study to fully understand the role of the China factor and effectively remove the negative impact of “China threat theories”. 

The existence of the China factor is an objective reality of today’s world 

It is only in the recent decade or so that the world began to genuinely feel the presence of the China factor. In September 1994, former Director of World Watch Lester Brown published a 141 page-long report titled Who Will Feed China, a so-called “Wake-Up Call for a Small Planet”, in which he pointed out that both population growth and high-speed industrialization in China would result in a surge of China’s food demand, and China’s massive grain import would trigger a hike in world food price, thus endangering other countries’ food security. The release of this report at once roused panic in the West about China. However, in recent years, rather than depending on foreign countries to feed itself, China has swept the world with a storm of “Made in China”, and brought benefits to Westerners with its rapid development. With China-made-goods filling store shelves throughout the world, more and more Chinese tourists are traveling abroad. Subsequently, some new terms like “China’s rise”, “Beijing consensus”, and so on have been put forward by a number of scholars, making the China factor a vogue word. 

When people discuss the China factor, the first thing they talk about is, of course, China’s GDP growth rate and its world largest labor force. China’s low labor cost has attracted massive foreign investment, and made it a global factory. As for the production capacity of this workshop, there have been very detailed reports from various foreign media. One of the articles on the Globe and Mail of Canada on October 23, 2004 reported that China produced over 1/3 of world computers, more than half of world garments, digital cameras and DVDs, and about 2/3 of world photocopiers and microwave ovens. It also said that as a greedy importer, China guzzled 40% of world cement only in one year of 2003, and its thirst for oil, steel, copper, iron ore and soybean pushed the price of these goods to shoot up. This article concluded that even without being in China people could feel the rise of a Chinese empire. It also predicted that according to its current momentum of development, China would overtake Japan to become the second largest economy in the world by 2016, and overtake the U.S. to become the No. 1 by 2040. Former German Chancellor Helmut Heinrich Waldemar Schmidt once said that in face of China’s low cost, developed countries can hardly compete with it. China’s rapid development took the West by surprise. 

 
At the same time, the general attitude of most foreign media towards some aspects of the China factor such as the performance of the Chinese government and its diplomacy has obviously improved. Witnessing the achievements made by the Chinese government through proactive fiscal policy and prudent monetary policy over the years, those media conclude that China is rapidly emerging from a backward developing nation to a major power who weighs more and more in regional and world affairs. 

When a country’s status in the international community changes, its role will also change accordingly. Since the founding of the new China, its international role has changed from being unnoticeable to prominent, from marginalized to significant. From the 1950s to the 1960s, China was basically excluded from the world system, it was from the early 1970s to the late 1980s that China initially involved herself in the world system, and gradually placed herself in a favourable strategic position by making use of two super powers’ contention for world hegemony, one was the U.S. and the other was the Soviet Union. But even so, China’s role on the world stage at that time was still a minor one. Ever since the 1990s when China began to rise up, it has firmly seized the opportunities provided by globalization and multi-polarization, widely participated in the world system and competition, and transformed its role of an “onlooker” to an active participant of the world system, thus being regarded by more and more countries as “cooperative partner”, “competitor” or “potential threat”. With the China factor looming larger, China can no longer isolate itself from the world or stand aloof from multi-polar contradictions. As a permanent member of the UN Security Council, China is committed to the important task of safeguarding world peace and security, and it has been reckoned by the international community as a major force in anti-terrorism, non-proliferation, promotion of regional and cross-regional cooperation, as well as the establishment of a just and rational new international order. China cannot develop in isolation of the rest of the world, nor can the world develop without China. 

Different interpretations about the China factor

The China factor includes the impacts upon the world by China’s economic strength, political and diplomatic policies, development model, culture and tradition, as well as scientific and technological levels. How to understand those impacts has become one of the perspectives of analyzing the international situation by scholars at home and abroad. People with different positions, interest and visions about the world, may have different interpretations. Misreading China is no strange. It has been around all the time. Various “China threat theories” are, to a large extent, manifestations of misreading the China factor. 

Some foreigners, though interested in talking about the China factor, actually have more subjective assumptions than objective judgment, just like viewing the flower in fog. They tend to play up the frictions and conflicts of interests that have brought about by China’s rise, thus arousing people’s fear about China. Others are just like the blind men sizing up the elephant—take a part for the whole. They not only draw conclusions with partial knowledge about China, but also overstate its strength, with a view to politicizing the issue and ultimately trumpeting the “China threat”. In the eyes of some foreigners, the oriental lion is wakening and the world could no longer enjoy tranquility. The “China threat theories” are just like cancer cells spreading in a very dangerous manner. In addition to the U.S., Japan and Europe where the “China threat theories” have been rather prevalent, some people in developing countries like India and Indonesia have also misread China’s rise. 
While, there are also quite a number of objective and unbiased analysis and articles on China. For example, the French author of the book Quand la Chine change le monde Erik Izraelewicz has wrote that when a common people see a poor country becoming developed, he or she should feel happy about it, not scared. China is not the nightmare of the West and instead, smart Westerners should seek opportunities from China’s rise. There are more and more American scholars who recognize the role of the China factor, believing that within a liberalized world economic system, countries should provide each other with markets for mutual benefit and reciprocity, and doing business with China will greatly help America to curb inflation. According to statistics from Morgan Stanley, American customers have already saved $100 billion from imported China made garment, shoes and household appliances. Some Americans say although China is a rapid emerging economy, there is still a long way to go before China’s economic capacity surpasses that of the United States. Even with its current pace of economic growth, China’s economic size is only 1/4 that of the United States by 2025. To a large extent, the worries inside America about China are wrong or exaggerated. Therefore, it is not appropriate to define China as an economic and military threat.  

The China factor is a driving force for world progress and harmony
In the new century, the world situation continues to witness profound and complex changes. Economic globalization, multi-polarization and the democratization of in-ternational relations remain to be the major trend of today’s changing world. Maintaining peace and seeking development reflect not only people’s common aspirations, but also the irresistible trend of history. However, the world is far from being tranquil. The unfair and irrational old international political and economic order has yet to be changed, and hegemonism and power politics still pose major threats to world peace and stability. In such a complex and volatile international situation, we are confronted with both opportunities for development and grave challenges. Therefore, we must adhere to the road of peaceful development and the independent foreign policy of peace, uphold the principle of maintaining world peace and promoting common development, and insist on developing friendly relations with all countries on the basis of the five principles of peaceful coexistence and conducting exchanges and cooperation with them on the basis of equality and mutual benefit. We will also hold high the banner of peace, development and cooperation, and contribute to the lofty cause of peace and development of the entire humanity. 

The development of China is unstoppable, nor is the China factor dismissible. The key lies in what kind of development concept we adhere to and how to make full use of the role of the China factor. China in the 21st century will remain a big developing country at the primary stage of socialism. Peaceful, sustained and steady development is where its fundamental interest lies. It is imperative for China to concentrate on development and the improvement of its comprehensive national strength, and then promote the progress of human civilization through its development. 

The world has set its eye on China, listening more attentively to China’s interpretation about its peaceful development, which includes peace between nations, amicability among people and harmony between man and nature. The main principles of China’s peaceful development are as follows: First, China will fully seize the good opportunity of world peace to develop itself. Second, to achieve development, China will mainly rely on its own strength. Third, China cannot become developed in isolation of the rest of the world. Forth, China’s rise will take time and requires ceaseless efforts for several generations of people. Fifth, China’s rise will not stand in the way of others, nor will it pose a threat to others or at the cost of others. China used to be viewed by foreigners as “mysterious”, “isolated”, “belligerent” or even “bellicose”. Since the 1980s, China has been adhering to an independent foreign policy of peace, and opened itself up wider to the outside world. Thus, China’s international status and role have been strengthened, and the distorted image of the past has been corrected. Especially the marked improvement of China’s security environment after the Cold War can be best attributed to China’s reform and opening up policy at home, and its advocacy for peace and development in the world, which has immensely improved China’s peace-loving image. 

Peaceful development is both the starting point and final goal of China’s external relations as reflected in many fields of its endeavors. For example, the slogan of the Beijing Olympic Games in 2008 is “One world, one dream”. One world means a peaceful world where different civilizations respect each other and diverse cultures coexist; one dream refers to the common dream of mankind to seek mutual understanding through dialogue, promote unity through consensus, and create harmony through tolerance. In the mid 1990s, China set forth a new security concept featuring “mutual trust, mutual benefit, equality and coordination”, and began to take up fresh role with a new image on the world stage. At the World Summit of the United Nations' 60th Session, Chinese President Hu Jintao delivered a speech entitled Making Great Efforts to Build a Harmonious World with Long-lasting Peace and Common Prosperity, and initiated the diplomatic proposal of “building a harmonious world”. This is not only the proposition of the new generation of Chinese leadership, but also the goal of the unremitting pursuit of Chinese nation. Although there will be resistance from uni-polar hegemony and the established world order against the creation of a harmonious world, this proposition represents China’s commitment and role in the 21st century. Guided by it, China’s diplomatic endeavor will lead to more fruitful results, China’s international image and influence will be further elevated, and the China factor will become more relevant in building a harmonious world.
Japan and Northeast Asia Security

Prof. Liu Yongjiang, Tsinghua University

Whether or not Japan takes a peaceful road of development constitutes the core issue of security in Northeast Asia. This has been best evidenced by both Japan’s pre-War militaristic history and its post-War peaceful development. In the future, what strategic orientation Japan will take still has a close bearing on the Northeast Asian security. 

I. Japan’s strategic orientation and the transformation of Japan-U.S. alliance

i.Japan always groups itself with the strong. Japan’s history of alliance has gone through three periods: first, during the Japan-Britain alliance period, backed by the UK, Japan waged the Japan-Russia war; second, during the period of Japan-Germany-Italy alliance, Japan became one of the original sources of WWII, and waged the aggressive war against China; third, it is the post-War Japan-U.S. alliance period in which, Japan has experienced 60 years of domestic peace. Among the three periods, the former two took place in the era of imperialism, when Japan, by relying on its allies, adopted aggressive strategies and launched massive overseas wars and finally was doomed to failure. In comparison, Japan-U.S. alliance is an outcome of the U.S. Cold War policy, as well as the strategic option of the U.S. to control and make use of Japan, also with some considerations of targeting at China. However, different from the policies in the former two alliances, the Japan-U.S. alliance generally has adopted a defensive strategy. 

There are three reasons behind it: first, the times have changed. In the post-War 60 years, Japan has basically embarked on a road of peaceful development. Second, the Japan-U.S. alliance has been mainly featured by the U.S. unilateral protection for Japan, and the latter is obliged not to send out its troops and exercise the right of “collective self-defense” and fight together with the U.S. army in overseas operations. Third, the Japan-U.S. alliance was formed under the system of Japan’s Pacifist Constitution after WWII. Article 9 of the Constitution provides that Japan’s state power should not be used to wage wars. This is very important. According to the current US-Japan Security Treaty, when Japan is under attack, the U.S. is obliged to provide assistance. While Japan, according to Article 9 of the Constitution, cannot use force beyond its borders to foil attacks against its allies, or directly participate in U.S. military operations. In order to maintain such relations of unilateral protection, Japan has agreed that the U.S. can use Japan’s military facilities and bases. During the period from the 1970s to the 1980s when Japan’s national strength was greatly improved, the U.S., in the name of countering the threat from the Soviet Union, had asked Japan to beef up its military forces so as to share with the U.S. the defense burden in the Far East. Nonetheless, pacifist thinking still prevailed in Japan at that time, which thus forced the Japanese government to take a relatively cautious attitude. 

ii. After the Cold War, although Japan’s need for military protection from the U.S. declined, the Japan-U.S. alliance has still served as a basic axis of Japan’s foreign policy. This is because: first, in the foreseeable future, the U.S. will continue to be the only super power of the world and the most important country for Japan. Therefore, the realistic means to maintain Japan’s security is to rely on nothing else but the system of the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty. 
 Restricted by its own economic and political conditions, Japan cannot depend on itself alone, if it does not want to take any risk in defending its own security against various threats including nuclear wars and conventional wars. Therefore, it must enter into alliance with the most militarily powerful state—the U.S., who shares the basic common values. Second, the Japan-U.S. alliance is of great importance for Japan in safeguarding its surrounding security. Despite of the end of the Cold War, the situation in the Asia-pacific region still has been complicated. Questions like the Koran Peninsula, Taiwan, and the Northern Territory etc. remain unsolved. To keep its position of strength in the Asia-pacific region and cement its relations with neighboring countries, Japan needs the U.S.’s strong backing. Third, the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty is not only confined to military field, it also has served as the foundation for friendly relations between Japan and the U.S., in a broader sense, in political, economic, social and other fields. 

iii. In the early 21st century, the Japan-U.S. alliance has entered into a transformation period, and began to show signs of “historical regression”. Although for the time being, it is still focused on increasing Japan’s defensive deterrence instead of aggressive capability, Japan has shifted from accepting the unilateral protection by the U.S. to providing logistic assistance, and its scope of military maneuver has expanded to the Indian Ocean and the Middle East. In 1997, Japan and the U.S. signed the New Guideline for Defense Cooperation. In 1999, the Japanese Diet passed the Law Concerning Situations in Areas Surrounding Japan, which has in a legislative sense authorized its Self-Defense Force to tread on the post-War forbidden area and enables Japan to provide logistic or intelligence support for U.S. military actions in high seas during emergencies or when, supposedly, a contingency is imminent. In addition, according to Japan’s interpretation of “situations in areas surrounding Japan”, it can militarily intervene in civil wars or domestic turmoil of its surrounding countries. After the September 11 incident, the Japanese Diet passed the Anti-Terrorism Special Measures Law, and the Japanese Self-Defense Force for the first time sent warships to the Indian Ocean as logistic support for the U.S. military action. This law was reauthorized by the Diet in 2005 so as to maintain Japan’s support to America. In December 2001, Japan for the first time attacked and sank a so-called “suspicious ship” in China’s exclusive economic zone. In 2003 after America launched the Iraq war, Japan sent out its Self-Defense Force to Iraq, meeting the U.S. demand, and at the same time, starting its own long-term overseas garrison. 

iv. If Article 9 is revised, Japan may become an America’s ally that can send troops abroad to support American forces or a state that can use military force overseas. Ever since the 1990s, American hawks have been vigorously urging Japan to revise its Constitution. Some Japanese, by way of using the U.S.’s pressure, and the excuse of maintaining Japan-U.S. relations for world peace, have also actively pushed for exercising “the right to collective self-defense”, playing a military role in the world, and assisting America in its intervention in international conflicts, or providing military support to America outside of Japan’s territorial land and waters. Japan regards this as the symbol of becoming a “normal country”. The Japanese Constitution provides that any revision of the Constitution requires the approval of over 2/3 of the Diet votes as well as over half of its national citizens. That is why it has been difficult to revise the Constitution. However, after the last general election held in September 2005, the seats of the ruling coalition of Japanese Liberal Democratic Party and Komei Party have exceeded 2/3 in the Diet, thus greatly reducing the resistance against constitutional revision. 

On November 22, 2005, at the assembly marking the 50th anniversary of its founding the Liberal Democratic Party formally presented a draft new constitution for the first time after the Second World War. This draft deleted from the preface of the Constitution “…and resolved that never again shall we be visited with the horrors of war through the action of government…
”. There are two parts in Article 9 of the Constitution: 1) “Aspiring sincerely to an international peace based on justice and order, the Japanese people forever renounce war as a sovereign right of the nation and the threat or use of force as means of settling international disputes.” 2) “In order to accomplish the aim of the preceding paragraph, land, sea, and air forces, as well as other war potential, will never be maintained. The right of belligerency of the state will not be recognized.”

1.The draft, while maintaining the first part of Article 9, deleted the second part, and changed it into 2) “In order to safeguard peace and independence of Japan and security of the Japanese people, the Prime Minister will continue to be the supreme commander of the Self-Defense Army.”
2. When engaging the fore-mentioned activities, the Self-Defense Army shall acquire the approval and be subject to the control of the Diet according to law.

3. In addition to activities needed for self-defense, the Self-Defense Army can take part in efforts to maintain international peace and security based on international cooperation, as well as to keep the public order or protect the life of its citizens and the freedom of action.

4. Except for provision 2, the organization and control of the Self-Defense Army shall be subject to relevant laws. 

Although the draft does not include Japan’s “right of collective self-defense” with the U.S. army in military operations, this possibility cannot be ruled out. Because this draft has actually given a green light to Japan’s Self-Defense Forces to participate in multi-national military actions. Once Article 9 of the Japanese Constitution is revised according to this draft, it is very likely that Japan and America will then revise the Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security, so that Japan can provide combat assistance to America worldwide. This means, as a matter of fact, the covert exercise of the “right of collective self-defense”. If Japan’s alliance policy continues to move in the direction of pursuing “historical retrogression”, it will signify that a qualitative change is taking place in the domestic legal system of Japan that the post-War Japan-U.S. alliance is based on. In due course, Japan will regain its pre-War right of coalition combat operations, but lose its right of saying “NO” to the U.S.’s war policy. Meanwhile, it is equally dangerous if Japan uses its military forces internationally in excuse of protecting the life and freedom of its citizens. Because historically when Japan launched the aggressive war against China, it used the same excuse.

v. Japan will infringe upon the Three Non-Nuclear Principles in a disguised form. Japan announced these three principles of “not possessing, not producing and not permitting the introduction of nuclear weapons into Japan” in the 1960s. In addition, the Liberal Democratic Party proposed the Four Non-Nuclear Principles in 1968: (1) the promotion of feasible nuclear disarmament aimed at thoroughly destroying nuclear weapons, (2) the adherence to the Three Non-Nuclear Principles, (3) the continued reliance on the U.S. nuclear deterrence against international nuclear threats, and (4) the active promotion of peaceful use of nuclear energy. However, Japan has long ago had the idea of “possessing nuclear weapons”, as well as necessary materials, technologies and funding for making nuclear weapons. And in recent years, some Japanese politicians even clamored that Japan can possess nuclear weapons. But in the foreseeable future, the U.S. will continue to offer the nuclear umbrella to Japan, and will not allow Japan to develop nuclear weapons. Since the harm outweighs the benefit, to develop nuclear weapons is really an unwise option for Japan. 

Though Japan will not easily abandon the signboard of the Three Non-Nuclear Principles on October 27, 2005, the Koizumi cabinet suddenly announced that Japan would allow a U.S. nuclear-powered aircraft carrier to be stationed permanently in the port of Yokosuka starting from 2008. The Japan Defense Agency explained that by nuclear-powered it only means using nuclear power, and is different from the introduction of nuclear weapons into Japan; the U.S. military also stated that after entering the port, the carrier would shut down its nuclear power system. Nonetheless, there is indeed no Japanese citizen or any international organization that can carry out nuclear inspections on this aircraft carrier. According to later disclosed information, the U.S. nuclear submarines and aircraft carriers stationed in the Japanese ports in October 1974 were equipped with nuclear warheads. In 1978, as confirmed by the U.S. navy, the aircraft carriers of the Seventh Fleet stationed in Yokosuka had always served as carriers for nuclear bombers. In this connection, it has long been suspectable that Japan can earnestly abide by the Three Non-Nuclear Principles. Now that the Japanese government allows the U.S. nuclear-powered aircraft carrier to be stationed in Yokosuka, it is actually a kind of disguised breakaway from the three principles. At the same time, after getting a base for its nuclear aircraft carriers in Japan, the U.S. will seek to beef up its sea and air dominance in the Asia-Pacific region, strengthen its maritime threat against the DPRK and control the sea exit of the Russian navy so as to guarantee its long-distance combat and army transportation capability in the “arc of instability” stretching from Japan, the Taiwan Strait, the Malacca Strait to the Persian Gulf. 

vi. Although it is difficult to revive to pre-War militarism in near future, Japan has been increasingly strengthening its military power. To judge whether or not Japan will become a military power, there are at least four criteria: first, possessing nuclear weapons or not; second, being capable of long-distance projection of the military forces or not; third, how large is its military expenditure; fourth, its armament quality and scale. Due to the financial constraints, the military budget announced in Japan’s Mid-term Defense Build-up Plan for the coming 5 years is 24.24 trillion yen, 920 billion yen less than the previous one. Its defense expenditure of 2005 was 4.85 trillion yen (about US$45 billion), 1% less than the previous year. Japan’s Ground Self-Defense Force has also downsized by 5000 to 155000 personnel. In despite of that, Japan still has the second largest mili-tary expenditure in the world. Except for nuclear weapons, Japan is ranking just be-hind America and Russia as one of the world military powers in conventional weapons. While reducing the number of its tanks, artillery and frigates, Japan simultaneously builds up its naval and air force mobility and capability of long distance maritime operations overseas, as well as improves its missile offensive and defensive performance. According to its latest “Defense Program Outline” and “Mid-term Defense Build-up Plan”, Japan will step up its overseas offense and defense ability, anti-submarine ability as well as the ability of fighting information war; establish an independent satellite intelligence system; purchase air-refueling planes (increased from 4 to 8) and build large-scale military transport ships, thus gradually building up its overseas power projection capability. Japan plans to join America in deploying missile defense system in East Asia from 2006. The Aegis warship-based TMD features better mobility, broader coverage with an interception depth of 1300km inside China’s territory. If deployed in Yaeyama Islands, its effective radius will cover Taiwan and can intercept Chinese missiles within Chinese territory. 

II. Potential threats to China are on the rise.
i. Japanese Foreign Minister’s trumpeting of “China threat theory” is actually out of an ulterior motive. After the disintegration of the Soviet Union, Japan’s right wing anti-China forces have always attempted to bring China to replace the Soviet Union as Japan’s strategic threat, accusing China of “hegemonic ambition”. However, such rhetoric has never been made by any Japanese foreign minister since the normalization of China-Japan relations except the recent one. In December 2005, Foreign Minister Taro ASO blatantly said that, China with a population of one billion and nuclear weapons has had double-digit growth of defense expenditure for 17 consecutive years which is extremly untransparent, thus China is becoming a threat. He also argued that LDP member Mr. Maehara’s remarks that China is breeding a threat or anxiety, is a fair one.
 These words immediately incured criticism from both Chinese and Japanese sides, and even Prime Minister Koizumi distanced himself from such rhetoric and stressed that China’s devleopment is an opportunity for Japan. This shows that Japan’s strategic judgment on China strategy is double sided: concerning economy, it regards China’s development as an opportunity; concerning security, China is viewed as a big threat. Usually under the following four circumstances, A country is labeled as a “threat” by B country: First, lack of exchanges leads to a preconceived and wrong strategic judement. Second, B country is really threatened by A’s strategic intention and military power. Third, out of an ulterior motive, B country is trying to hide its own amtition while accusing others. Fourth, B country is responding to A’s hostile policies. For those Japanese senior officials who support the “China threat theory”, they basically belong to the first or third category. Because China doesn’t have any intention to invade Japan at all, and Japan, backed by Japan-U.S. military alliance, actually does not put China on a par with it in term of military power. In addition, untill now Japan has not gone for an overall hostile policy against China. Therefore, in addition to the misunderstanding between China and Japan due to lack of mutual exchanges, it seems the reasons that the Japanese politicians clamour about “China threat theory” are as follows: first, to make the U.S. attach more importance to Japan; second, to cater for the domestic nationalist emotion so as to win more votes for its constitutional reform; third, to find an excuse to strengthen its military forces and expand its overseas military activities; fourth, to deter China by playing the cards of territorial dispute and Taiwan question; fifth, to demonize China so as to offset China’s criticism against Japan on the history issue and Taiwan question. 
The Japanese National Defense Agency takes China more as an “imaginary enemy” than Russia. On December 10, 2004, the Japanese government released the new De-fense Program Outline, which not only for the first time highlighted the ways to tackle new threats such as terrorism, but also listed the Korean Peninsula and the Taiwan Strait as instable factors in its surrounding areas. Meanwhile, Japan for the first time mentioned that it should be vigilant against China. It said that “China, which has a major impact on regional security, continues to modernize its nuclear forces and missile capabilities as well as its naval and air forces. China is also expanding its area of operation at sea. We will have to remain attentive to its future actions.”
 It also emphasized that “we will maintain necessary defense force structure to respond effectively to the invasion of Japan's offshore islands, improve and strengthen capabilities to transport and deploy forces, and deal with the invasion in a flexible manner.”
 
According to the Ground Self-Defense Force's security plan which was released by the Asahi Shimbun in September 2005, if Japan-China relations deteriorate, or tensions heighten over natural resources in the sea area near the disputed Senkaku islands (Diaoyu Island) in the East China Sea, China will send troops to the Senkaku islands to secure Beijing's interests in the area. The SDF would respond by sending troops from Kyushu to the main island of Okinawa Prefecture or other southern islands, such as Ishigakijima, according to the plan. The Air Self-Defense Force or the Maritime Self-Defense Force would deal with the Chinese troops who have landed on the Senkaku islands and the GSDF troops would wipe out the remaining Chinese forces and take back the islands. Another scenario is that a war breaks out between China mainland and Taiwan because Taipei declares independence. The United States, supported by Japan, intervenes, and Chinese military forces attack SDF facilities or U.S. military bases in Japan. The GSDF would dispatch core troops to the islands south of Okinawa's main island, and send in other forces from Kyushu or Shikoku, depending on the situation. To deal with possible guerrilla attacks in urban areas of Japan, the GSDF would transfer troops from Hokkaido to cities under siege, and prepare to dispatch specially trained forces to protect the SDF and U.S. bases. 
 This plan can be viewed as Japan’s first publicly released security plan against China that involves Taiwan since the normalization of relations between China and Japan. In May 2005, Foreign Minister Machimura openly declared that Taiwan has always been a target of Japan-U.S. Security Treaty. This is a flagrant breach of the Sino-Japanese Joint Declaration, Treaty of Peace and Friendship and Sino-Japanese Joint Statement. This shows that Japan has completed its adjustment of the strategic defense priority from Soviet Union to China. Japan’s China policy is retrogressing to that before the normalization of bilateral relations. Various signs have indicated that among China’s Asian neighbors, Japan behaves most unfriendly on the Taiwan question, and may probably become the only Asian country that threatens China’s core interest. 

Since the beginning of 2006, Japanese Defense Agency has successively unveiled a number of military measures against China. According to the relevant reports, on January 3, a unit of 700 soldiers of the GSDF Western Army Infantry Regiment departed for the U.S. for a joint military drill with the U.S. marine. This joint drill took China as an imaginary enemy, and its drilling subject was how to reclaim Southwest Islands of Okinawa and Diaoyu Island once they were invaded. 
 This is the first concrete step to implement the Defense Program Outline and the GSDF’s Security Plan. On the same day, the National Defense Agency also submitted new Belligerence Rules to the cabinet for approval. Among those rules, both the use of weapons, procedures of commanders’ orders, and the specific procedures of combat are all clearly stipulated. In order to find an excuse for the new rules, the National Defense Agency explained that the “main reason” behind it is that “Chinese military airplanes have frequently entered Japan’s Air Defence Identification Zone”. The Japanese side recklessly trumpets that in 2005 Chinese military aircrafts have entered “Japanese Air Defence Identification Zone” for at least 30 times, “a record high”, that Chinese electronic fighters have hovered above the oil and gas fields in the East China Sea. Each time the SDF have sent jet fighters to intercept them. The surveillance team of the SDF has taken intercepting “Chinese fighters” as its “regular mission”. According to the Japanese military, one of the possible scenarios of military conflicts between Japan and China is that: once Imperial Oil begins the oil exploitation in the disputed areas, Chinese naval ships will fire shells to give warning signal. Then, coastguard vessels of Japan Coast Guard and frigates of the Maritime Self-Defense Force will be all sent out. Based on the new Belligerence Rules, the Air Self-Defense Force can convoy actions in the East China Sea so as to realize the integrated operation of maritime and air forces.
 These new ten-dencies have shown that backed by its own military power and the Japan-U.S. alliance, Japan is making military preparations to counterweigh China in the East China Sea and on the Diaoyu island issue and Taiwan question. Although its current arrangements, since only based on some assumptions, are mainly defensive in nature, and more localized and symbolic, things may transform to the opposite side under certain circumstances. If these trends are allowed to grow unchecked, they may possibly drag China and Japan into the abyss of military conflicts.  

The Japan-U.S. alliance is tilted more to guarding against China, and further strengthening its military integration. In February 2005, Japan and the U.S. issued a “2+2” Joint Statement, in which the “to urge China to resolve the issue of the Taiwan Strait” is highlighted as their “common strategic objective”. Thereafter, Japanese and the U.S. military have been busy working out a new plan to share the military tasks with a view to realizing the “common strategic objective”. On October 29, 2005, both sides again held “2+2”meeting in Washington, and came up with an an Intermediary Report which outlines the following main points: first, to strengthen the contacts between the headquarters of the U.S. forces and the SDF and raise the combat capability through expanding the shared utilization of the bases and joint exercise; second, to relocate Headquarters of the U.S. Army First Corps from Washington to Zama Camp of Japan and reorganized a coordinated operation command, with the GSDF setting up a Central Repid Response Force Command; third, relocate Japan's Air Defense General Command of the ASDF, currently located at Fuchu, to the U.S. Air Force at Yokota Air Base and set up a joint coordination mechanism; fourth, the U.S. Carrier Based Air Force will be relocated from Atsugi Air base to Iwakuni Air Base; fifth, within five years, the U.S. military base in Futenma of Okinawa will be relo-cated to Camp Schwab, where a new-air port will be built by reclaiming land from the sea; and sixth, the U.S. will transfer approximately 7,000 strong American troops from Okinawa to Guam to lessen the burden and dislike of the Okinawa people. Both sides have planned to complete a final report by March 2006. In terms of the direction, Japan is becoming the center of the U.S.’s front line command and military operation in East Asia, and the U.S. and Japanese command and combat systems will be further integrated. 

If Japan and the U.S. join hands to in-tervene in the situation in the Taiwan Strait, it will severely damage the healthy development of China-Japan relations. From the mid and long-term perspective, once Japan completes constitutional revision and can exercise “the right to collective self-defense” with the U.S. troops, it will probably return to a similar pre-War situation of alliance. At the same time, after obtaining greater military support from the U.S., the danger that Japan will take military adventure will also increase. In case the China-U.S. relations deteriorate due to the Taiwan question, or the U.S. adopts tougher line against China, the negative impact of the Japan-U.S. alliance upon China-Japan relations will increase accordingly. The strategic risk that Japan faces is: If Japan follows on the heels of the U.S. to intervene in the conflict across the Taiwan Strait, the Treaty of Peace and Friendship will be reduced to no more than a piece of paper, and what’s worse, it may well lead to disastrous consequences. This obviously runs counter to the national interest of Japan and Japanese people’s aspiration for peace. Therefore, in order to maintain stable relations among China, Japan and the U.S., the key lies in curbing the “Taiwan independence” activities.    

Ⅲ. Sustainable security in Northeast Asia and regional security cooperation

From a long-term strategic vision for security in Northeast Asia, the following theoretical framework and institution building for Northeast Asia security cooperation with Japan included can be considered:

In the next 20 years, to establish an institutionalized regional security cooperation system in East Asia with the purpose of creating and safeguarding East Asia sustainable security. 
 One possibility is to set up the East Asian Security Cooperation Organization—EASCO on the basis of ASEAN Regional Forum. EASCO is different from NATO for it is not a military group, and not exclusive. Nor does it set any imaginary enemy in advance. Instead, it is aimed at conducting various forms of security cooperation among East Asian countries according to problems or threats from different security fields. The United States is naturally included in it. Thus excluding the U.S. is out of question. Within the regional multi-lateral security cooperation structure, as long as all parties concerned abide by security principles, they can all enjoy security interests without paying greater security cost and price. 

In East Asia, the relevant parties, in the course of promoting denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula will finally realize the normalization of relations between the DPRK and America and Japan, and form an East Asia multi-lateral security cooperation mechanism including all the six parties concerned. After the settlement of the DPRK nuclear issue, this mechanism, as part of the East Asia security management regime can also put forward specific goals and propositions for the realization of an East Asia Nuclear-Free Zone. During the process of the six party talks, four party talks involving China, America, Japan and Russia can also be added to discuss issues related to the strategic relations among them and coordinate their positions on major regional security questions so as to ensure steady and coordinated development of their relations. Moreover, it can be considered to hold strategic consultations by the four countries’ foreign ministers and defense ministers, or “2+2+2+2” meeting.  

East Asian countries should establish the common concept of “sustainable security”. The Iraq war has demonstrated that the military strike has failed to guarantee lasting and stable security for the U.S. Instead, it has caused massive waste of energy resources which led to environmental degradation, and of so much effort that various countries had made for sustainable development. The emergence of “security alienation” in the early 21st century is an inevitable corollary of the policy of the American government under the theoretical guidance of neo-conservatism. 

“Sustainable security” is a brand new security theory, and may probably become the commonly pursued security value of the world in the future. Its purpose is to use low cost to maintain the sustainability of peace and secure, and it is the only way out to avoid the strategic dilemma of “high cost, low security”. Both history and reality have repeatedly shown that blindly relying on military force to seek absolute security for a nation may only end up with more insecurity. Wars bring endless troubles and disastrous consequences, because they cannot ensure a country’s security, but they can inflict severe damages upon the ecological environment. 

The concept of “sustainable security” goes beyond the traditional security concept of seeking lasting peace, and covers both traditional and non-traditional security. It is a comprehensive and rational thinking aimed at getting out of the security strategy dilemma. Non-traditional security threats include terrorism, smuggling, drug trafficking, piracy, illegal migration, the spread of diseases etc., which are transnational and thus must be dealt with through international cooperation.  

“Sustainable security” calls for “peaceful multilateralism” among countries. The “Treaty for the Renunciation of War” of 1928 is an early attempt of this kind, and later on, the birth of the UN and the spirit of its Charter, the ten principles of Bandung Spirit and the Treaty of Amity and Cooperation in Southeast Asia have all embodied such spirit of “peaceful multilateralism”. The ASEAN Regional Forum, the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, the six party talks and other multilateral security dialogue and cooperation mechanisms and practice in Asia are also following the principle of “peaceful multilateralism”. The Joint Declaration of the six party talks can be regarded as the latest achievement of “peaceful multilateralism” and should be cherished by all parties concerned. At the same time, strict abidance by all the provisions enshrined in the China-Japan Treaty of Peace and Friendship constitutes an important foundation for complementarity between China-Japan bilateral relations and the multilateral cooperation.  

“Sustainable security” respects the diversity of the international community, and represents the only way to create a harmonious world. Because it advocates mutual respect and peaceful coexistence among all civilizations, different social systems and development roads. Without mutual respect, especially friendly exchanges among people, it is impossible to achieve peace, cooperation and harmony in Northeast Asia. The development of China-ASEAN relations and China-ROK relations in recent years has displayed this possibility. 

“Sustainable security” depends on common prosperity of all countries, it is the same case in Northeast Asia. To promote regional economic development, eradicate local poverty and narrow North-South disparity through economic, scientific and technological cooperation is conducive to building up the economic foundation necessary for “sustainable security”. As the second largest economic power of the world, Japan has a remarkable role to play in this regard. Meanwhile, the economic and energy cooperation in Northeast Asia with Russia included can also contribute to regional security. 

“Sustainable security” is consistent with the determination of both China and Japan not to engage in war after WWII. The “sustainable security” between China and Japan is determined by two factors: first, Japan pursues a road of peaceful development, and abandons any military schemes and designs targeting at China including the Taiwan issue; second, China seeks to develop friendly and cooperative relations with Japan. In the future, as long as both sides uphold these two basic points, they can defuse political contradictions, shake off the security dilemma, and realize common security through friendly cooperation. 

All countries in East Asia should take more confidence-building measures and actively promote regional security cooperation. To build political mutual trust, Japan still needs to make great effort. The visit by Japanese leaders to the Yasukuni Shrine has been severely detrimental to the political basis of mutual trust between Japan and other countries after WWII. Even the leaders of the United States and Japan do not share common values concerning Japan’s historical record during the Pacific War, and Japan’s religion, culture, the concept on history as well as the outlook on war represented by the Yasukuni Shrine. When the political right wing tendency in Japan reaches its peak, there will occur an outbreak of the clash over the concept on history between Japan and America.

Bilateral military exchanges between China and Japan like mutual visit of warships, observation of each other’s military exercises or joint participation in multilateral military exercise can only be possible when their political relations are improved. However, both sides should not slacken their efforts in implementing confidence-building measures and conducting cooperation in crisis management just because they lack sound political relations. Both sides should earnestly implement the agreement on mutual briefing in advance regarding offshore scientific research activities. In the future, both sides can also set up information sharing system for offshore emergencies and maritime dispute settlement mechanism. When two countries realize common development in disputed areas in the East Sea, it is also necessary to establish a maritime joint patrol mechanism. 

China, America, Japan and Russia can jointly build up a system of non-combat military assistance, participating in the construction of a pre-warning mechanism and international crisis relief institution in case of natural disasters like earthquake and tsunami. When necessary, they can jointly take part in international operations of disaster relief or peace keeping according to relevant UN resolutions as well as at the request of the relevant country. 

In addition, an East Asia coordination and cooperation mechanism on fighting against cross-border crimes can be set up by relevant countries. “Peaceful multilateralism” doesn’t mean a declining role of troops. Instead, bilateral or multilateral military cooperation should be strengthened in fighting against terrorists, smuggling, drug trafficking, piracy and other cross-border crimes, as well as safeguarding the security of sea routes.  

A Brief Review of International Arms Control and

Non-proliferation Situation in 2005
Hou Hongyu,  CPAPD Research Fellow

In 2005, U.S.’s unilateralism, pragmatism and double standard have stagnated the process of international arms control and disarmament. On the other hand, non-proliferation and anti-proliferation have made some new progress due to U.S.’s forceful promotion. 

I. International Arms Control and Disarmament Process Was at Low Tide due to U.S.’ s Stubborn Policy. The year of 2005 witnessed little progress in the field of international arms control and disarmament. The 7th NPT Review Conference held in May ended fruitless since more than 150 NPT party states could not reach consensus on nuclear disarmament, non-proliferation, nuclear free zone in the Middle East and other important issues. The documents of the UN Summit held in September did not even mention disarmament of nuclear, biological and chemical weapons since member states had serious differences on the issues of arms control, disarmament and nonproliferation.

First, in order to keep its absolute military superiority and get rid of the unfavorable restraints by arms control and disarmament treaties, the U.S. refused to ratify or opposed legally binding arms control treaties and refused to negotiate new disarmament treaties. This has stagnated the process of international arms control. The U.S. refused to ratify the CTBT and opposed any mention of the CTBT by any important international conference. The Bush administration has made it clear that “the U.S. does not support CTBT and will not become a CTBT member country”. The U.S. vehemently opposed even mentioning CTBT in the 7th NPT Review Conference. The U.S. refused to negotiate a verifiable FMCT. However, the majority of the NPT state parties maintain that to negotiate an unverifiable FMCT is not conducive to building confidence. China and Russia urged the U.S. to agree to link the negotiation of the FMCT with the prevention of arms race in outer space. However, their efforts met with the U.S’s vehement opposition. Thus, the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva made no real progress.

Second, other major powers or major country blocs had their own considerations and could hardly form a united position on the issue of arms control and disarmament. Since Britain refused to criticize the U.S. for not honoring its commitment to nuclear disarmament, EU could not reach consensus on nuclear disarmament and arms control and failed to play an active role in this field. Due to internal different views, the Non Aligned Movement could not exert pressure on the U.S. Iran stressed that NPT state parties have the right to use nuclear energy for peaceful purpose. The Arabic countries emphasized the establishment of a Middle East nuclear free zone. In addition, India and Pakistan, which have developed nuclear weapons, are members of the Non-Aligned Movement. All these factors have prevented the Non-Aligned Movement countries from taking a common position on nuclear arms control and disarmament. The New Agenda Coalition countries, which had played a crucial role in the NPT Review in 2000, only participated in name in the 7th NPT Review Conference. All this shows that the U.S. is still the dominant player in the process of international arms control and disarmament and other countries or country blocs could not fundamentally influence the U.S. However, the struggle in international arms control and disarmament will continue to be very tense. 

II. The international community has continued to attach great importance to non-proliferation and the U.S. has ac-tively implemented its security strategy by making use of non-proliferation. 

First, the international community has reached more consensus on the goal of nonproliferation and a new nonproliferation regime is emerging. 

On April 13, the 59th UN General Assembly unanimously adopted the International Convention on the Suppression of Acts of Nuclear Terrorism and gave a definition to the crimes of nuclear terrorist activities and requires member states to criminalize terrorist activities according to law. The international community has taken many initiatives aiming at nonproliferation through consultation and compromise and a new nonproliferation regime is emerging. How to handle the issue between peaceful use of nuclear energy by non-nuclear weapon states and nuclear fuel cycle is becoming an important problem demanding prompt solution. Economic development consumes huge amount of energy and peaceful use of nuclear energy is ever more highlighted by the international community. In order to prevent nuclear proliferation and prevent terrorists from acquiring nuclear weapons, some Western countries, the IAEA and non-governmental organizations consider that countries should not be allowed to construct their own plutonium separation facilities and uranium enrichment facilities as in the past. President Bush appeals to Nuclear Suppliers Group member states not to transfer uranium enrichment and reprocess facilities and technologies to those countries that have not had these facilities and capabilities. The IAEA has suggested that an international nuclear fuel supply group provide nuclear fuel to those countries that need such fuel. However, some NPT state parties maintain that the above-mentioned initiatives pose threat to national sovereignty and will subject their energy development to other countries. Other NPT state parties believe these initiatives will lead to further nuclear proliferation and increase the risk of nuclear proliferation. How to deal with the universality of the NPT remains to be solved. Currently, the NPT has 188 state members and only India, Pakistan and Israel have not joined the Treaty. The documents of the NPT Review Conferences, relevant resolutions of UN General Assembly and statements of the IAEA have all called for the 3 countries to join the NPT as non-nuclear weapon states. Now, some Western countries and arms control research institutes hold that there is no possibility that India and Pakistan will join the NPT as non-nuclear weapon states. As a result, the international demand for India and Pakistan to join the NPT as non-nuclear weapons states has been weakened. But the international community has strongly demanded India and Pakistan honor their nonproliferation obligations as other nuclear weapon states do. How to solve the problem of withdrawing from the NPT is yet to be solved. Since the DPRK’s withdrawal from the NPT, the international community has put forward various recommendations to deal with the withdrawal problem. Canada, the U.S. and EU have suggested that those countries that intend to withdraw from the NPT provide written statements to all NPT state parties, consult with UN Security Council member countries on the reasons that lead to their withdrawal. A state party cannot withdraw from the NPT if other state parties have concluded that the country has not adhered to the NPT. At the same time, the country shall be responsible for its violation of the Treaty. If it has violated the NPT before its withdrawal, the country should return the nuclear material it had received from outside and dismantle its nuclear facilities. And all other NPT state parties shall not conduct nuclear energy cooperation with the country that has withdrawn from the NPT. 

Second, the U.S. has continuously put forward new measures and used nonproliferation to realize its security strategy goals. 

The U.S. has continued to carry out unilateral or cooperative polices of anti-proliferation and nonproliferation with like-minded countries. More countries have joined the PSI and the PSI has expanded its interactions. Since President Bush put forward the PSI in 2003, more than 20 countries have joined it and more than 60 countries have voiced their support. The PSI has conducted 16 interdiction exercises and carried out mock interdictions, visits and inspections of suspected vehicles carrying weapons of mass destruction and sensitive items at sea, on land and in the air through exchange of intelligence, enforcement of law and use of force. In June 2005, President Bush issued the presidential order of freezing foreign financial assets, declaring that the U.S. will refuse to give the proliferators and supporters of proliferation of weapons of mass destruction access to U.S. commercial and financial markets, freeze their assets in the U.S.; prohibit U.S. entities and individuals from doing business with proliferators and cut off the financial resources of the proliferators and proliferation supporters. If a foreign national or entity does business with a proliferator, it will risk the possibility that its financial assets in the U.S. will be frozen. The U.S. has mainly sanctioned Syria, Iran, the DPRK and their relevant entities. The U.S. has continued to assist and urge East and Central European countries and South Asian countries to strengthen their export control systems, strengthen border export control and inspection and urge companies exporting sensitive items to establish internal compliance programs. In order to use India to contain China, the Bush administration did not hesitate to damage the international nonproliferation regime and proliferate nuclear materials, nuclear technologies and missiles. This has fully reflected the double standard and hypocrisy of the U.S.’s nonproliferation policy. The Bush administration holds that a nuclear-armed India poses no threat to U.S.’ s security and U.S.’s interests in the Asia Pacific region, but can contain China. Therefore, the Bush administration has given tacit consent to India’s nuclear status. In July, President Bush and Indian Prime Minister Singh jointly signed the U.S.-Indian civil nuclear cooperation agreement. In order to facilitate the nuclear cooperation, the U.S. will revise its export control laws and rules, ask the NSG to revise its guidelines so as to pave the way for American enterprises to help India build two nuclear reactors, provide India nuclear fuel and negotiate with other relevant parties to let India join the international thermal nuclear test reactor program and the international research program on the 4th generation reactors. The civil nuclear energy cooperation between the U.S. and India has altered the nonproliferation policy pursued for nearly 30 years by the U.S government and will fundamentally break the balance of the rights and obligations of the non-nuclear weapon states and nuclear weapons states enshrined in the NPT and will deal a general and fundamental blow to the NPT and the international nonproliferation regime. To allow India to buy Arrow missile defense system from Israel will damage MTCR’s norms and guidelines. 

Third, the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue and Iran continue to be the hot spots of international nonproliferation. Solution of the two issues is complicated and difficult. 

The solution of the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue has made new progress, however, the prospect of solution is still complicated and difficult. At the beginning of 2005, since the Bush administration proclaimed that the DPRK was one of the outposts of tyranny and would overthrow the tyrant, the DPRK refused to attend the six party talks. Later on, the Bush administration’s attitude towards the DPRK showed some flexibility. After China’s active meditation, the 4th round of talks of the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue finally reached the Joint Statement in September and put forward a basic framework of solving the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue. In November, the 5th round of the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue adopted the Chairman Statement. The solution of the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue apparently entered the stage of “action for action”. However, recently, the U.S. has declared to sanction some DPRK’s entities. The DPRK has maintained that if the U.S. does not lift the financial sanctions against DPRK’s entities, the DPRK will not return to the six party talks. The U.S. has made it clear that it will not negotiate with the DPRK on financial sanctions. Therefore, the solution of the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue may once again reach an impasse. 

The Joint Statement is a compromised product between the U.S. and the DPRK and has laid foundation for further solution of the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue. However, how to implement the Joint Statement and how to verify the DPRK’s nuclear program remains to be solved. The U.S. wants the DPRK to destroy the key software process and key hardware facilities at the first stage of dismantling its nuclear program, so that the DPRK’s nuclear program will lose its capability. However, the U.S. will not provide the DPRK light water rectors. In order to urge the DPRK to make a concession on nuclear issue, the U.S. has interdicted the DPRK’s vehicles suspected of proliferation of WMD on sea, land and in the air and frozen DPRK’s financial assets in the U.S. According to incomplete data, the PSI has interdicted the DPRK’s involvement of import and export of sensitive items 9 times and has basically blocked the channel of the DPRK’s import and export of sensitive items. The U.S. and Japan have quickened the step to develop missile defense system targeting the DPRK. More importantly, the U.S. not only wants to solve the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue, but also wants to discuss the DPRK’s human rights record. President Bush has proclaimed recently that Japan is the U.S.’s natural ally in dealing with the DPRK tyrant. All this shows that the U.S. may reach an agreement with the DPRK temporarily, but the U.S.’s basic goal of overthrowing the current DPRK government has not changed. 

The solution of the Iran nuclear issue has run into a deadlock at the moment. Since Ahmadinejad was elected president, Iran’s attitude towards nuclear issue has become more uncompromising. Iran has openly refused the package documents formulated by EU in early August, criticized that EU’s new proposal could not guarantee Iran’s right to refine nuclear fuel and stressed that Iran had the legitimate and inalienable right to enrich uranium. At the same time, Iran declared to restart the uranium enrichment activities. On September 24, the IAEA Board adopted a resolution that it would refer the Iran nuclear issue to the UN Security Council when necessary, which imposed diplomatic pressure on Iran. In order to soften the U.S. and EU’s pressure, Iran invited foreign companies to involve in Iran’s uranium enrichment program so as to make its nuclear program and its nuclear activities transparent, which would not be used for military purposes, to allow IAEA inspectors to visit some military facilities, where the U.S. believed Iran was developing nuclear weapons, to inspect and take samples. EU expressed that the door of negotiating with Iran was wide open. Although the U.S. has continuously made some hard voices that use of force was not excluded, however, it has appealed Iran to resume negotiations with EU due to its unfavorable situation in Iraq. Whether Iran is allowed to enrich uranium will still be the core issue of future negotiations. 

The U.S. and other Western countries will never permit Iran to have the capability of uranium enrichment and other nuclear fuel cycle technologies. The Western countries have declared that though Iran has signed safeguard agreement with the IAEA, it has not honored its obligation and has conducted uranium enrichment activities, involved in nuclear deal in black market and hid a few sensitive nuclear programs. If Iran enriches uranium, there will exist a hidden danger that Iran may develop nuclear weapons and this will pose threats to Israel’s security and U.S.’s and other western countries’ interests in the Middle East. As the key nuclear cooperation partner, Russia has proposed that it will provide nuclear fuel to Iran, but it will take back the spent fuel. Now, the U.S. has called for other countries not to cooperate with Iran on the use of nuclear energy. The solution of the Iran’s nuclear issue will be complicated and evasive. 

III. The U.S. has tried its best to block China from importing advanced military equipments globally. EU’s effort to lift arms embargo against China suffered a setback. 

First, the U.S. has done its utmost to block China from importing advanced military and dual use equipments globally so as to prevent China’s national defense and economic development. On one hand, the U.S. did not sale military and duel use equipments and technologies to China. One the other hand, the U.S. has tried hard to prevent Israel, Czech and Poland from selling these equipments and technologies to China and opposed EU to lift arms embargo against China, so as to maintain the arms embargo system dominated by the U.S. against China and prevent China’s national defense and economic modernization, and maintain its military superiority forever over China. In February, President Bush visited Europe, voiced its opposition to EU’s efforts to lift arms embargo against China and claimed that to transfer weapons to China meant to transfer technologies to China, which will alter the balance between the Mainland and Taiwan. The 2006 Department of Defense Authorization Act and Department of State Authorization Act passed by the U.S. House of Representative require the U.S. government to sanction those companies that sell arms to China. The biggest U.S. arms producer Lockheed Martin Corp warned its European counterparts against lifting arms embargo against China. Otherwise, many military cooperative programs between the U.S. and Europe companies would be affected. Many U.S. think tanks took concerted action with the U.S. government to oppose lifting arms embargo by the EU.

Second, under the U.S.’s pressure, EU’s efforts to lift arms embargoes against China suffered setbacks. Due to U.S., Japan and other’s opposition, the momentum of lifting arms embargo against China gathered since 2004 was weakened and EU was forced to shelve the issue of lifting arms embargo against China. The EU states that its promise of lifting the arms embargo against china is still valid; lifting the arms embargo will finally be realized. Currently, the EU has revised its Conduct of Arms Export, which becomes more broadened and strict than arms embargoes. The EU will take into account of the U.S. and Japan’s concern and hold regular strategic dialogue on East Asia security issues when lifting arms embargo against China. Now the EU has kicked the ball to China’s court and wants China to take real measures on the issue of human rights. 

Third, preventing Israel from selling military equipments to China. The U.S. exerted heavy pressure on Israel not to sell and update the unmanned aerial vehicle for China and threatened to halt a series of military cooperation with Israel. Under the U.S.’ pressure, Israel and the U.S. reached a memorandum of understanding stipulating some rules that Israel should observe when sells arms to China and other sensitive countries. Israel has promised to adopt new laws, establish new bodies, adhere to the norms of Wassenaar Arrangement, establish a transparent system of arms trade, strengthen arms export control regarding China and consult closely with the U.S. before exporting arms equipment to China.

IV. Opposing nuclear weapons and war by Non-governmental organizations rose once again. 

First, the anti-nuclear weapons campaign by international nongovernmental organizations rose high once again. On May 1st, just on the eve of the 7th NPT Review Conference, around 45,000 people went on streets and held public gathering against nuclear weapons in New York, which is the largest anti-nuclear gathering in recent 20 years. The gathering was organized by some peace organizations including International Women Federation for Peace and Freedom. Peace organizations from the U.S., Europe and Japan played a key role in this anti-nuclear campaign. The peace organizations strongly urged nuclear weapon states, especially the U.S. to disarm its nuclear weapons. As the sole victim of atomic bombing, Japanese non-governmental peace organizations have tried to influence the direction of the international anti-nuclear campaign. In order to make its role in international peace movement well known, Japanese peace organizations coordinated in advance and mobilized more than 1200 people to attend the anti-nuclear gathering. Mayor for Peace led by Mayor of Hiroshima and Mayor of Nagasaki organized and mobilized more than 120 mayors from 30 countries to attend the gathering. This has inject new vitality into the international anti-nuclear weapons campaign. 

The non-governmental organizations have played an important role in educating the public, mobilizing the grassroots organizations and raising the awareness of pressing for nuclear disarmament. They also put forward new ideas and have made active contributions in urging nuclear weapon states to dismantle nuclear weapons. UN Secretary General Anan himself presented at the seminar organized by Mayors for Peace and emphasized the important role played by the non-governmental organizations. In general, after experiencing a period of low tide, the international anti-nuclear weapons and anti-war non-governmental organizations have made use of the new developments in international security and disarmament situation to raise their voice and to play a bigger role.

Second, a new round of the anti-war campaign was set off in the U.S. In September 24, dozens of cities in the U.S. and Europe staged the biggest anti-war protests since the breakout of the Iraq war. In November 2nd,  the  anniversary  date of
Bush  was   elected    as  President for    the
second term, anti-war protests   once   again took place in Washington, New York and other dozens of cities. They protested the Iraq war launched by the Bush administration and U.S. government’s ineffective performances in providing relief in Hurricane Katrina disaster. They demanded Bush to resign. 

With the number of died and wounded U.S. soldiers in Iraq climbing, the families of the dead and the wounded have become the most determined anti-war protesters. Anti-war Mother Cindy Sheehan told her experience in the public and denounced the U.S. government’s war crimes committed in Iraq. Her presence attracted more people to join the anti-war protests. Some soldiers who returned from Iraq told the public their own experiences and condemned the war crimes committed by their own government. All this echoed strongly in the public. Bush administration had spent more than 200 billion U.S. dollars on the Iraq war, which became a heavy financial burden on the government. After the Hurricane disaster took place in New Orleans, the U.S. government did a poor job in providing relief, but spent huge sum of money on the Iraq war. This has made the public much more unsatisfactory. The protesters not only demanded the government to withdraw its troops from Iraq, but also urged the government to pay more attention to problems closely related to American people’s life including poverty and racial discrimination.  (This article was completed at the end of 2005.)

The Attainment of the MDGs Requires Common Efforts
of the Whole World

Tan Shizhong & Peng Lei, Researchers, China Academy of Social Sciences

In September 2000, at the United Nations Millennium Summit, world leaders agreed upon the Millennium Declaration，which identifies eight goals for world development: eradicate extreme poverty and hunger, achieve universal primary education, promote gender equality and empower women, reduce child mortality, improve maternal health, combat HIV/AIDS, malaria and other diseases, ensure environmental sustainability, and develop a global partnership for development. As a matter of fact, long before the Summit the UN had formulated four 10-year plans starting from the 1960s that aimed at boosting the economic development of developing countries. Despite of revisions and improvements, those plans were no more different from “the industrialization strategy” of those post-war major developing countries, which gave priority to the development of urban heavy industries. The result of such strategy was widening urban-rural disparity and surging poor population within developing countries. That is why the birth of the MDGs has attracted so much attention. As an important event in the UN history, it represents an unprecedented commitment of world leaders to resolving problems relating to peace, security, development, human rights, basic freedom etc. through a package of approaches. Although efforts in the past several years have gained some progress concerning various MDG indicators, development is far from being even, and the MDG performance of some countries or regions even experienced different degrees of setbacks. Therefore, the attainment of the MDGs remains to be an uphill journey and requires common efforts of the world as a whole. 
Although progress has been made, the prospect of attaining of the MDGs still looks grim
After five years, positive results have been achieved in implementing the MDGs. First, the proportion of world extremely poor population has been reduced. Thanks to the rapid economic growth of some developing countries like China and India in recent years, the global extremely poor population has dropped by 230 million compared with 1990, and by 2001, the proportion of extremely poor people in the developing world has fallen to 21% from 28% in 1990. Second, new headways have been made in achieving universal primary education. The net primary school enrolment ratio has been improved throughout the developing world, with most regions having achieved or almost achieved gender equality in their primary and middle education and a faster increase of girls’ enrolment than boys’. Third, child mortality has been further reduced and maternal health improved. Child mortality in Northern Africa, Latin America and the Caribbean and South-Eastern Asia has reached or approached normal level, and mortality rate of the under-five-year-old children per 1000 throughout the developing world has dropped from 105 in 1990 to 88 by 2003. The proportion of access to proficient midwives has also increased from 41% in 1990 to 51% by 2003, leading to an overall decrease of maternal mortality. Fourth, more and more political and financial assistance has been rendered to fight against HIV/AIDS, malaria and other diseases with altogether $4.7 billion being disbursed in 2003 compared with only $1.7 billion in 2002. The prevalence rate of HIV in developing countries as a whole has become stabilized. Fifth, global cooperation has been further stepped up. In July of 2005, 147 WTO members reached consensus on a new framework to further promote the process of Doha Round and for the first time started negotiations over the specific date of abolishing farm produce subsidy. Concerning debt relief, by April 2004, 13 Least Developed Countries (LDCs) have completed debt relief, 14 LDCs have set their goals of debt relief, and the debt/GDP ratio in the LDCs has declined from 109% in 1997 to 86% by 2002. Regarding the development assistance, the Official Development Assistance (ODA) provided by OECD countries to developing countries has increased by 3.9% to $68.5 billion in 2003, 0.25% of the donors’ national income combined. 

However, the attainment of the MDGs still faces severe challenges and the resolution of problem of development still needs time as reflected in the following two aspects. First is the unevenness of development. Since the implementation of the MDGs, the extremely poor population in sub-Saharan Africa keeps growing from 227 million in 1990 to 313 million by now. By 2001, almost half of the world population were still struggling to make ends meet on less than $1 per day. By 2003, 1 billion people throughout the world were still under the line of extreme poverty and 121 million children were still out of school, 65 million of which were girls. In sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia, maternal mortality remains high. Out of 529000 maternal deaths in 2000, 445000 took place in these two regions. HIV/AIDS continues to run rampant there too. In addition, no region in the world is currently immune from the serious threat of HIV, nor can any country fully contain the spread of HIV/AIDS.  

Second is the slow pace of international cooperation for development. The beginning of the new century has witnessed local wars and conflicts cropping up from time to time, international terrorism, ethnic separatism and religious extremism going rampant, and a lot of transnational problems such as environmental pollution, drug trafficking, cross-border crimes and major contagious diseases becoming more and more prominent. In dealing with those problems, developed countries have already had their hands tied up. Especially in recent years, America’s increasing attention on the war against terror after the “9/11” and Japan’s obsession with its ambition to become a permanent member of the UN Security Council since 2005 have further diluted the efforts of developed countries to solve the problem of development. Although developed countries have taken some actions to establish a just and rational international trade, investment and financial system, to increase international assistance and investment, to help developing countries improve their economic independence and participation, and to foster an international economic environment favorable to developing countries, little results have been produced therefrom due to a lack of consensus over poverty relief. The most obvious example is about ODA. Until now, only a few developed countries such as Denmark, Luxemburg, Netherlands, Norway and Sweden have met the target of 0.7% of donor’s total national income, while most of the developed countries are still far behind that target. 

Without the development of developing countries, it is impossible for developed countries to achieve sustained prosperity. In order to achieve the MDGs by 2015, one of the pressing challenges of the international community now is how to turn breakthroughs gained in the past several years into collective actions to implement the MDGs, reverse especially the tendency in the UN’s work that gives priority to the security issue to the neglect of the development issues, seize the opportunity and make a good beginning for the final attainment of the MDGs. 

Global cooperation is the top priority for the attainment of the MDGs

In order to realize the MDGs, all countries in the world should lose no time to reach a consensus on poverty relief, especially the United States and other developed countries, thus further promoting international economic cooperation.

To write off foreign debt owned by the LDCs so as to create a sound environment and opportunity for their rehabilitation. Now, the focus of poverty relief has shifted from Asia to Africa. Countries in the sub-Saharan region where has the largest number of the LDCs are still burdened with heavy debt, severely restricting their economic development. When Western countries are still discussing how to cancel the LDCs’ debt, China and other emerging industrialized countries and regions have already put it on their agendas. Neither discussion without action, nor a partial debt cancellation is the right answer to this question. Instead, the world should take collective actions to exempt all debt of the LDCs. Only through this way can their burden be truly relieved and can they better focus on development. 

To shift the priority of international cooperation from debt relief to assistance as soon as possible. The purpose of international assistance is to serve as a prime mover for the development of the LDCs by helping their economies set off. Developed countries should take more responsibility in this regard. Over the years, there has been a large amount of assistance provided by the developed world to developing countries, however, the assistance has been largely provided in the form of military assistance. Economic assistance has been scarce and provided with political strings attached, or even accompanied by interference in the recipient country’s sovereignty. This has undoubtedly caused resentment and suspicion from many developing countries. Therefore, more economic assistance, few political strings and an earlier realization of the ODA target of 0.7% of donor’s national income constitute our working priorities at the current stage. For more effective assistance result, it is necessary to help poor people out of their practical difficulties by integrating assistance with concrete projects so as to help the LDCs get over the minimum threshold of development and foster sustained capability of independent development. 

To open market to developing countries and bring about a sound international environment for their finished industrial products. Since developing countries still face the problem of underdeveloped industries and low competitiveness, to open the market by developed countries thus becomes a major approach to eradicate poverty in the LDCs. It is worth noting that although some developed countries like America have offered various preferential treatments to the products of developing countries, they still refuse to open their market for certain products. Protectionism is somewhat on the rise. In light of that, it is vital to strengthen global cooperation, promote Doha Round negotiations in particular, and remove trade barriers of developed countries to ensure free and rapid flow of goods from developing countries to markets of the developed world so that developing countries can also benefit from international trade. 

To encourage and guide developed countries to transfer capital and technology to developing countries so as to eradicate poverty and maintain stability and prosperity of the world economy in the process of development. What the LDCs need most now is investment for their small and medium sized enterprises, which can create more jobs for the poor families and thus help them have their basic needs met. Hence, developed countries should not only encourage big companies and trans-national companies to invest in developing countries, the LDCs in particular, but also take concrete preferential tax and financial measures to guide SMEs to set up factories in developing countries so as to promote the development of local economy. 

To strengthen South-South cooperation. Emerging industrialized countries and regions in the developing world should also play a role in global fight against poverty. Recent years have witnessed rapid economic growth in China, other East Asian countries and India. Their major progress in their own national poverty reduction initiatives has greatly contributed to the world efforts of poverty reduction. With their increased economic power, these countries have made due contributions to the world poverty reduction cause as they reached out with a helpful hand to other developing countries, especially the LDCs by opening up their own markets, and encouraging SEMs to invest in the LDCs to help the latter develop their economy. At the 2005 UN Summit, Chinese President Hu Jintao on behalf of the Chinese government played an exemplary role when he made five commitments of assistance to the LDCs. It fully demonstrates that China is not only a responsible country committed to poverty reduction and the attainment of the MDGs, but also the most sincere friend of the LDCs. 
It is necessary to formulate and implement a national development strategy focusing on poverty reduction

For a long time, some LDCs, who have been accustomed to heavily relying on others, instead of admitting their own strategic mistakes in economic development, have put most blame on imperialism and colonialism for their backward economy, and placed high hope on foreign aid, regarding it as the panacea for everything. However, facts have proven that foreign aid is also a double-edged sword: if used well, it is catalyst for economic development; if not, it can erode the national spirit or even become hatcheries of corruption. Therefore, the most important thing for developing countries is to shake off the mindset of dependence, formulate and implement a national development strategy focusing on poverty reduction, foster a strong sense of “independence and hard working” and galvanize them to build up self-confidence and initiative. This is the fundamental guarantee for them to realize the MDGs. 

To carry out reform and open up to the outside world, and vigorously develop market economy of their own characteristics. After WWII, in order to catch up with developed countries as soon as possible, many developing countries pursued a strategy of import substitution industrialization. Though it seems reasonable in certain sense, it has blocked connections between domestic and foreign markets and blunted the competitiveness of homemade products. Meanwhile, in promoting such an import substitution oriented industrialization strategy, many developing countries have over-stressed the role of state in economic operation, ultimately leading to a unitary ownership of economy and a shortage of steam for economic growth. Against the backdrop of economic globalization, developing countries should speed up reform and opening up, develop market economy that conforms to their national conditions, and pay more attention to the guiding role of the state in economic activities. It is even more important for developing countries to promote political, economic and cultural progress in a coordinated manner, encourage the development of private sector to create more jobs, attract foreign capital and technology, facilitate mobility of both domestic and foreign capital and markets, set up and further improve their national economic system and open it to international market. At the same time, developing countries should mobilize the initiative of their vast poor population to participate in market economy so as to share the fruits of development and create conditions for poverty reduction.   

To adjust industrial structure and vigorously develop agriculture and labor-intensive industries. Developing countries, especially the LDCs have usually followed a traditional strategy of industrialization at the cost of agriculture and the interests of peasants, which has resulted in long-term stagnation and decline of agriculture, widening of urban-rural disparity, and a dual structure of urban and rural economy. It has also caused a large surplus labor force among the poor population in the rural area, an underprivileged group living at the bottom of the society, and almost forgotten. Therefore, the process of industrial restructuring should shift the priority of development from urban areas to rural areas and from industries to agriculture, and pay more attention to pooling together both domestic and foreign resources to boost the development of agriculture, increase the income of peasants, improve their livelihood and gradually reduce the number of poor population. As already proved by some developing countries, one of the most effective approaches for the LDCs to reduce poor population is to vigorously develop labor-intensive farm product processing industry, which needs neither advanced technology and skill, nor much investment, but can provide jobs for quite a number of surplus rural labor force. Because so long as a member in an extremely poor family gets job, he or she can at least bring four people out of poverty. 

To increase input in rural infrastructure so as to meet peasants’ basic needs for roads, clean water and electricity. Most of the extremely poor population inhabit in rural and remote areas, where transportation, communication and water conservancy facilities are very poor and where there still prevails a self-sufficient natural economy. Except for some small-scale exchanges of basic living necessities that cannot be produced locally, commodity economy is quite limited there. Such poor infrastructure has not only constituted a bottleneck that holds back the LDCs from exploiting the rare opportunities of economic globalization to develop themselves, but has also objectively plunged the vast number of extremely poor people further into the “vicious circle of poverty”. Therefore, to eradicate poverty in rural areas, first it is imperative to establish and improve rural infrastructure like building more road and water conservancy facilities, solving the problem of providing clean drinking water for local people, developing irrigated agriculture, resolving fuel shortage for rural population by fully tapping rural areas’ abundant energy resources and help rural population have access to electricity as soon as possible. Only through this way can rural areas in those countries walk out of poverty and natural economy, join the process of market economy and share the fruits of modernization. 
To energetically develop science, technology and education and pay more attention to human resource development. One of the main reasons for the LDCs’ rural poverty is insufficient work skill of the local people. Some primitive farming techniques, both backward in production level and vulnerable to natural disasters, such as migrating planting, rotating planting and so on are still commonly practiced in sub-Saharan African countries. Deeply mired in dire poverty, peasants can hardly get education opportunities to learn modern agricultural production techniques, let alone work skills for urban employment. What they can do is to continue their desperate struggles in the vicious cycle of poverty. Therefore, improving science and technology is one of the major tasks of the LDCs to get rid of poverty in rural areas, with priorities on reducing illiteracy, promoting compulsory primary education, developing vocational education and adult education, and building up faculty teams to solve the problem of teacher shortage by strengthening normal education. Meanwhile, it is necessary to establish agricultural science and technology centers, which can disseminate applicable technology, develop new agricultural products and train agricultural scientific and technical personnel. Through this way, peasants’ scientific and technical skills can be improved, advanced ideas and practices like “commodity agriculture”, “irrigation agriculture”, “bio-agriculture”, “green agriculture” and so on can be put into use, and as a result, the transformation and transition from traditional agriculture to modern agriculture in the LDCs will be greatly accelerated. 

To implement a poverty reduction-oriented macro-economic policy. The LDCs should change their macro-economic policy from sacrificing agriculture and exploiting peasants to developing agriculture and improving peasants’ livelihood. Most of their public investment should go to agriculture and agricultural product processing industry. Efforts should also be made to beef up the role of financial institutions of rural areas to provide financial and technical support to agriculture and SMEs in rural areas, set up agriculture service system, relieve peasants’ burdens by ensuring minimum subsistence guarantee, establish stabilizing fund for agricultural product price, increase expenditure on rural medical and health sectors, education, training, and women undertakings so as to reverse the situation in which peasants are helpless and vulnerable in face of diseases, market turbulences, and natural disasters. It is only by doing so can the LDCs gradually reinvigorate their agriculture and pull their peasants out of poverty towards prosperity.   
Despite of a tortuous and bumpy road ahead, as long as the entire international community works together to vigorously support the unremitting efforts of the LDCs and their people, the attainment of the MDGs will be realized in the future.  

DOMESTIC NEWS

Implement the Scientific Concept on Development 

and Strive for Sustainable Development

Liu Yumin, Editor of Peace

In recent years, China, in light of her national conditions and need for continual development, has started to advocate and implement the scientific concept on development. This concept of or approach to development was put forward partly to address some urgent problems and contradictions in China’s current economic and social development. China has made great achievements since practising the policy of “reform and opening up”. However, there is no denying that at the same time some problems and contradictions have cropped up calling for urgent solutions. The concept of achieving an over-all, balanced and sustainable development, i.e., the scientific concept on development has been advocated for this purpose.

In view of the international experience, when a country’s per capita GDP reaches 1000 U.S. dollars, the social contradictions tend to become intensified and the social development is susceptible to reverses. In 2003, China’s per capita GDP reached 1000 U.S. dollars and thus its economic and social development came into a crucial period, which can be regarded as the period of golden opportunities and intensified contradictions. Actually, China is facing two prospects: one is to continue its development and successfully realize the industrialization and modernization; the other prospect is that its current development will stagnate. The gap between the poor and the rich, urban and rural areas will be widened and social contradictions and ecological environment worsened. It is precisely for the purpose of averting the second prospect that China has put into practice the scientific concept on development.

In fact, sustainable development represents the theme of development in today’s world. In the early 1992, the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED) affirmed and elaborated the concept and its content of sustainable development.

After summarizing the experience and lessons of its development in the past, China put forth the scientific concept on development.

The focus is on the issue of Chinese farmers. 

Considering the present situation, China actually is facing such difficulties and problems on its way to realize its goal of building a well-off society in an all-round way as less balanced and coordinated development, insufficient capability of sustainable development, the widened gap between urban and rural areas, the ecological and environmental degradation as well as social development lagging behind economic development. Of those problems and contradictions, the most difficult one is in the countryside, especially in the countryside of China’s middle and western regions. The problems concerning the farmers are reflected in the following aspects: Firstly, there is a large population of 900 million farmers in China. For a country of industrial modernization, the population of farmers should not account for 75 percent of the whole population. Secondly, the farmers are still rather poor. From 1978 to 2001, China’s GDP tripled, with a yearly increase of 9.35 percent, but farmers’ income didn’t increase considerably. In recent years, even though there has been an increase in the farmers’ income, it comes mainly from doing manual work in cities or non-farming jobs. In fact, 62 percent of farmers rely on farming for their income, which, however, has gradually decreased in recent years. The ratio of the per capita income between urban and rural areas is 2.72:1, 2.92:1, 3.1:1, and 3.2:1 in 1995, 2001, 2002, and 2003 respectively. Thirdly, there are also income disparities among the farmers. 

Besides the problems that the farmers have to face, there are about 20 to 30 million urban residents whose living standard is rather low. To enable these residents to enjoy a better life is also an important task in building an overall well-off society. What’s more important, building an overall well-off society does not amount to a high index of GDP, it also includes promoting social progress, environmental protection and the improvement of the people’s cultural life and morality. So it is necessary for us to change our views on development, i.e. we should take the scientific concept on development to guide economic and social development.  


 The focus is to press on economic development and balance the relations among the five major aspects well.


In the final analysis, economic development is the cornerstone of social and human development. The essence of the scientific concept on development is to promote all-round development on the basis of taking economic development as the focus.


The basic content of the scientific concept on development mainly includes two points: one is all-round development; the other is balanced and sustainable development. By all-round development it means that China’s development should not only cover economic, but also political, social, cultural, ecological fields, etc. By balanced development it means that all those aspects of development should link and interact with each other well, and should be mutually reinforcing. By sustainable development it means that, we not only have to consider the requirements of current development and the basic need of the people, but also the need of future development and future generations.

Consequently, to implement the scientific concept on development, it is necessary to do a good job in maintaining the following five balances, that is, the balance between urban and rural development, different regions, economic and social undertakings, man and nature, domestic development and opening-up to the outside world.


The essence of balancing urban and rural development    is    to  promote  the tranformation    of   the dual-economic structure in China’s rural area. To balance different regions is to realize joint regional development. And the gap of regional dvelopment can be resolved in the process of industrialization, urbanization and maketization. To balance economic and scial undertakings  is  to realize overall scial development and enhance well-being of the people on the basis of economic dvelopment. To balance domestic development and opening-up to the outside world is to effectively make use of the resources at home and abroad and the two markets——domestic  market and foreign

market, and maintain the boom of China’s economy. 


The core is committed to the people-centered principle.


The core of the scientific concept on development is to put people first. Putting people first means taking people as the core of the value and society. And everything should be done for people and serve people. Development means not only economic growth, but also means optimizing the economic structure and improving science and technology, raising the people’s living standard. In the final analysis, genuine development should be an all-round development for people and society.


Look to the future

The basic thinking of China’s development in the next five years is to proceed from scientific development with emphasis on independent innovation, improving various institutions and mechanisms, and promoting social harmony. In putting into practice the scientific concept on development we must, in the coming five years, adhere to the following six principles: to keep a fast yet steady economic growth, to accelerate the transformation of the economic growth mode, to strengthen the capability for independent innovation, to promote a balanced development between urban and rural areas and different regions, to enhance the efforts to build a harmonious society, to continuously deepen reform and opening-up to the world. That is to say, the most important focus of China’s development in the coming five years is to make great efforts to establish a series of ideal systems and mechanisms, and to ensure that economic and social development are people-centered, all-round, harmonious and sustainable. 

All in all, the scientific concept on development accords with the tide of the times and China’s contemporary national conditions. 

(Continued from Page 37)   the large stockpile of plutonium in Japan is not by accident but design. Another reason for this concern is because it is difficult to safeguard the Rokkasho Plant, which will have the capability to reprocess about 800 tons of spent fuel a year, producing about 8 tons of plutonium. The estimated material unaccounted for will be around 80-200 kg per year. To ensure the timely detection of the diversion of such amount of plutonium in such a large plant would be a challenge for IAEA’s safeguards mission. As the technologies and production processes for reactor-level nuclear materials and weapon-grade nuclear materials are virtually identical, one of the current international non-proliferation efforts is to discourage non-nuclear states from building their own nuclear fuel cycle program. At present, neither Western governments nor the IAEA presses on Japan’s plutonium issues. If Japan decides to withdraw from the NPT someday in the future, Japan would have the capability to become a big nuclear power in short time. If the Japan’s plutonium issue could not be addressed well, it’s really hard to persuade Iran and other non-nuclear states to give up their right to have enrichment and reprocessing facilities. The U.S. has urged the DPRK to give up all its nuclear programs including civil nuclear facilities. Japan’s reprocessing facility’s operation will give the DPRK legitimacy to preserve some nuclear program. Denuclearizing the Korean Peninsula while allowing Japan to possess large plutonium stockpile and reprocessing capability will also upset the ROK. A Japan with nuclear weapons means a defense independent Japan and that may change radically the strategic structure of Asia-pacific. It will be a great concern to both Asian countries and the world. 
China Completes the Reduction of 

200,000 Military Personnel on Schedule

By the end of the year 2005, China fully accomplished the task of further reducing its military forces by 200,000 members on schedule. The total number of Chinese army now is down to 2.3 million. For China, this not only represents the smooth fulfillment of the task of military restructuring, but also the realization of China’s commitment to maintain regional stability and world peace. On Sep 1st 2003, former Chairman of the Central Committee of the Military Commission Jiang Zemin solemnly announced China was determined to reduce 200,000 military personnel following the previous reduction of 500,000 members during the period of “the Ninth Five-year Plan”(from 1996 to 2000). And this is the tenth reduction of the military personnel of the People’s Republic of China (PRC). At the beginning of the foundation of the PRC, the total number of the People’s Liberation Army once reached 5,500,000. In June 1950, the military personnel were downsized to 4,000,000 and that was the first reduction. In 1985, Deng Xiaoping, late Chairman of the Central Committee of the Military Commission, announced that China would downsize its military personnel by 1,000,000, and the total number of the army would be reduced to 3,190,000. This declaration immediately attracted the world’s attention. In 1997, China again decided to downsize its military personnel by 500,000 within three years, reducing its overall military forces to the level of 2.5 million. In 2003, China decided to further cut down the number by 200,000 within two years and to reduce its military to the level of 2.3 million.

In 2002, China’s defense budget was 169.444 billion yuan (about 20 billion US dollars). The defense expenditure for 2002 and 2003 are 170.778 and 190.78 billion yuan respectively. In 2004, China’s defense expenditure increased to 219.986 billion yuan, accounting for 1.61% of that year’s GDP and 7.76% of that year’s financial expenditure. But China’s overall defense expenditure stands at a relatively low level in the world. The defense expenditure in 2004 amounted to only 5.77% of that of the US, 41.03% that of the UK, 75.65% that of France and 63.97% that of Japan. In 2005, China’s defense budget was 247.756 billion yuan; the expenditure was 30.2 billion US dollars. And the increased part went mainly to raising the salary and welfare of the military personnel.

INTERNATIONAL EXCHANGES

A Brief Report on the Seminar on “Stability,

Security and Cooperation in Northeast Asia”
Hou Hongyu，Research Fellow, CPAPD

Chinese People’s Association for Peace and Disarmament, Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs and Institute of Applied Physics and Computational Mathematics jointly sponsored an international seminar on “Stability, Security and Cooperation in Northeast Asia” in Beijing from January 12 to 15, 2006. More than 60 experts and scholars from China, the U.S., Russia, the DPRK, the ROK, Japan and Italy met together and held in-depth discussions on the solution of the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue and the prospect of establishing a Northeast Asia security mechanism.
I. The Security Situation on the Korean Peninsula and the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue

Prof. Wang Zaibang discusses in his presentation that three security problems remain to be solved in the region. First, the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue is still unresolved. In the fourth round of the six-party talks, it was reconfirmed that the materialization of the denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula is the general goal of the six-party talks, and the Joint Statement contains obligations for the DPRK and for the U.S. and the ROK. Although the joint statement of the forth six-party talks has made some progress, contradiction and distrust between the U.S. and the DPRK continues. An insurmountable barrier to a negotiated settlement is that Washington insists that any future agreement should include a strong verification mechanism, while the DPRK demands the U.S. to fully accept its present government. Second, Armistice still exists. The Korean Armistice Agreement was signed on 27 July 1953 to end the three-year Korean War. Since the two parties on the Korean Peninsula became members of the UN, China established diplomatic relations with the ROK and the U.S., but no peace treaty was signed so far, the DPRK is still technically in a state of war with the U.S.. Third, Northeast Asian security cooperation is relatively vulnerable. With the existence of the two issues above, the regional security situation has witnessed ups and downs since the end of the Cold War. No multilateral security mechanism has been created in this region and security assurance has been provided by bilateral alliances. 

The three problems mentioned above are not in isolation from each other, but mutually influencing and intertwined. The Korean Peninsula nuclear issue bears on the absence of a peace treaty. The fact that the Korean peninsula remains in the state of armistice, is one of the main factors that has caused the Korean Peninsula nuclear crisis and made the nuclear issue difficult to be solved. Under the situation of armistice, the DPRK has less sense of security and thus is not confident enough to give up its nuclear program. It is very difficult to replace the Armistice with a treaty of peace without substantial progress in resolving the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue. For so long as the Armistice remains, the antagonism between the DPRK and the U.S. can’t be removed. The Bush administration considers the DPRK to be one of the world’s most threatening states and certainly a main enemy, so does the DPRK. The six-party talks have provided a suitable mechanism to solve the problem of the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue through dialogue and negotiations. Many specialists and scholars suggest that the six-party talks should be developed into a multilateral security cooperation mechanism. 

II.New Trends and Prospects of Solving the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue
Dr. Bong-Geun Jun argues that deep distrust and animosity between the U.S. and the DPRK have made normal dialogue, negotiations, agreements and implementation impossible. In addition, both sides demand too much from each other and far above what their present trust level permits. For example, the U.S. demanded an immediate CVID of the DPRK nuclear programs whereas the DPRK asked for the provision of LWR and diplomatic normalization in advance. The U.S. side tends to react to and negotiate with the DPRK only near or during a crisis. Then, both sides improvise agreements only to avoid an imminent crisis. An unbridgeable gap between the two on most issues makes compromised middle-ground solutions very difficult. Incomplete and ambiguous agreements are made and left deserted until a new crisis erupts. 
He believes that there are a few notable new phenomena and trends that will hopefully help to increase the chances of a complete resolution of the nuclear issue. The following four factors stand out among others. First, the six-party talks have become an effective tool to keep all the participants in the process. The six-party process will also provide an effective implementation guarantee mechanism once the implementation stage begins. All participants to the talks will be witness to and guarantors of the agreements. Second, China is playing an effective role as the mediator as well as the host of the six-party talks. Since the U.S. and the DPRK do not trust each other and even maintain a hostile attitude toward each other, it becomes crucial to have a mediator who has confidence from both sides and links these two through indirect dialogue. China has increasingly and successfully developed a mediating capacity. China’s active role in the six-party talks also coincides with China’s interests, which tell the region and international community that it is not a regional hegemony, but a peace-loving and responsible state in Northeast Asia. China has become an active mediator and sponsor to the six-party talks and is pushing for denuclearization. Third, the DPRK has become more dependent upon assistance from and trade with the international community for its survival. The DPRK has also been undergoing significant socio-economic reforms and opening up since the 2000 inter-Korean summit. These economic changes and increasing dependence make the DPRK more vulnerable to outside pressure from the international community than in the 1990s. The DPRK economy and industry cannot be sustained unless supported by foreign aid and cooperation. If the DPRK keeps expanding its nuclear arsenal, however, both the international community and the ROK cannot continue economic cooperation and assistance. Memories of its severe economic and food crisis and dependence upon the outside will be an added restraint to the DPRK’s nuclear ambitions. Fourth, most importantly, U.S. policy toward the DPRK  becomes  more  practical  with  an

emphasis on diplomacy and negotiations instead of containment and pressure. In fact, the first Bush administration has already lost four years, in the meantime the DPRK’s nuclear activities restarted and weapons capability multiplied. The “negotiation” strategy taken by the second foreign policy team led by Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice and Assistant Secretary Christopher Hill has proven effective. The U.S. has a higher chance of diplomatic success on the Korean peninsula than in any other trouble spots around the world. Strong regional support for both the six-party talks and the goal of denuclearization is in place. The ROK and Japan are ready to finance most economic projects with the DPRK and multilateralism and the sprit of regional security cooperation continue to gain strength. 

Delegates from the DPRK point out that to make a fundamental progress in denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula, the U.S. nuclear threat toward the DPRK should be eradicated and the confidence between the DPRK, the U.S. and other countries concerned should be built. The DPRK’s nuclear weapons are neither to attack the U.S. nor for the permanent possession. If the U.S. agrees to the eradication of its nuclear threat toward the DPRK and the peaceful co-existence between the DPRK and the U.S. is insured, the DPRK will have no reason to possess nuclear weapons and will feel no need to keep even a single nuclear weapon.

III. The U.S. Hard-Liners Are the Biggest Obstacles to the Solution of the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue
Dr. Leon V. Sigal maintains that the hard-liners in Washington simply do not want to solve the DPRK nuclear issue cooperatively but to coerce the DPRK to give up its nuclear program. They want Beijing to pressure the DPRK into capitulating to U.S.’s demands. China’s willingness to pressure the DPRK became a litmus test for hard-liners spoiling for confrontation with China. Awareness of the eroding U.S. position in Northeast Asia finally led U.S. negotiators to show a newfound willingness to meet directly with the DPRK counterparts in the fourth round of the six-party talks, discuss their concerns at length and accept an agreement in principle drafted by China. The U.S.’s initial response has not been reassuring. The ink on the September 19 accord was hardly dry when hard-liners led by Vice President Dick Cheney struck back, backtracking on the deal and hamstringing U.S. negotiators. The U.S. negotiator Christopher Hill announced a decision, driven by hard-liners, to “terminate KEDO” and Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice implied that the “appropriate time” for discussion was when hell freezes over. Even worse, under the pressure from the hard-liners, Mr. Hill undercut the commitments that the U.S. had no intention of attacking the DPRK with conventional or nuclear weapons and pledges to respect the DPRK’s sovereignty by sounding the hard-liners’ old refrain that “all options remain on the table”. Hard-liners have seized on evidence of the DPRK counterfeiting and other illicit trade to further impede talks. While sanctions are mandated under the U.S. law, the timing of the announcement casts a pall on the fifth round of the six-party talks. By impeding a cooperative solution, hard-line unilateralists in the administration put Washington on a collision course not just with the DPRK, but more importantly with U.S. allies in Asia. The Bush administration’s crime-and-punishment approach towards the DPRK has never disarmed the DPRK before and there is no reason to believe it will now. 

IV. The U.S.’ Cold War Security Strategy Is Criticized
Delegates from the DPRK argue that the U.S.’s Cold War security strategy poses most serious threat to the security of Northeast Asia. The U.S. is still continuing many dangerous military maneuvers such as strengthening of strategic military alliance, wide deployment of the state-of-art weapons and the strategic war hardware, beef-up of the armed forces, establishing of the missile defense systems, staging military exercises with the aim of preparing the preemptive strikes, and so on.

They point out that, in order to keep peace and security in the Korean Peninsula, the U.S. and its other alliance powers should cease preparing a new war strategy for the preemptive strike against the DPRK, deployment of the state-of-art war equipments, increase and relocation of the armed forces, staging a meaningless provocative military exercises in and around the ROK. As the Cold War is ended, the U.S. past reason for stationing of its armed forces in the ROK has no meaning now. This is the right historical moment for the U.S. to honorably withdraw its armed forces from the Korean Peninsula without losing its honor. If the U.S. sincerely has the intention to prevent a new war, preserve the peace in the Korean peninsula and improve the relationship with the DPRK, it should decide to sign the peace treaty and withdraw its armed forces.

V. Japan’s Plutonium Issue Has Aroused Serious Concern of the International Community

Dr. Sun Xiangli points out in her presentation that when the world is debating on whether and how to put more restrictions on non-nuclear weapon states’ nuclear fuel cycle programs, the construction of Japan’s Rokkasho-mura Reprocessing Plant, the first active and large scale reprocessing facility in a non-nuclear-weapon state, has been completed and is scheduled to begin operating in 2007. Unavoidably, this facility and the existed big stockpile of plutonium in Japan have aroused attention of the world.

She argues that Japan has pursued a reprocessing-based closed nuclear fuel cycle policy. Its plan is to reprocess all spent fuel and consume all the extracted plutonium as reactor fuel. Its initial plan calls for utilizing reprocessed plutonium. Ultimately, it would employ fast-breeder reactors. Although using MOX is far more expensive, the government keeps promoting its fuel program. The government’s major argument for doing so is to seek greater self-sufficiency and greater energy security. Japan has stated that its nuclear fuel cycle is based on the principle of no surplus plutonium. However, as a matter of fact, its plutonium accumulation has actually reached to 40.6 tons at the end of 2003, enough for some 5000 nuclear weapons. According to some experts’ estimates, with Rokkasho operation, Japan’s surplus plutonium in 2010 would be around 60 tone. 

One important reason why Japan’s plutonium accumulation becomes a concern is that people doubt about the real intention of Japan’s pursuit of independent and closed nuclear fuel cycle program. In the 1990s, some information was revealed by media about Japanese government’s calculations in nuclear-weapons option in the 1960s. Some studies made by the government in the 1960s concluded that choosing an open nuclear weapon program at that time was not in the interest of Japan, but it will keep the nuclear-weapon option open and “will keep the economic and technical potential for the production of nuclear weapons.” For many people,     (Continued to Page 32)

� Report by the Working Group on External Relations to Prime Minister Koizumi, November 28, 2002


� Asahi Shimbun, October 29, 2005


� � HYPERLINK "http://www" ��http://www�. Nikkei. Co. jp/china/news/20051222cxke020822.html


� http://www.kantei.go.jp/jp/kakugikettei/2004/1210taikou.html
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� Asahi News on September 26, 2005


� http://news.xinhuanet.com/world/2006-01/04/content_4006796.html


� The Sankei Shimbun, January 4, 2006


� “2+2” Intermediary Report 《U.S.-Japan Alliance: Transformation and Realignment》, Asahi Shimbun, October 30, 2005


� “Sustainable security” is a new security concept. After absorbing ideas from “sustainable development”, it adds social and environmental factors into traditional security concept, and stresses more on the sustainability of security. 
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