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Introduction

U.S.-China relations have fallen relatively silent since the 9/11 terrorist attacks on
the United States, with no major disruptions. Even after Hu Jintao’s inauguration in
power in 2002, there have been no major transformations in Chinese diplomacy. The
potential for a U.S.-China clash spoken of at the inauguration of the Bush
administration is now nowhere to be seen. To the extent that China-related issues are
involved, the focus of discussions of international relations in East Asia is on the
six-party talks concerning the Korean Peninsula rather than on U.S.-China relations or
China themselves. Of course, one could sound an alarm over the long-term potential
for Chinese expansion after the Beijing Olympics and Shanghai Expo. But holding
forth at the top of one’s lungs about such uncertainties will not pass for meaningful
diplomatic policy analysis.

Despite the lack of major disturbance, U.S.-China relations do appear to have
undergone major changes since 9/11. Having called China a “strategic competitor”
before the attacks, the Bush administration began seeking ‘“constructive relations”
between the United States and China after 9/11. The Chinese government, for its part,
has announced similarly appeasing diplomatic initiatives such as a “New Security
Concept” and “New Thinking on the Relationship with Japan.” Meanwhile, as both the
U.S. and Chinese governments have greatly altered their foreign policies in pursuit of
a more cooperative relationship, ambiguous areas remain, making it difficult to assess
true intentions.

The Chinese government still shows no inkling toward concessions regarding
Taiwan’s political status. Even in the case of dealing with an infectious disease like
SARS, the Chinese government warned against allowing a World Health Organization

(WHO) research team to enter Taiwan. The incident reminded us of the difficulties



involved in China-Taiwan relations. Taiwan has undergone a political realignment
since the 2000 presidential election. Lee Teng-hui, who emphasized a Taiwanese
identity, has left the Nationalist Party to back the Democratic Progressive Party, while
the Nationalist Party is deepening its dialogue with China’s Communist Party to chart
a course toward unification. As a result of Taiwanese economic stagnation under the
Chen Shui-bian administration, about 800,000 Taiwanese residents have moved to
mainland China, and the economic interdependency between China and Taiwan has
grown stronger then ever. But even these economic factors work to the advantage of
the Nationalist Party. China-Taiwan relations have thus been developing in close
association with the political situation on either side.

These aspects of U.S.-China relations and China-Taiwan relations are greatly
affected by economic issues that at first glance seem unrelated to security. To the
United States, the economic growth in China’s coastal regions is something that
should be put to effective use now and in the future. And in order for Taiwan to
maintain its own economic policy, it must maintain its mutual dependence with China.
Naturally, the deeper the mutual dependence becomes, the more prominent the trade
deficit with China becomes. For their own economies to grow, the United States and
Japan need better exchange rates to be set with respect to trade with China. This brings
up the issue of revaluing the Chinese currency. Up to now, the issue of setting
exchange rates for the yuan has been put to rest with strong expressions of distaste by
the Chinese government. In this short essay, I would like to make some suggestions
regarding the potential political uses of the currency and the effects that could result.

Working on these assumptions, I will make observations on three points: how
U.S.-China relations have changed since 9/11, ways in which U.S-China relations are
interconnected with China-Taiwan relations, and what kind of influences China’s
economic growth has on U.S.-China and China-Taiwan relations. The following
section will discuss U.S.-China relations since the emergence of the Bush
administration, while probing how the 9/11 attacks affected the U.S.-China
relationship. At the same time, I will clarify the changes that have taken place in the
strategic ambiguity maintained by the U.S. government. The next section will take up
the subject of Taiwan, where the 2000 presidential election brought on a change in the

government. I will discuss how Taiwan’s domestic politics have interacted with



U.S.-China relations. The third section will analyze discussions of the revaluation of
the Chinese currency, which will remain relevant as China’s rise continues. I will also
touch on the possibility that Japanese and U.S. pressure toward Chinese currency

revaluation will affect China-Taiwan relations.

I. Japan’s New Defense Strategy

The September 11, 2001 terror marked the beginning of a new century for
security issues. Those who watch Japanese politics have seen the decisiveness with
which Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi acted to lend Japanese support to the U.S.
war on terrorism. While Japan’s response to the 1991 Gulf War was condemned as
“too little, too late,” the Bush administration since 2001 praised for Japan’s swift
cooperation including the dispatch of SDF personnel.

Regarding the defense capabilities, the year 2004 may be marked as important for
decisive changes. Premier Koizumi started a new council on Japan’s security defense
capabilities in April, 2004, and the Council issued a report on their future vision.

The “Integrated Security Strategy” is the key term in this vision, and has two
goals. The first is to prevent a direct threat from reaching Japan to minimize the
damage, while the second focuses more on creating the stable international
environment, saying the importance of “reduce[ing] the chances of threats arising in
various parts of the world...affecting the interests of Japanese expatriates and
corporations overseas.” The strategy can be attained by three efforts: Japan’s own
efforts, cooperation with an alliance partner, and cooperation with the international
community. The two goals and three efforts implied the “integration” of Japan’s
security strategy, and the report argues a need for the government to apply the
“integrated decision-making mechanism.” It also emphasizes the roles of the Security
Council, which is supposed to mix the six constituents of the strategy.

Along with the overreaching plan, the report also says the role of defense forces
to support the new security strategy, naming it as “multi-functional flexible defense
force.” The pivotal requirement of it is the ability to collect and analyze information.
Overarching its defense roles from (1) response to emergency situation, (2)

strengthening intelligence capabilities, (3) reforming the defense industrial and



technological base, (4) emphasizing its international peacekeeping roles, the report
envisioned Japan’s more “global” roles in international security issues.'

In response to the above council, Japan’s Defense Agency issued a new outline of
the defense program that foresees the upcoming decade. It assumed that the primary
goal was to address “new threats” like international terrorism or weapons of mass
destruction, seeking to create the stable international environment. Given that, it paid
more attention to the international dispatch of Japan’s self-defense force along with
the increase in its transportation capabilities. Compared with the 1970’s conception of
the “Basic Defense Force” that stemmed from the international environment of
growing détente, the new outline indicated Japan’s readiness to prepare for more
positive roles in international security. The outline also writes about Japan’s concern
about North Korea’s development of nuclear weapons and China’s rise of military
capabilities, the clear indication of which appeared for the first time since the Japanese
government issued the defense program outline in 1976.

The outline assumed Japan’s more global role, reaching from East Asia toward
the Middle East. That is, the role of the SDF is not limited to domestic defense issues
within the Japanese territory, but rather focused on its international aspect. The
internationalized role corresponds to the collaborative work with the U.S. military, and
the outline emphasized the importance of Japan’s alliance with the U.S. government,
while at the same time seeking to enlarge both allies’ security tasks reaching the wider
geography.

While the budgetary amount of the new program seeks to be restrained under the
banner of the “administrative reform,” the substantial functions and transportation
capabilities of the SDF should be advanced more. The Defense Agency outlined a plan
of reducing the number of SDF officials, although the current shortage of the
personnel will result in the maintenance of the number of uniformed people in the near

future.

1 The report also touched upon the need to reexamine Japan' s constitution in the future. It says about a
need to discuss the exercise of the right of collective self-defense rights with an eye to clarifying what Japan

should and can do for the international roles outlined in the report.



The outline also indicated a need to reexamine the principle of banning the export
of arms at least to the United States. In the current joint technological research on
ballistic missile defense by Japan and the United States, it assumes it necessary to
uphold the philosophy of the ban, and instead to pursue the enhancement of

procurement and R&D in the defense capabilities.

I1. The Redefinition of Japan’s Security Roles

Along with the above mentioned tendency in the Koizumi cabinet to expand
Japan’s role in international security, the September 11, 2005 election in Japan
produced the more than two-thirds majority of the ruling coalition within the House of
Representatives, which will technically enable to pass varieties of new legislations if
the LDP-Komei coalition has the willingness to do it.

Then, after the victory of the LDP-Komei coalition, Diet members began to think
of possible revisions in the Japanese Constitution. The possible revision of Article 9
will be part of the larger process of redefining Japan’s role in international security.
One step during the 1990°s was the making of U.S.-Japan security guidelines. After
the end of the Cold War, the decline of a global threat, combined with an existing
regional threat of strife in East Asia, was given as one of the reasons for the
formulation of the new guidelines. The parties to the deliberations on the future of
U.S.-Japan alliance were concerned with the lingering potential for strife in the region
while at the same time trying to develop a structure well suited to the less hostile
post-Cold War global environment.

With the April 1996 U.S.-Japan Joint Declaration on Security, both governments
started to seek for new roles of the alliance. The new U.S.-Japan security guidelines,
announced in September 1997, tried to apply the joint declaration to post-Cold War
East Asia in two ways.

First, an item on “Various Types of Security Cooperation” notes that the “bilateral
[Japan-U.S.] cooperation to promote regional and global activities in the field of
security contributes to the creation of a more stable international security
environment.” In other words, it is the new global role of the alliance and its complex
functions within the region that are being given a particular importance. These

functions include UN peacekeeping, international humanitarian relief operations, and



emergency relief activities in major disasters. They also include encouraging
security dialogue, defense exchange, regional confidence building, as well as arms
control and reduction -- alternatives to focusing on the containment of an adversary.
Second, the U.S.-Japan security guidelines expanded the geographical breadth
and reach of the alliance. The guidelines sought to incorporate neighboring areas
under U.S.-Japan political and economic cooperative relationships. Under Article 6
of the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty, U.S. forces are granted the use of facilities and
areas in Japan for the purpose of contributing to not only Japan's security but also the
Far East region. Given the article, the guidelines sought to announce a need for
U.S.-Japan joint cooperation for the areas surrounding the Japanese territory. For the
Japanese government, this implies the enlargement of the areas in which Japanese
SDF members should conduct military operations with U.S. personnel. That is, if a
military conflict happens in the areas surrounding Japan, it is lawful that the Japanese
government dispatches SDF personnel for joint military actions led by the U.S.
military, although Japan’s support should be limited to support-oriented logistics.
Ironically, however, one of the greatest sources of anxiety regarding the
enlargement of joint defense areas was the fear that it could dilute the alliance's ability
to ensure security for Japan. According to Douglas Stuart and William Tow, the

following issues were of concern when alliance is modified to enlarge its functions.”

(1) How the responsibility for rear-area support and frontline battles, as well as
burdens associated with military action, are to be distributed between the member
countries?

(2) To what extent a threat can be recognized jointly by the alliance members?

(3) Whether collective multilateral action will lost the autonomy of a member

country’s foreign policies?

Then, there is a critical conceptual question. It is related to the extent to which

the “areas surrounding Japan” were defined and what were included and not included.

* Stuart, Douglas, and William Tow, 1990, The Limits of Alliance: NATO Out-of Area Problems since 1949

(Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press), pp. 3-20.
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Since the late 1960’s, it has been agreed in the Diet that the areas north of the
Philippines belonged to what was called the “Far East.” With the inclusion of
wording “areas surrounding Japan” in the guidelines, it is now possible for Japan to
dispatch to more distant “neighboring areas” for the purpose of supporting U.S.
military operations. However, because the Cabinet Legislative Bureau has prohibited
the use of collective self-defense rights, it is questionable that the new guidelines
could operate within the Article 9 of the Constitution.’

Given the above modifications in the interpretations of Article 9, it is already
possible for the Japanese to conduct logistical operations regarding the security of the
Taiwan Straits. The only difference after the revision of Article 9 will be the extent of
the geographical reach by Japan’s SDEF, that is, how far the Japanese government can
dispatch the SDF from the Japanese territories, but the issue is already beyond the
security of the Taiwan Straits. Therefore, it can be said that, with the revision of
Article 9, what the Japanese government will do for the security of the East
Asia-Pacific region will be mostly similar to what Japan has been doing under the

current Article 9.

III. Assumptions behind U.S. policy toward China— changes in strategic
ambiguity

First of all, from the normalization of U.S.-China diplomacy in 1972 to the
present, the United States has never completely ruled out possible future Chinese use
of military force. It has been supposed that any strife would occur between China and
Taiwan rather than between the United States and China. And the context for the
debate has been the question of the extent to which the United States is involved in the
security of China and Taiwan has a divided nation.

Simultaneously with the normalization of U.S.-China ties, the U.S. Congress
made it possible under the Taiwan Relations Act to make commitments to both China
and Taiwan. Article 3 of the Taiwan Relations Act obligates the U.S. administration to

maintain U.S. capability to support Taiwan’s ability to “maintain a sufficient

* Sase, Masamori, 2001, Shudanteki Jieiken: Ronso no Tameni (Collective Self-defense Rights) (Tokyo:
PHP), chap. 4.



self-defense capability” against any non-peaceful measures by China, and it is
stipulated that the president will cooperate with Congress in taking ‘“appropriate
action” to support Taiwan. This action could include the full range of measures from
diplomatic negotiations to the use of military force, and it is this all-inclusive
commitment that later gave rise to U.S. strategic ambiguity.

By deliberately rendering ambiguous the degree to which the United States would
intervene in any outbreak of hostility between China and Taiwan, the strategic
ambiguity was intended to encourage both China and Taiwan to exercise self control
through diplomacy. But a crisis occurred in March 1996, when differences between
U.S. and Chinese expectations for that self-control led to a crisis as China carried out
military exercises in the Straits on the occasion of the Taiwanese general election. The
effect was to invite unambiguous U.S. intervention (i.e., a display of its willingness to
uphold its defense commitment). However, since an excessive U.S. defense
commitment toward Taiwan, as well as the Taiwanese tendency toward autonomy,
arouse a hawkish attitude in a China eager to suppress these trends, they must be
consistently kept within certain limits. The following three assumptions were
necessary in order for this delicate balance to function.

First, the governments of China and Taiwan were divided over the justness of the
one-China concept, and thus there was no middle ground between ‘“Chinese
unification” and “Taiwanese independence.” That is, Taiwan and the mainland were
locked in a zero-sum game in which the identity of “China” was tantamount to the
chair in a two-man game of musical chairs. Since the United States normalized
diplomatic relations with Beijing in 1978, it was forced to sacrifice its treaties with
Taiwan, while at the same time establishing a domestic legal commitment to ensure
militarily that Taiwan would not be taken over by China.

Second, if China were to take over Taiwan, it would most likely be done by force.
Since China and Taiwan are both administered under separate sources of political
authority, there is no way to overturn the status quo except by military force. Any
“dialogue” unaccompanied by the use of military force would serve to confirm the
current state of division, and only contribute to the further calcification of the status
quo. Therefore it would not be decisive in determining whether the future holds

“unification” or “independence” for China and Taiwan.
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Third was the assumption that the United States and China are building their
bilateral relationship based on strategic opposition amid anticipation of future Chinese
military intimidation. To the governments of both China and Taiwan, relations with the
United States are a zero sum game, and the expectation, despite U.S. ambiguity, that it
could follow through on its military commitment to Taiwan in an emergency is lent
credence precisely because a strategic discrepancy exists between the United States
and China.

By the time that Chen Shui-bian came to power in 2000, however, these three
assumptions had already begun to crumble. The emergence of economic codependency,
for instance, has worked against the premise of the zero-sum-game, making it difficult
for either side to adopt an entirely self-contained cross-straits policy. Since the
Democratic Progressive Party dominated the 2000 general election, forces centering
on the Nationalist Party have tried to reconcile with the mainland Communist Party in
order to contain the Democratic Progressive Party. China, for its part, continues to
refuse to acknowledge Taiwanese independence, but has at the same time indicated a
number of potential modes of “unification,” such as the concept of one country, two
systems, including a middle way that amounts to neither complete unification nor
independence.

Redeeming Taiwan militarily, as per the second assumption mentioned above,
would invite U.S. intervention. And if that were to happen, there is virtually no chance
that China could win a military clash with the United States, which makes it an unwise
choice. Above all, the unilateralism of the Bush administration is motivating a U.S.
effort to produce a peaceful outcome through unilateral hegemony (or so it is believed),
which makes it difficult to envision U.S.-Chinese stability based on strategic balance.

While the potential conflict implied in the third assumption regarding
U.S.-Chinese military antagonism has not disappeared, China’s confrontational and
combative attitude has done so amid its indications of a “New Security Concept” and
“New Thinking.” And one could say that the incentive and foundation for the United
States to conduct a policy of strategic opposition to China is flagging.

In the final analysis, “strategic ambiguity” was not meant to indicate ambiguity
across the board. Rather, it worked effectively precisely because the United States

from time to time evinced an unambiguous defense commitment to Taiwan. In that
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sense, the ambiguity was made possible by the assumption that the United States
would occasionally exercise its defense commitment to Taiwan. Next, we will take an
overview of China-Taiwan relations to see in just what circumstances that assumption

is melting away.

IV. U.S.-China-Taiwan Relations and Identity Politics in Taiwan

In principal, the debate over “one China” is comparable to the game of musical
chairs mentioned above, with Beijing and Taiwan competing for the sole status as its
legitimate government. The only logical solution to this problem is for both sides to
agree on either “unification” or “division” (i.e., Taiwanese independence) with
mutually acknowledged nationhood.

In the year 2000, the president was elected from the pro-independence
Democratic Progressive Party. The Chen Shui-bian administration raised concern
among East Asian neighbors about Taiwanese independence. But what actually
happened was a “non-independence” statement by the new president. In his May 20th
inaugural address, the new president began by saying, “as long as the Chinese
government has no intention of using military force ...,” but then went on to issue a
statement that Taiwan would neither declare independence, change the name of the
country, amend the constitution with the two-nation concept, conduct a referendum
over independence, change the policy regarding national unification, nor disband the
National Unification Council.

The result was an increase in forces encouraging the maintenance of the
non-independence/non-unity status quo. Although he made this “non-independence”
declaration, Chen Shui-bian did not intend to acknowledge “one China.” Rather, he
established maintenance of the status quo as a foundation for an effort to seek out
political dialogue with China. The current situation is that this has not yet succeeded.
On the other hand, while survey data indicates that 80% of Taiwanese seek to preserve
the status quo, it also shows a long-term trend toward reduction in the numbers of
those who prefer unification. The phenomenon of what might be called
“Taiwanization,” therefore, is proceeding apace.

What stance has the United States taken from around the time of the

establishment of the Chen Shui-bian ministration to the present?
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As earlier mentioned, the strategic ambiguity of the United States took root under
the Taiwan Relations Act. The significance of this had been guaranteed by the U.S.
security commitment toward Taiwan against imminent injustices. Because U.S.
containment of the Soviet Union was strategically paramount during the Cold War, the
Taiwan issue necessarily took a back seat to the “China card,” but this changed
during the 1990s. In addition, the following two factors gave rise to Taiwan’s
increasing significance.

The first factor is the democratization of Taiwan. After the death of Jiang Jingguo,
Lee Teng-hui became president, whereupon Taiwan began making gradual progress
toward democratization, beginning with the resignation of long-time national
legislators and a series of conventions of prominent figures from politics, business and
academia to discuss broad national policy. And the United States has been seeking
from China a peaceful resolution of the China-Taiwan relationship based on the
Taiwan Relations act. But at the same time it has clearly stated its concern over the
human rights of the residents of Taiwan. In that sense, Taiwanese democratization is a
residual issue that the United States has left behind. Taiwan has handled the process
skillfully, and even enhanced its repute with the United States as a result.

The second point has to do with the fact that domestic Chinese politics have
affected U.S. policy toward Taiwan. At precisely the time that Lee Teng-hui was
conducting a policy of democratization, the incident at Tiananmen Square occurred,
bringing down on the Chinese government more international criticism than it had
anticipated. This led to an announcement by the U.S. government that it would support
the accession of Taiwan and Hong Kong to APEC and sell F-16 fighter jets to Taiwan.
Thus, the 1990s began with an ongoing hard-line U.S. stance toward China, which
resulted in the conclusion of accords and agreements responsive to numerous serious
demands, such as the elimination of non-tariff trade barriers, respect of intellectual

property rights and the non-proliferation of nuclear, biological and chemical weapons.5

* GoIto, “Taiwan no Minshu-ka to Beikoku no Taiwan Seisaku (Taiwan’ s Democratization and U.S.
Policy toward Taiwan,” 7he House of Councilors (Japan), Rippo to Chosa (Legislation and Research)
(Tokyo, House of Councilors, 2001), pp. 49-51.

* Martin L. Lasater, 7he Taiwan Conundrum in U.S. China Policy (Boulder: Westview, 2000), pp. 148-149.
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The three characteristics that exacerbated the Taiwan problem have changed as
follows. First of all, throughout the 1990’s, the United States, deprived of the “China
card,” has found itself in strategic opposition to China while at the same time
involving itself economically because of the new factor of Chinese economic growth.
In addition to this economic involvement, the 9/11 attacks provided another
opportunity for U.S.-Chinese cooperation. From a domestic standpoint, China, with its
problems in Xinjiang Uighur province and Tibet, has its own need to contain criminal
activity it regards as terrorism. In that sense, the 9/11 attacks provided a new mold for
U.S.-Chinese cooperation in the security field.

Second, the democratization stipulated in the Taiwan Relations Act, after the
2000 change of government was accomplished without military force, is diminishing
as an issue for the United States. In the first place, maintaining the status of human
rights in Taiwan under the Taiwan Relations Act and China’s refraining from a military
attack were like two sides of the same coin. As long as Taiwan’s political destiny
could be determined by its people in peace, it would be meaningless to the United
States to intervene in China-Taiwan relations.

The third factor relates to the potential use of military force against Taiwan
accompanying democratization within China itself. Whatever the underlying
motivation may be, the diplomatic behavior of the Chinese government, with an
accommodating style characterized by its ‘“New Security Concept” and “New
Thinking on the Relationship with Japan,” has created a climate in which it is
becoming difficult for the United States to criticize China. One could even say that the
“New Security Concept” and “New Thinking” presented a situation which made it
more difficult for the U.S. and Japanese governments to strategically oppose China.

Combining these factors, a situation has now arisen in which the United States
has no choice but to alter the presupposed conditions in the Taiwan Relations Act
stipulated as a means of stabilizing the China-Taiwan relationship. And these
alterations will have their origin in Chinese diplomacy toward the United States and
the development of codependency between China and Taiwan more than in any
change in U.S. policy. To put it another way, the China-Taiwan problem has moved

beyond U.S. control.
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Conclusion— The Implications for Japan

In this essay, I have examined the nature of the links that exist among post-9/11
U.S.-China relations, China-Taiwan relations in the post-2000 situation, and the issue
of yuan revaluation considered against the backdrop of continual Chinese economic
growth since 1992. The Taiwan Relations Act forms the bedrock of U.S. government
policy toward China and Taiwan. Unlike the 1970s, however, in which the “one
China” definition made for a zero-sum game between China and Taiwan, today’s
relations between China and Taiwan have become complexly intertwined with
domestic affairs on both sides as mutual interpenetration continues with respect to
political identity and mutual economic codependence.

This has the potential to fundamentally transform the U.S. strategy toward China
and Taiwan that has existed since the 1970s. Strategic ambiguity has made it possible
to deftly handle the causes of conflict in East Asia, while helping to maintain U.S.
superiority by avoiding excessive U.S. intervention. But while China has come up
with a “one China, two systems” non-military approach to unification, the Chen
Shui-bian administration’s tendency toward a non-independent path to appeal to the
wishes of many Taiwanese for maintaining the status quo has resulted in deeper
bilateral interaction. The Taiwan Relations Act of 1978 stipulates Chinese pursuit of a
Taiwan policy oriented toward a non-military solution. And for Taiwan, it stipulates a
China policy that gives due consideration to popular opinion and human rights. A way
toward mutual political and economic cross-penetration for both Taiwan and China
had thus already been set out in the act. One could surmise, therefore, that the United
States has intended to work to stabilize China-Taiwan relations based upon strategic
ambiguity until the conditions set out in the Taiwan Relations Act are realized.

In this sense, it could be said that until the emergence of the Chen Shui-bian
administration in May 2000, China-Taiwan relations had followed the path set out in
the U.S. approach to the Taiwan Relations Act. But what that approach failed to
anticipate was that China would carry through with economic recovery during the
1990s, and that in Taiwan a party other than the Nationalist Party would come to
power— and an independence-minded one moving ahead with “Taiwanization” at that.
Since the 2000 presidential election, the Nationalist Party has pursued a policy

oriented toward integration with China in order to contain the Democratic Progressive
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Party. President Jiang Zemin has also leveraged his country’s economic expansion to
actively pursue economic exchange, but has not responded with political dialogue. As
long as China does not threaten Taiwan with military force, and the Nationalist and
People’s First Parties continue to try to regain power in Taiwan, it is difficult to see
any pretext for U.S. intervention in China-Taiwan relations. Given the Iraq War and
the North Korean problem, about all the Bush administration can do at this point is
warn that any change in the status quo could bring about a shift in China-Taiwan
relations.

Finally, I would like to point out the implications for Japanese foreign policy
before closing. In 1996, the Japanese government adopted the Joint Security
Declaration with the United States in response to the Taiwan Straits crisis, expanding
the scope of Japan-U.S. relations and diversifying their functions. The 1990s were a
period in which U.S. strategic ambiguity continued to work as effectively as before,
and the renovation of alliances was significant in that it strengthened U.S. East Asian
strategy.

But with maintenance of the status quo in China-Taiwan relations having come to
the fore in recent years, the possibility of military intimidation by China can’t be said
to be very great, at least for the present. As initiatives that were not provided for in the
Taiwan Relations Act have been implemented in both China and Taiwan, it appears
that there has been a gradual narrowing of leeway for U.S. intervention. Although
Japan and the United States may have no objection to China and Taiwan determining
the state of their bilateral relationship, the form that their dialogue is to take, and
whether it will produce results, will become clear after the presidential election in
2008. As that happens, Japan will have a crucial role to play in providing support
ranging from political to economic in order to ensure that both China and Taiwan
participate on an equal footing, and that the field of choices for determining their

mutual political status is not diminished.
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Japan’s Constitutionally Constrained International Cooperation:

The Case of UN Peacekeeping Operations

Aya TAKAGI
Visiting Research Fellow, Institute of Policy and Cultural Studies
Chuo University, Japan

Introduction

Japan’s foreign relations have long been limited to economic and cultural
cooperation because of the so-called “Peace Constitution”. After the end of the Cold
War, however, the need for international humanitarian and military contributions have
increased, which made Japan reconsider its role in these areas. This paper analyzes the
reasons why Japan couldn’t participate in a full range of international cooperation and
then discusses how Japan changed its policy regarding foreign cooperation from only
engaging in economic and cultural activities to a more comprehensive effort,
especially by dispatching its military overseas in UN PKO activities.

1. What are UN Peacekeeping Operations?

At first, let us begin by reviewing the fundamentals of UN Peacekeeping
operations (PKO). UN PKO is undertaken by the UN to ensure international peace and
security. The UN’s success in resolving conflicts in various areas of the world is now
widely recognized.”!

In traditional PKO, peacekeeping forces composed of national contingents of
troops and cease-fire observer missions (unarmed military personnel in principle)
perform such tasks as monitoring cease-fires, separating hostile forces, and
maintaining buffer zones.

More recently, PKO have expanded to include such administrative assistance
activities as election and human rights monitoring, reconstruction and development,
and organization and institution building, carried out by civilian personnel.

The UN PKO was not a task of the United Nations stipulated in the UN Charter.
Rather, having been invented as practical and concrete means for helping solve
disputes, UN PKO has proved successful in many cases.”” From the first PKO
established in 1948, more than 520,000 personnel from more than 80 countries have
participated in the UN PKO. In 1988 the Nobel Peace Prize was awarded for their
efforts. It is worth noting that out of a total of 28 PKO established in the past, 15 were
set up after 1988. This indicates the rising demand for PKO in the post-Cold War

m Japan’s contribution to International Peace — Web site.

(http://www.pko.go.jp/PKO_E/pko/index2_e.html)

"2 DIPLOMATIC BLUEBOOK 1992, Japan's Diplomatic Activities, Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
(http://'www.mofa.go.jp/policy/other/bluebook/1992/1992-2-1.htm#4.%20The%20Role)
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world.

While the tasks of the UN PKO were initially limited to maintaining cease-fires
and preventing the recurrence of conflicts, they are recently performing a wide range
of tasks. For example, some new types of operations are emerging that involve
complex assistance in post-conflict nation building, including conducting elections
and monitoring administrations during transitional periods. Along with the
diversification of tasks, the scale of PKO has grown. Thus, the UN PKO has recently
developed both quantitatively and qualitatively and has come to play a central role in
the efforts of the United Nations for international peace and security.

2. Postwar Constitution and International Cooperation in Japan

Japan’s security policy has been circumscribed not to participate in UN
collective security efforts because of several factors. These are Japan’s postwar
constitution, domestic politics, and public opinion. These constraints prevented Japan
from providing military personnel in international realm, too. In the following section,
we will learn about these constraints and then go into the details how Japan has
overcome them.

2-1 Three Constraints

(1) Constitutional and Legal Constraints

After WWII, GHQ, which was occupying Japan, had three policies called 3D
policy-- De-centralization, De-militarization, and Democratization. Under these
policies, a new postwar constitution was established. Especially, article 9,
corresponding De-militarization, requires a tricky interpretation and strongly limits the
scope and sphere of activities of the Japan’s Self Defense Force (SDF).

[Article 9]

Aspiring sincerely for 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.

During the Korean War, GHQ changed the De-militarization policy, allowing
the establishment of Japan’s SDF without amending the article. After that, the
Japanese government has struggled with interpreting the article. In the Charter of the
United Nations, member countries have a right of collective defense, but the Japanese

7 The National Diet Library's online exhibition "Birth of the Constitution of Japan".
(http://www.ndl.go.jp/constitution/e/etc/cO1.html#s2)
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government couldn’t approve of that legally. The Japanese government’s official
stance on collective defense, clarified in May 1981, is as follows: “It is natural that
Japan, being a sovereign state, should have this right of collective defense from the
standpoint of international law. The government, however, interprets that the right of
self-defense permitted under Article 9 of the constitution should be used within the
minimum range of need to defend Japan, and believes that the exercise of the right of
collective defense exceeds the range and thus is not allowed constitutionally”.™

This interpretation implies that dispatching the SDF overseas cannot be
permitted. Thus, not only participating in international military operations under the
UN, but even having the right to exercise armed force in foreign countries has been
difficult for Japan because of this interpretation. Therefore, Japan could hardly decide

to participate in International PKO.

(2) Strong Anti-militarism in domestic politics

Other constraints came from opposition parties, especially the Japan Socialist
Party (JSP) and the Japan Communist Party (JCP), which strongly opposed the
constitutionality of the SDF. Their slogan was ‘unarmed neutralism,” so they also
opposed the Japan-U.S. security treaty. Even in the ruling party, Liberal Democratic
Party (LDP), more than a few legislators had negative feelings about national security
issues.

(3) Public opinion

In the early postwar years, social uprisings by leftists and challenges by pacifists
to the government’s conservative, pro-US policies were major sources of domestic
instability.” Public opinion was dominated by deep remorse that the military was the
root of all evil, which caused the Pacific War during WWIL. This is the reason why the
Japanese public resists debating issues related to military, security, and war.

What is more, the teachers union and major newspaper has helped to maintain
this position even now.

2-2 Japan’s effort to adjust to International standard

(1) Failure in Gulf War

The Gulf War in 1991 was the watershed for Japanese foreign policy. At the
time, major countries had warned Iraq that they would attack if it did not withdraw
from Kuwait. While waiting for Iraq’s response, the UN Security Council had decided
to deploy a multinational force led by the U.S. In Japan, political argument on
international cooperation was still confused. As a ruling party, the LDP submitted to

" Soeya, Yoshihide, “Japan: Normative Constraints Versus Structural Imperatives,” in Muthiah
Alagappa (ed.) Asian Security Practice: Material and Ideational Influence, (Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 1998), p.229. Cited from White paper on defense (Boei Hakusho).
75 .

Soeya, Ibid., p.210.
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the Diet a “UN peace cooperation bill,” which allowed the SDF’s dispatch to the Gulf
area, but of course limited the task to rear-guard support. However, the opposition
party, especially JSP and JCP, strongly opposed the bill, arguing that Japan should not
be engaged in military activities; sending troops overseas is not constitutional; that
rear support might be involved in combat; and so on.”” The other opposition parties,
Komeito and the Democratic Socialist Party (DSP) also opposed the bill, so the LDP
had to drop the legislation at that time. But the LDP did that in exchange for an
agreement with Komeito and the DSP to introduce new legislation regarding
international cooperation because by adding the LDP, Komeito and the DSP force
represented the legislative majority. This agreement was called ‘Three parties’
agreements’.

In the end, Japan could contribute $1.3 billion toward the war effort but it was
never appreciated by Kuwait or the international community. Then Japan realized the
importance of contributing personnel, not just money. That was Japan’s big lesson
from the war.

(2) Establishment of PKO Law

The three parties’ agreements became the International Peace Cooperation Law
in 1992 and was a big step toward world peace. But the process was quite difficult
because of opposition mainly from the SDP.

In accordance with the agreements, the government submitted a new bill to the
Diet in September 1991 concerning cooperation in UN PKO and other operations with
a view to establishing a domestic framework to participate in UN PKO and
humanitarian international relief activities on a full-fledged scale.

The debate in the Diet regarding the International Peace Cooperation Law
varied greatly, but resulted in a convergence of five principles. Another focus was on
freezing the main part of Peace-keeping Forces.”” With regard to the constitutionality,
participation in UN PKO conformed with the principle of the Constitution which calls
for permanent peace and international cooperation: It does not, in any sense, run
counter to these principles. Further, since Japan's participation is based on the "five

'

principles,” even the troops of the SDF to be dispatched to the U.N. Peace-keeping

Operations could not use force in a manner that is prohibited by the Constitution.

The Five Principles
(1) Agreement on a cease-fire shall have been reached among the parties to
armed conflicts.
(2) Consent for the undertaking of UN peacekeeping operations as well as
Japan’s participation in such operations has been obtained from the host
countries as well as the parties to armed conflicts.

76 Yanai, Shunji, “Japan’s PKO: Decade long history of Law and Politics,” The Chuo Law Review,
March 2003, p.441.

" DIPLOMATIC BLUEBOOK 1992, Japan's Diplomatic Activities, Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
(http:/fwww.mofa.go.jp/policy/other/bluebook/1992/1992-2- 1. htm#Note%20: %20The%20basic)
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(3) The operations shall strictly maintain impartiality, not favoring any of
the parties to armed conflicts.

(4) Should any of the requirements in the above-mentioned guidelines cease
to be satisfied, the Government of Japan may withdraw International
Peace Cooperation Corps.

(5) The use of weapons shall be limited to the minimum necessary to protect
the personnel’s lives, etc.

The Diet debate was an exceptionally long one just to pass one bill, stretching
over three Diet sessions. This bill was approved by the Diet in June 1992 after almost
90 hours of deliberations in the House of Representatives and more than 100 hours in
the House of Councilors. The Diet revised the law to separate PKO (operation) and
PKF (force) so that the participation of the SDF in the main part of the peace-keeping
forces could not be realized. The law allows only the former and not the latter. That
means to establish the PKF force would require another law or a further revision. It is
fair to say that the International Peace Cooperation Law reflects broad public opinion
and has gone through careful deliberations.

With the law’s enactment, the legal grounds for Japan’s international
cooperation maintained Japan’s constraints regarding its participation in the PKF.

(3) End of the Cold War

During the Cold War, the Japan’s particular attitude that debating security had
been taboo or denying the SDF as an indispensable force didn’t cause any problems
due to its protection by the US. When the Cold War was over, however, unconditional
protection also ended, so security was no longer taken for granted. This reality has
also gradually changed public opinion.

3. Success in UNTAC and beyond

The SDF’s first dispatch was to Cambodia in 1992-93 and 1993-94. Inside
MOFA (Ministry of Foreign Affairs), officials had reached a consensus that the first
place to participate in PKO was Cambodia.” They anticipated that the public would
accept sending the SDF to Cambodia, and not to the Middle East or other distant area.

The PKQO’s operations in Cambodia was called the “UN Transitional Authority
in Cambodia (UNTAC)” and was the first major UN peacekeeping operation that
Japan participated in significantly by providing military and civilian personnel in such
areas as civilian policing and electoral monitoring as well as engineering units and
cease-fire observers.”

Unfortunately two victims, one policeman and a civilian volunteer, lost their

8 “Key person’s testimony on 90s: Vol. 6 Yanai, Shunji (ex-vice minister of foreign affairs) (1),”
Ronza, March 2006, pp.245-256.

7 Kozai, Shigeru, “Japan and PKO; Japanese Experiences and its Policy,” The Journal of International
Studies (Osaka Gakuin University), Vol.12 No.2 December 2001, pp.85-109.
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lives, which increased public criticism against the government‘s participation, but
Prime Minister at the time, Kiichi Miyazawa, didn’t change the policy. Finally, the
mission successfully finished, giving the public a positive impression of the PKO.

After UNTAC, Japan has continued to take part in many PKO activities (See
Figure 1). Since the International Peace Cooperation Law was enacted in 1992, Japan
has been carrying out many forms of international peace cooperation based on this law,
including the dispatch of a cumulative total of 5,607 personnel overseas (as of
February 2006).

The International Peace Cooperation Law has been amended twice in 1998 and
2001 to enable Japan expand the sphere of the activities.** Especially, the 2001
amendment removed the freeze on participation in Certain UN Peace Keeping Force
duties, including monitoring of the disarming of combatants, stationing of personnel in
buffer zones, and collection and disposal of abandoned weapons. Then the pillar of
Japan’s international peace cooperation was completed — UN PKO, international
humanitarian relief operations and international election monitoring activities.

As of January 2006, 45 the SDF personnel have been dispatched to join the UN
Disengagement Observer Force (UNDOF), which supports the Middle East peace
process through such means as ceasefire monitoring in the Golan Heights (a total of
approximately 900 personnel have been dispatched since 1996). Furthermore, in
October, an official from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA) was recruited to
take part in the UN Mission in Sudan (UNMIS). Thus, Japan intends to continue to put
forth efforts in the development of a structure for international contribution and to
actively offer international peacekeeping efforts in countries suffering from conflicts.*'

% These are “Amendment expanding international election monitoring activities” (1998), “Amendment

enabling contributions in kind to international humanitarian relief operations” (1998), and “Amending
removing the freeze on participation in certain UN peacekeeping force duties” (2001).

81 Diplomatic Bluebook 2006, Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
(http:/fwww.mofa.go.jp/policy/other/bluebook/2006/10.pdf)
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Figure 1: Japan’s Participation in UN PKO¥
UN Angola Verification Mission II (UNAVEM II)

International Peace Cooperation Assignment in Angola (1992)

UN Transitional Authority in Cambodia (UNTAC)

International Peace Cooperation Assignment in Cambodia (1992-93)
Contributions in Kind to UNTAC (1992)

UN Operation in Mozambique (ONUMOZ)

International Peace Cooperation Assignment in Mozambique (1993-95)
Contributions in Kind to ONUMOZ (1994)

UN Observer Mission in El Salvador (ONUSAL)

International Peace Cooperation Assignment in El Salvador (1994)

UN Disengagement Observer Force (UNDOF)

International Peace Cooperation Assignment in the Golan Heights (1996)
Contributions in Kind to UNDOF (1995)
UN Mission in East Timor (UNAMET)

International Peace Cooperation Assignment in East Timor (1999)

UN Transitional Administration in East Timor (UNTAET)

International Peace Cooperation Assignment in East Timor (2002)

Conclusion

Japan’s foreign cooperation has been bound by its constitution article9, but
international conflicts forced Japan into international cooperation, not only in terms of
financial assistance, but also in dispatching military personnel. In the future, Japan
may play a more active role in international peacekeeping efforts.

827 apan’s Contributions to International Peace — website.
(http://www.pko.go.jp/PKO_E/pko/h_japan_e.html)
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Revisit the Relations between Japan and East Asia:
Swing between Modernism and Postmodernism Approach

Sun, Kuo-Hsiang

Institute of Asia-Pacific Studies, Nanhua University

Abstract

This paper will deal with Japan’s relations with East Asia, especially for China,
the Korean Peninsula and Southeast Asia. How Japan view East Asia will discussed
firstly. Each section begins by reiterating the factors and how these factors interacted
with each other to affect at certain critical junctures the development to Japan’s
political relations with the East Asia region. Furthermore, this paper hold Robert
Cooper’s view, that is Japan as a kind of postmodern state, but it need use between
post-modernism and modernism, even pre-modernism approach to deal with East

Asian neighbor countries relations.

Keywords: Japan, East Asia, modernism, postmodernism.
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I. Overview

Today, Japan may be a nation of “a long wind-up and a quick pitch” after so
called “lost decade”. It seems that after spending more than a decade of economic
stagnation and political paralysis, the Japanese have regained a greater degree of
confidence in their state of economy, and now want their government to deliver, to
make a “quick pitch.”® However, before embarking on a “long wind-up review”, it is
important to have a clearer idea about the key domestic parameters—constraints,
identity issues, obsessions, and other factors—related to foreign policy decision
making.

As Yutaka Kawashima described, before revisits past decisions that have
constituted the basis of Japanese foreign policy since the end of World War II, some
key decision making processes of the postwar era are reviewed first, and then some
reflections about future policy options on East Asia counties are presented. for easier
understanding, these parameters are discussed to the extent possible in a dialectical
manner, such as catching up with the West versus maintaining an Asian identity,
pacifists versus realists on the security issue, realpolitik versus the Wilsonian approach,
apologists versus nonapologists, and nationalism versus internationalism.* In fact,
these parameters can complete describe Japan deal with his neighbor state. This paper
desires to supplement to modernism versus postmodernism approach.

The thinker-cum-bureaucrat, Robert Cooper made an argument of
“what-if-Japan-was-in-Europe” in his book, The Breaking of Nations said, “Of
non-European countries, Japan is by inclination a postmodern state. It has self-imposed
limits on defense spending and capabilities. It is no longer interested in acquiring
territory nor in using force. It would probably be willing to accept intrusive

verification. It is an enthusiastic multilateralist.>> Were it not on the other side of the

® Tomohiko Taniguchi, Deputy Press Secretary, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Japan, Japan’ s Diplomacy
under the New Abe Cabinet, <http://www.brook.edu/fp/cnaps/20061027cnaps.pdf>.

“ Yutaka Kawashima, Japanese Foreign Policy at the Crossroads: Challenges and Options for the
Twenty-First Century, Brookings Institution Press 2005, pp.4-18.

¥ Peter J. Katzenstein and Nobuo Okawara, “Japan and Asian-Pacific Security,” in J.J. Suh, Peter J.
Katzenstein, and Allen Carlson, eds., Rethinking Security in Fast Asia: Identity, Power, and Efficiency,
California: Stanford University Press, 2004, pp.105-107.
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world, it would be a natural member of organizations such as the Organization for
Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) or the European Union (EU).
Unfortunately for Japan it is a postmodern country surrounded by states firmly locked
into an earlier age: postmodernism in one country is possible only up to a point and
only because its security treaty with the US enables it to live as though its
neighborhood were less threa‘[ening”.86

The German postmodernism was again evinced by a piece in the Financial Times
that issued on October 24, 2006. According to the article, Germany has adopted the
most radical restructuring of its military since 1945, turning the Bundeswehr, the army,
into an international intervention force.*”” This is a postmodernism that Japan cannot
afford but can only dream of. Many in Japan are supportive of their Self-Defense
Forces (SDF) personnel rushing to the rescue in the disaster-hit areas. They are also
proud that the SDF troops helped build schools, assisted local doctors in Samawah,
Iraq, and including the Iraqi operation, they have shot not even a single bullet
throughout the post-war history. And yet again, what is affordable for Germany is mere
luxury for Japan.

That being so, and being pretty much aware of the surroundings Robert Cooper
illustrated, Japan, especially since 9/11, has chosen to be much more articulate in
advocating universal values, getting itself bound as geographically widely and
substantially deeply as it possibly can by forming strategic ties with Australia and India,
and for the first time ever, by reaching out to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO). That Japan’s diplomacy having been much more value-driven than previously,
it had seemed for so long extremely shy and reserved in waving any sort of banner. It is
proved by the speech of Japanese Foreign Minister Taro Aso (JRZE AKER) delivered at
the North Atlantic Council (NAC) meeting on May 4, 2006.

For a country where discussing collective defense had long been quasi-taboo,
Aso’s trip to NATO, an epitome of collective defense, was an even more taboo act. Aso

addressed the NAC and said, “We are peers, like-minded, let us move on

* Robert Cooper, 7he Breaking of Nations: Order and Chaos in the Twenty-first Century, London: Atlantic
Books, 2003.
" Germany in radical shake-up of military,

<http://www.ft.com/cms/s/b0651290-6384-11db-bc82-0000779¢2340.html>.
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together”(Fe ~ 1T E kA AT AR, & 5I2H /1 L TiTE1%).% He went on to
propose the following, “Let us enhance our mutual awareness, as we will most likely
find ourselves working aside together much more frequently than in the past. Let us
start talking to one another more often and much more on a regular basis, with a view
of possibility for operational cooperation in the future. Let us establish a workable
interface in order to coordinate our policies”.89

Ivo Daalder and James Goldgeier said in their article appearing in the
September/October 2006 of Foreign Affairs that “[A]s of now, a number of countries
with a questionable commitment to democracy and human rights [...] are covered by
Article 10, while stalwart democracies, such as Australia and Japan, are not. Yet a
shared commitment to shared values should be a more relevant determinant of

membership than geography.”90 That much is what Japan’s diplomacy is like at the

moment.

II. Japan’s View on East Asia

For Japan, the concept of East Asia is, and should be, functional, thus
malleable. However, generally speaking, the region roughly covers Northeast Asia,
including Japan, China and Korea, and what is currently covered by the regional
cooperation scheme of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), as well
as surrounding areas.”’ This region is, for the first time in history, perceived as a
meaningful group of countries to tackle their challenges.

East Asia was traditionally considered to be a region with diversified nations,
culture and values, as well as deep gaps of size and economic development amongst
countries in the region. Neither of them provided, according to any IR theory and

analysis, a sufficient basis for economic integration nor further step for effective

ORAESNE REEEL, BT R RRBEREIC 1T S HAR L NATO, “FRE 18 4E 5 A 4 HRA~/L¥
- £ H 7 VUV = v ¥ A T o 4 K H HFE H F =
<http://www.mofa.go.jp/mofaj/press/enzetsu/18/easo_0504.html>

¥ Tbid.

* Tyo Daalder and James Goldgeier, “Global NATO,” Foreign Affairs, September/October 2006.

*" Jiro Okamoto, Japan’ s View on “East Asian Economic Zone,” National Policy Foundation Research
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inter-State cooperation. This image of East Asia is no longer the reality, however. The
region has been the most dynamic in the world, and this trend is further intensifying,
the reality of the deepening economic interdependence within the region. The
intra-regional trade within ASEAN plus Three (APT), meaning Japan, China and the
Republic of Korea, had increased from 35 per cent in 1980 up to 54 per cent in 2004,
and still increasing.92

The trend is not limited to this quantitative aspect. East Asia was once noted for
its vertical structure of trade, namely Japan exported manufacturing products, while
other countries provided natural resources and agricultural products. Currently, the
intra-regional trade is more horizontal, strengthened by the increase of direct
investment within the region. Japan exports office machinery and electric appliances
to other countries, then imports electronic parts including semiconductors and office
machinery from Asian newly industrializing countries (NICs); office machinery and
textile products from China; then electronic parts and mineral fuel from ASEAN
members.”?

As a background for this economic dynamism and deepening interdependence to
be realized in two fundamental conditions, Japanese government argued: namely, first,
the Japan-US security alliance as a fundamental basis for political stability in the
region; and, second, Japan’s consistent official development assistance (ODA) to the
region.

East Asia, with its diversity amongst countries, is still a region with potential
political instability. Some potential flashpoints in the region caused by ideological,
religious, and ethnic tensions, as well as territorial disputes and maritime delimitation
claims over natural resources. North Korea, with its continued quest for nuclear and
missile capacity as well as closed regime, needs most careful but effective
handlings. The situation surrounding Taiwan is also attracts Japan’s attention. There
are also territorial disputes in the South China Sea. Today, challenges facing the region

are even increasing. What so called non-conventional threats are rapidly and urgently

” Masahiro Kawai, “East Asian Economic Regionalism: Progress and Challenges” , Journal of Asian
Economies, February 2005.
* Tran Van Tho, Trade, Investment and Division of Labor in East Asia, Economic and Social Research

Institute, March 2003. <http://www.esri.go.jp/en/tie/ea/ea3-e.pdf>
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becoming phenomenal in the region, such as smuggling of weapons of mass
destruction (WMD), terrorism, maritime piracy, human trafficking, transnational
crimes and infectious diseases.

Given this reality, East Asia area needs a stabilizer, offering a basis for political
and military stability in the region. For Japan, the Japan-US security alliance, with its
continuous modernization efforts reflecting its circumstances, is the one and will
continue to be a major underpinning for security and prosperity in the region. Japan
contributes to the US military presence in the region by providing financial support of
6 billion dollars annually as well as providing military bases for US forward
deployment, albeit its political and social costs in the domestic domain. Japan’s greater
role of logistic support for US forces, in order to tackle regional and global issues,
including terrorism, is further providing basis for people’s welfare in this region.

The second aspect is the significant role of Japan’s ODA to the region. Japan’s
ODA started as early as in the 1950s, with the re-emergence of the Japanese economy
after the total devastation during the Second World War. From the inception of Japan’s
ODA, Southeast Asia has been the main beneficiary of Japan’s policy. This was, first,
in the context of the Cold War, when Japan, as a member of the Western Alliance,
contributed to the stability of the region by non-military means. Mainly, this was
carried out through contribution to the regional economic development by transferring
Japan’s own experience of economic development, which recognized the central role
of infrastructure buildings, as well as human resources development through
promoting the culture of self-help efforts. This approach resulted in consolidating
social and political resilience of the ASEAN countries against Communism.

Retrospectively, Japan’s role was to lead East Asian economies as a pioneer of
tackling enormous challenges in the course of economic development in the world of
technological innovation and globalization. Japan advised to East Asian countries
about the importance of infrastructure, education, human resources development, as
well as of diligent work ethics, team work, efficiency and quality control. The main
principles was ownership by the recipients, leading to self-sustained economic
development, as well as the importance of strengthening the private sector competitive
enough to cope with the international market. Japan’s approach has been always based

upon an equal-footing peer-to-peer stance, as was stipulated by 1978 Fukuda
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Doctrine(f& Fl K2 + U >),”* Japan’s basis for its diplomacy towards Southeast
Asia. The Doctrine stated Japan would do its best to strengthen the relationship of
mutual confidence and trust based upon heart-to-heart understanding and become an
equal partner of ASEAN and its member countries.

It is hard to present precise figures of Japan’s contribution to successful
economies in the region. One analysis calculated the accumulative effects of Japan’s
ODA during the period from 1972 to 1991 to Thailand, Indonesia and
Malaysia. Japan’s ODA contributed to the increase in capital stocks, leading to the
increase in production capacity and employment, then finally to the increase in gross
domestic products. Its contributions to capital stock increase of the three countries
were, respectively, 6.3 per cent for Thailand, 4.7 per cent for Indonesia, and 3.4 per
cent for Malaysia. This led to the contributions to GDP increase by 5.3 per cent to
Thailand, 3.3 per cent to Indonesia, and 1.4 per cent to Malaysia.

Japan’s role as pioneer or by the word used by Aso Taro, as thought leader,” is
still valid. Japanese consider that the strong integrated ASEAN will further enhance
the stability in the region. This is a reason Japan particularly emphasize the
importance of assisting Cambodia, Lao PDR, and Viet Nam (CLV) countries, by
advancing the Mekong Initiative as an example.96 The fact that on 27 March 2006 the
Japan-ASEAN Integration Fund (JAIF) was established,”” with Japan’s contribution
of 7.5 billion yen,98 for assisting ASEAN’s comprehensive integration, with particular
emphasis upon tackling intra-regional economic gaps by offering comprehensive

assistance in the fields of trade and investment.

" Sueo Sudo, 7he Fukuda Doctrine and ASEAN: New Dimensions in Japanese Foreign Policy, Singapore:
Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, 1992.
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As thought leader, Japan’s role as pioneer is not limited to positive aspects. As a
rapidly grown economy, Japan faced severe environmental degradation and related
problems, and tackled two oil crises. Japan is proud of its most efficient and
environmentally-friendly economy and society, not comparable to any other country,
albeit with enormous sacrifice and compensations to recover the environment. As a
country with virtually no natural resources of energy and with concentrated population,
Japan made its utmost efforts to make its economy energy efficient. Energy efficiency
and advanced environmental technology in every field of the industry are Japan’s
incomparable achievements which, will contribute to the region which are increasingly
facing the same challenges.

It may be added that Japan’s rapidly aging society and social security reforms
necessary to cope with it, as well as Japan’s reformist efforts towards small
government, under the leadership of Prime Minister Koizumi Junichiro (/)M JR&l—Ef),
might be also relevant to other countries, as a pioneering endeavor. For Japan, Japan’s
struggles for the past decade to tackle structural stagnation of its economy caused by
non-performing loans and deflationary spirals, as another successful example shedding
light to countries on the same path of economic development in the region.

Therefore, Japan’s strategy to East Asia is depended on these Japan’s East Asia
views. Japan’s relations with East Asia, especially with ASEAN countries, have
already entered a new era, though consistently based upon its achievement since
1950s. Koizumi defined the relation, in his speech in January 2002 in Singapore, as
sincere and open partners, with the concept of “acting together, advance together,” (3t
(232 T2)” and then proposed the idea of an East Asian Community(BE 7 2
7 H[F{A) as the final goal of regional cooperation.

In presenting this idea of an East Asian Community, Japan articulate some basis
premises: First, “openness and transparency.” Any inter-state cooperation in the region
should not become an inward-looking disguised exclusive bloc. A community in any

form should be open to like-minded outsiders, and its benefit should be extended to
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non-members in a transparent manner.

Second, it is a “functional approach.” A community should be a practical forum
to tackle regional issues. Given the diversity of history, culture and society in the
region, Japan’s position is not support over-ambitious and aim hastily at a political
union. The steady accumulation of practical cooperation will be the best way to
enhance the sense of community and cooperation amongst people in the region.

Finally, it is an aspect of “shared value” in a community. East Asia is benefited by
the globalized market economy, creating a strong layer of middle-class consumers in
any successful country. Japan is of the view that this trend will surely require people’s
awareness of the importance of democracy and human rights. Any future community
in the region should encompass shared goals and views in this regard, as a basis for

strengthening members’ cooperation.

III. Japan and China’s Political Relations
i. Japan’s approach towards China: structure, agency and norms

In the mid-1950s Japan and China were separated from political, economic and
security interaction with each other by the structural boundaries of Cold War bipolarity,
together with the legacies of national division and the colonial past. Even as structural
factors and mutual suspicions continued to limit Japan-China relations in this period
and beyond, however, at the same time Japan has had powerful motives to circumvent
the restraints imposed by the structure of the international system and push for gradual
engagement. Japanese attempts to engage China have been driven by a variable mix of
Asianist and developmental norms and interests. The Japanese state and its people
ever since the period of the Chinese world order have felt a sense of cultural affinity
and friendship with their massive neighbor. 100

This Asianist norm has been reinforced by a strong developmental norm and
perception of the vital economic importance of China to Japan as a source of raw

materials and markets. Beyond that, economic engagement is seen ultimately to

produce reform and stability in China. Hence, strong pro-China elements have always

" Christopher W. Hughes and Glenn D. Hook, Japan~ s International Relations: Politics, Economics and

Security, New York: Routledge, 2001, 164.
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been present in the political parties, the Mister of Foreign Affairs of Japan (MOFA)
and business sectors. These policy-making agents and political actors have exploited
all possible diplomatic room for manoeuvre in order to improve relations with China,
even whilst attempting to adhere to the general US policy line in East Asia. The
outcome during the period of the first Cold War was that Japan was obliged to attempt
to instrumentalize the improvement of Sino-Japanese relations through a process of
seikei bunri and unofficial diplomacy.101

The first official Sino-Japanese contacts in the post-war era did not come until the
1955 Bandung Conference, during which the Chinese side requested improved
diplomatic relations. The Japanese government under the leadership of Hatoyama
Ichiro (M31L1—E[) who was to achieve the normalization of relations with the USSR in
1956, he was receptive to the idea of a general improvement in political and economic
ties with China. At the same time, however, Hatoyama remained wary of making any
commitment to normalizing relations with China and taking a high-profile position in
support of the political aims of Bandung for fear of jeopardizing relations with the US,
which at this time was calling for the increased containment of Chinese
communism.'” Informal contacts between J apan and China continued to be mediated
throughout the 1950s and 1960s by pro-China faction leaders in the Liberal
Democratic Party of Japan (LDP).103

Nevertheless, the prospects for an improvement in official Sino-Japanese
relations were set back following the accession to power of the arch Cold War warrior
Kishi in 1957. Prime Minister Kishi’s (J#15 /) preoccupation with the revision of the
US-Japan security treaty, initiation of normalization talks with the revision of the US’s
anti-communist ally South Korea, and staunchly pro-Taiwan position served to

reinforce the bipolar structural barriers to Sino-Japanese interaction. The response of

China was to lambaste the Kishi administration for creating two Chinas and for

" See Hugo Dobson, Glenn D. Hook, Julie Gilson, Christopher W. Hughes, Hugo Dobson, Japan's
[nternational Relations: Politics, Economics and Security, New York: Routledge, 2001.

" Kweku Ampiah, 7he Dynamics of Japan® s Relations with Africa: South Africa, Tanzania and Nigeria
(London: Routledge, 1997), pp.39-44.
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reviving Japanese militarism, and to cut of all trade with Japan in 1958. The 1960
advent of seikei bunri enabled the resumption of bilateral trade and the signing of an
unofficial trade agreement in November 1962. Still, the administration’s public
anti-PRC stance meant that it stopped short of official efforts to improve political ties.

The Sato (Y2f#&%¢1F) administration was clearly aware of the importance of
improving relations with China. It laid much of the groundwork for eventual
normalization under the Tanaka (FHH#4%<) administration in 1972 through attempts
to persevere with the seikei bunri policy. However, the administration’s foreign policy
priorities were to gain US assent for the reversion of Okinawa and to demonstrate
support for the US’s security position in East Asia. Sato presided over the
normalization of Japan-South Korea relations in June 1965 and the automatic
extension of the security treaty in June 1970; paid an official visit to Taiwan in
September 1967 and indicated in the joint communiqué with President Richard Nixon
in November 1969 that the maintenance of peace and security in the Taiwan area were
also important factors for Japan’s security; and he also provided unequivocal public
backing for the US intervention in the Vietnam War.

The Chinese government viewed these developments as further evidence of
militarism in Japan and its aggressive stance in support of the US’s regional allies and
containment policy towards China. In response, it launched in Japan itself (despite its
own avowed principle of non-interference in the domestic affairs of other states),
through pro-China media organizations, LDP factions and opposition parties, a
campaign of people’s diplomacy designed to mobilize public opinion and break
Japan’s perceive political dependence on the US. Chinese government leaders
informed senior LDP policy-makers visiting Beijing in April 1970 that China would
cease to trade with any Japanese companies found to have contravened four conditions
relating to the non-assistance of South Korea, Taiwan or US policy in Vietnam and
Indo-China.

In addition, they were informed that China would only normalize relations with
Japan in accordance with the three principles of Japan’s recognition of the PRC as the
sole legitimate government of all China, that Japan accepted the indivisibility of

Chinese territory and Taiwan as a province of China, and that it abandoned official
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diplomatic ties and the 1952 peace treaty with Taiwan.'” A fierce debate ensued
within Japanese policy-making circles over China policy. The pro-China factions of
the LDP joined with Social Democratic Party of Japan (SDPJ), the Democratic
Socialist Party (DSP), the Japan Communist Party (JCP) and the Komei Party, and
with major business interests in the steel, chemical and automobile industries, such as
Kawasaki, Sumitomo, Toyota and Honda, to lobby the government to normalize

relations with China.'®

Despite the external and internal pressure exerted on the
government, however, Sato remained rigidly in support of US policy towards China.
The relative immobilism of the Sato administration’s policy towards China was
then swept away by fundamental changes in the structure of the international system
surrounding Sino-Japanese relations in the early 1970’s. These changes subsequently
reduced the impediments placed upon the efforts of Japanese policy-making agents
and other non-state political actors to engage China politically. The weakening of the
bipolar Cold War structure and Nixon shocks, effectively removed US objections to
the improvement of Sino-Japanese relations, although, the US has certainly remained a
key factor in Japanese diplomatic calculations concerning China. Japanese
policy-makers reacted swiftly to the weakening of international structural restrictions
and enhanced diplomatic freedom by seeking early normalization with China.
Following an intense struggle within the LDP between pro-China and pro-Taiwan
factions, Tanaka Kakuei (FH ™' %) emerged as Sato’s successor and managed to
carry overall LDP, MOFA and public opinion with him in favour of normalization.
Tanaka journeyed to Beijing in September 1972 and signed a joint communiqué
establishing full diplomatic relations. Under the joint communiqué, Japan accepted the
three principles of normalization, and thus abandoned official ties with Taiwan. In
order to expedite the improvement of bilateral relations, China renounced all claims
for war indemnities from Japan, but it declined to discuss the issue of the sovereign of
the Diaoyutai/Senkaku Islands, deferring it to later generations to decide. This left

unresolved a potentially explosive bilateral territorial dispute.

" Akihiko Tanaka, Nicchu Kanker 1945-1990 (Tokyo: Tokyo Daigaku Shuppankai, 1991), pp.68-70.
" John Welfield, An Empire in Eclipse: Japan in the Postwar American Alliance System (London: Athlone,
1988), pp.292-3.
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Japan and China then agreed in September 1974 to initiate government-level talks
on the conclusion of a peace treaty, during which MOFA as the Japanese government’s
representative began to take an increasingly important role in the management of
diplomacy with China. In the meantime, however, Japanese diplomacy towards China
was reinforced by the maintenance of contacts between the LDP and opposition parties
and Chinese policy-makers.

Simultaneously, the Japanese business sector, which was keen to expand
economic contacts following China’s announcement of its modernization drive in
1976, conducted it’s own private diplomacy: in 1978 the Keidanren (Federation of
Economic Organizations) concluded a between Japan and the People’s Republic of
China was eventually signed in August 1978. During negotiations for the treaty, China
indicated privately that it would tolerate Japan’s security treaty with the US, and that it
was prepared to shelve the issue of whether the 1960 definition of the scope of the
US-Japan security treaty covered Taiwan and the question of the sovereignty of the

Diaoyutai Islands.

ii. Sino-Japanese political relations in the post-Cold War period

Prospects for the rehabilitation of Sino-Japanese relations were raised further in
the post-Cold War period and early 1990s owing to the increasing fluidity of the
structure of the international system. The winding-down of Cold War tensions in East
Asia, the clear commitment of the Chinese leadership to continue with its programme
of opening the economy to the outside world, and the US’s response under the Bush
and Clinton administrations of pursuing a general policy of political and economic
engagement with China, all serve to lessen barriers to US and Chinese interaction, and
subsequently also US objections to, and international structural barriers upon,
Sino-Japanese interaction. Economic interdependency between Japan and China has
increased in this period, and the Japanese government has continued to pursue its own
engagement policy towards China.'*®

The aim of this strategy is to enhance China’s integration into regional and

" Christopher W. Hughes and Glenn D. Hook, Japan~ s International Relations: Politics, Economics and
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international society through encouraging its entry into multilateral institutions such as
the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF), Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC), and
then eventually the World Trade Organization (WTO). Sino-Japanese relations
warmed particularly during the Hosokawa (117 ) administration (1993-4), which
was prepared to take a slightly more independent line on foreign policy. Hosokawa
was the first non-LDP prime minister to visit China, in March 1994, and he used the
occasion to appeal for Chinese diplomatic assistance in restraining North Korea’s
suspected nuclear programme. He also issued an apology for Japan’s war of
aggression in China as well as expressing Asianist norms to note the relativity of the
concept and the need not to impose single standards in this area.'”’

The closing of international structural pressures and the re-emergence of a range
of bilateral issues, however, have hindered the improvement of Sino-Japanese
relations in the period from the mid-1990s to the start of the twenty-first century.
Sino-US tensions have fluctuated but also have seen an overall increase from the late
1990s onwards, owing to a number of factors. US concerns revolve around China’s
apparent drive to achieve great power economic and military status in East Asia. China,
for its part, has been concerned about the US’s renewal of its hegemonic position in
East Asia and its possible support for Taiwanese independence, as demonstrated by the
US’s perceived wavering between engagement and containment policy responses
towards China and its concomitant strengthening of its military position in the region
via the redefinition of the US-Japan alliance in the 1990s.

Japan’s own continued rise as a political, economic and military power has
produced something akin to an enhanced triangular structure of Japan-US-China
political interaction within East Asia. % However, the nature of the triangular
interaction has clearly been asymmetric and inconsistent in this period because the
power capabilities of each of the states involve are mismatched-Japan possessing great

economic but limited independent military power; the US economic and military

" Hidennori Ijiri, “Sino-Japan controversy since 1972, in Chirstopher Howe, ed., China and Japan:
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power; and China as yet limited but rapidly increasing economic and military power —
and because the US and China have tended to focus their energies more on each other
than their respective relations with Japan.

In turn, this triangular structure has created both opportunities and obstacles for
Japan’s relations with China. On one level, the potential for increased Sino-American
confrontation and Japan’s enhanced political status within the triangular relationship
allows it to step in and play a mediating role between the two, the actualization of
Japan’s vision of its watashiyaku diplomacy between the West and East Asia. On
another level, however, the triangular relationship poses hazards and dilemmas for
Japanese policy-markers. The first hazard is that Japan could be bypassed altogether
and left powerless in the face of a Sino-US power struggle, the type of
Japan-passing. 109

This is best illustrated by President Clinton’s visit to China in June 1998 when he
lavished praise on the Chinese leadership and seemed to indicate that China was
becoming the US’s partner of choice in the region.110 Alternatively, the second hazard
is that Japan could be caught in the middle of a tug of war between the US and China.
In this situation, Japan might be pulled dangerously onto one side or the other and
enlisted in a political or even military conflict for which it is not prepared and which it
wishes to avoid. Japan’s Asianist and developmental norms and interests mean that
Japanese policy-making agents clearly wish to obviate conflict with China and to
encourage the US to persist with engagement policies. Nevertheless, the strength of
the bilateral attachment to the US and Japan’s own concerns about the growing power
of China provide a strong impulse to cooperate with US policy towards China.

Hence, from the late 1990s onwards, Japanese policy-makers have performed a
new and increasingly precarious balancing act between the US and China. The
Japanese government has been convinced of the need to redouble its efforts to engage
China politically and economically. It has done so by maintaining ODA flows and

arguing China’s case with the US for its eventual admittance to the WTO.
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Nevertheless, the slow pace of China’s responsiveness to engagement policies as
compared with the perceived rapid rise of its military capabilities and ability to disrupt
the structure of the international system, appears to be persuading Japanese
policy-makers of the need also to hedge against future Chinese power by
strengthening Japan’s ties with the US vis-a-vis China.

Japan’s policy-makers have been pushed towards this stance by a number of
security issues since the mid-1990s, including the lack of transparence of China’s
defence budget and weapons procurement, the modernization of its nuclear forces and
its proactive military activities in the South China Sea. In particular, China’s decision
to intimidate Taiwan prior to the presidential elections in March 1996 by conducting
large-scale military exercise and missile tests in the Taiwan Straits raised Japanese
apprehensions about China’s willingness to use military power in defence of its
national interest.

Japanese disenchantment with China over a range of bilateral issues has been
compounded by changes in the nature of the domestic political actors in Japan.
Although the pro-China elements in MOFA and the LDP remain powerful, the collapse
of the 1955 system and decline in SDPJ support, the generational change which has
seen the emergence of few figures in the LDP with will-established personal
connections reminiscent of Tanaka Kakuei, and a resurgent Taiwan lobby encouraged
by the process of democratization in Taipei, may weaken political support in Japan for
engagement with China. H

The policy outcome has been that the Japanese government in the late 1990s took
an increasingly hard line in negotiations with China, as demonstrated by Prime
Minister Obuchi’s (/¥ =) summit meeting with President Jiang Zemin in Tokyo
in December 1998 and in Beijing in July 1999, when he refused to kowtow to China’s
usual negotiating tactic of raising the issue of the colonial past in order to extract the
ritual apology from Japan and exert diplomatic pressure on other issues.

However, Chinese relations with Japan in recent years have been generally close

" Michael J. Green and Benjamin L. Self, “Japan’ s changing China policy,” Survival, Vol.38, No.2,
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and cordial. Tension erupted periodically, however, over trade and technology issues,
Chinese concern over potential Japanese military resurgence, and controversy
regarding Japan’s relations with Taiwan. In early 2005, Japan and the United States
had issued a joint declaration calling for a “peaceful solution” to the Taiwan issue, a
declaration which angered the PRC, which protested the interference in its internal

affairs.

iii. Japan’s View on China

China, with its sheer size of the territory and population as well as poverty,
environmental problem and, most importantly, potential economy, is undeniably a
pivotal member of the region. Its importance for Japan, and the importance of bilateral
relations between Japan and China to this region cannot be over-emphasized. Before
everything, as Koizumi’s statement, defining the Japan-China relations, when he
attended the Boao Summit at Hainan in 2002."'"> He clearly declared that the economic
development of China is not a threat, but an opportunity for Japan.

For Japan, China has always been a most important trade partner as well as a host
country for its direct investment. Trade between Japan and China amounted to the
highest of $227 billion in 2005, accounting to 20 per cent of Japan’s international
trade. China, including Hong Kong, has surpassed the United States as Japan’s top
trade partner since 2004. Japan’s investment to China has accounted for 14.4 per cent
of Japan’s total outward foreign direct investment in 2005.

Japan’s ODA has contributed to China’s successful economic
development. China has been consistently the main recipient of Japan’s ODA. The
accumulation of Japan’s ODA until 2004 amounted to 18.5 billion US dollars,
consisting of 13 billion US dollars governmental loans and 1.1 billion US dollar grand
aid. During the 1990s, Japan’s ODA to China consecutively accounted to more than 1
billion dollars each year, except for 1996 and 1997, when Japan as well as other

countries in the region suffered from the Asian financial crisis. In 2004, Japan’s ODA
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to China amounted to 965 million US dollars, by far the biggest amongst donors,
bigger than the total of all other G8 members.

On top of this, 3.3 million Japanese tourists visited China in 2004, while 740
thousand Chinese visited Japan in the same year. In 2005, 4.5 million people traveled
between the two countries. 130 thousand Chinese students studied in Japan in 2004,
while 20 thousand Japanese students studied in China.

Given these situations, many trouble issues between Japan and China, such as the
Shenyang consular’s case, China’s unilateral exploration of the East China Sea seabed,
accidents related to wasted chemical weapons in Qiqihar, the Asian Soccer Cup
incident, Anti-Japanese demonstrations of 2005 etc. Japan has had many controversial
issues with the Chinese. It is inevitable that issues such as these come to the fore as
interaction between these two countries deepens.113 But these single issues should not
obstruct the general development of the Japan-China relations.

In this regard, Japan’s role as pioneer in the region is even more relevant in its
relations with China, who with its rapid economic growth, is causing serious problems
such as environmental degradation and rapidly increasing energy consumption. Japan,
as a thought leader of the region, may well advise China on these issues reflecting its
successful handling of the problems. Moreover, Japan’s experience of managing rising
nationalism domestically after the Second World War will offer a good reference for
rapidly growing great countries like China. It is a common and difficult issue to avert
sudden rise of nationalism, as was seen in 2004 anti-Japanese riots following the
football match between the two countries.

Japan believes it important that China enhances the transparency of its military
spending for the sake of the regional stability of the whole region. Japan understands
that the new Chinese military budget for 2006 calls for a 15 percent increase. However,
Japan are not sure whether this is a figure reflecting overall defense expenditure, nor
of the breakdowns of the budget. Japan strongly hopes that China makes improvement
in transparency, particularly for its own benefit to avert any misunderstanding and

suspicion by its neighbors in the region.
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IV. Japan and Korea Peninsula’s Relations
i. Japan’s approach towards North and South Korea: structure, agency and
norms

As in Sino-Japanese relations, Japan’s links with the divided Korean Peninsula
have been complicated in the post-war era by the structure of the international system.
The first of these structural factors —the legacy of brutal Japanese colonial rule in
Korea, and Japan’s perceived responsibility for frustrating Korean ambitions for unity
and independence by creating the conditions for the division of the Korean Peninsula
in 1945. Throughout the post-war era, anti-Japanese feeling has formed the focus of
both North and South Korean nationalism, and has been manifested in concerns about
suspected renewed Japanese imperialism and attempts to play the North and South off
against each other in order to keep the Korean Peninsula divided and weak — often
termed the two Korea’s policy.114

The most important structural factor for Japanese policy towards North and South
Korea since 1945, however, has been the combined influence in and around the
Korean Peninsula of Cold War and bipolar pressures and the security presence of the
US. In Japan-North Korea relations, Japan’s support of US containment policy
vis-a-vis the communist bloc and location of Japan and North Korea on separate sides
of the bipolar divide necessarily created barriers to bilateral interaction. In the case of
Japan-South Korea relations, the key roles of Japan and South Korea in the US’s
containment strategy and bilateral alliance systems have meat that the US has
maintained a constant interest in pushing its allies towards closer political, economic
and eventually limited military cooperation to buttress its security strategy in East
Asia.

Japanese policy-making agents have reacted to the constraints and opportunities
of the structure of the international system according to their mix of norms and
interests, and produced differing policy stances towards North and South Korea.
Japan’s policy-making norms have generally been compatible with attempts to

conform to and overcome respectively the international structural factors of the Cold

" Christopher W. Hughes and Glenn D. Hook, Japan~ s International Relations: Politics, Economics and

Security, pp.173-74.
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War and US pressure and the legacy of the colonial past, and to motivate
policy-makers actively to improve links with South Korea.

The norm of bilateralism and location of Japan’s fundamental security interests
with the US and thus by implication with the US’s other allies in East Asia and with
South Korea, have encouraged policy-makers in factions of the LDP, MOFA, MITI
and JDA to promote Japan-South Korea ties in order to stabilize successive
authoritarian and democratic regimes in Seoul. The norm of developmentalism and
awareness of economic opportunities in South Korean markets and links between
economic progress and eventual democratization have also been powerful motives for
these groups and the private business sector to seek to engage South Korea. Likewise,
Asianist norms and a genuinely-held desire among many policy-making agents and
other political actors to correct the mistakes of the colonial past have spurred efforts to
improve ties with Japan’s closest geographical neighbor.

The flip side to Japan’s prioritization of its relations with South Korea has been
the circumscribed nature of bilateral links with North Korea. The norms of Asianism
and developmentalism to a certain extent have created strong motivations for Japanese
attempts to improve bilateral ties, as policy-makers in the LDP, SDPJ and other
opposition parties, MOFA, MITI and the private business sector struggle to make
amends for the legacy of the colonial past in the same ways as with South Korea. They
are, of course, increasingly aware of potential economic opportunities in the North as
well as the South.

As will be demonstrated below, however, these Asianist and developmental
norms during the Cold War and beyond have never been strong enough to overcome
the international structural barrier of particularly vehement anti-Japanese feeling in
North Korea. In any case, they have been overridden themselves by the more powerful
norm of bilateralism and the other international structural factor, that is Japan’s
strategic alignment with the US. This norm and structure dictates that Japan’s principal
diplomatic efforts in the Korean Peninsula are directed towards support for the US and

South Korean containment of the North.

ii. Japan-South Korea relations in the post-Cold War period

The end of the Cold War and changes in the structure of the regional system in
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East Asia in the 1990s offered opportunities for Japan to improve its relations with
both Seoul and Pyongyang. These changes in structure were marked by South Korea’s
normalization of relations with the USSR in September 1990 and with China in
August 1992; a brief period of détente between North and South with the signing of a
joint Agreement on Reconciliation, Non-Aggression, Exchange and Cooperation in
December 1991, thereby implying mutual recognition and the official abandonment of
respective claims to be the sole legitimate government of Korea.'"”

North Korea’s concern about its increasing political and economic isolation
following the end of the Cold War led it to engage in eight rounds of normalization
talks with Japan between January 1991 and November 1992. These Japan-North Korea
normalization talks were acrimonious and ultimately unsuccessful because of various
bilateral disputes; they also threatened to generate tensions in Japan’s relations with
South Korea. The government of President Roh Tae-Woo became anxious that the
Japanese government might normalize relations with North Korea before the South,
thereby allowing North Korea to outfland South Korea diplomatically.

It also feared that Japan might be prepared to offer North Korea preferential
terms on post-war compensation which would exceed the settlement made with the
South under the Basic Treaty of 1965, and that Japan was using this to trade North and
South off against each other. Moreover, the South Korean government was also
increasingly anxious, because of North Korea’s suspected development of nuclear
weapons that Japan should only move ahead with normalization if North Korea
offered to make progress on allowing International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
inspections of its nuclear facilities.

The Japanese government, aware of the crucial strategic importance of South
Korea for Japan’s own security, and the far greater commonality of norms and
interests between Japan and South Korea that between Japan and North Korea, moved
to assuage the concerns of President Roh and his successor President Kim Young Sam.
MOFA and LDP policy-making agents stressed that Japan would not normalize

relations with North Korea without taking into account the South’s concerns about the
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parallel progress in North-South dialogue, compensation and economic aid, and the
North’s nuclear programme. MOFA termed this as a policy of renkei, or linkage
between improvements in Japan-North Korea relations and North-South relations, and
has maintained that this places no formal diplomatic restriction on Japan engaging the
North. Nevertheless, in practice the need to synchronize progress in normalization
with progress in general North-South détente has placed a new international structural
lock on Japan-North Korea relations.

In fact, Japan’s closer coordination with South Korea over its North Korea policy,
and shared concerns over North Korea’s nuclear programme and development of other
weapons of mass destruction, have served as an impetus to strengthen Japan-South
Korea political and security cooperation. Japan-North Korea normalization talks
eventually broke down over Japanese requests for North Korea to accept IAEA
inspections. Japan supported South Korean, and especially US, diplomatic efforts to
persuade North Korea to adhere to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT).

The North Korean nuclear crisis reached its height in mid-1994, when it looked
as if the stand-off over nuclear inspections could have provoked a second Korean War.
The crisis was eventually defused by US-North Korea talks and the production of an
Agreed Framework in October 1994. The agreement committed North Korea to freeze
and eventually to dismantle its nuclear reactors, in return for US promises to create an
international consortium that would supply the North with two light water reactors
(LWR) by 2003 at an estimated cost of US$5 billion. Just as important for the North
Korea regime, the US also promised to lift economic sanctions against the North in the
future.

The nuclear crisis indicated to the international community the dangers of North
Korea’s potential involvement in the proliferation of WMD. It served notice that to a
large degree its nuclear brinkmanship and other aggressive military behaviour were a
product of its political and economic isolation since the end of the Cold War. Indeed,
the fear of some US and South Korean policy-makers has been that North Korea’s
possible economic collapse could trigger another conflict on the Korean Peninsula.
The response of the US and South Korea to the North Korean nuclear and other
military crisis has been a mixture of deterrence and dialogue.

The US and South Korea have upgraded their military and alliance capabilities to
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deter perceived North Korean aggression and cope with the military contingency of its
collapse. At the same, in varying degrees they have also pursued a policy of dialogue
with the North in an attempt to bring it out of its international isolation, with particular
emphasis upon economic engagement and stabilization by the provision of food aid
and through bodies such as the Korean Peninsula Energy Development Organization
(KEDO), described below; and the initiation since December 1997 of four-party peace
talks between South Korea, the US, north Korea and China in an attempt to replace the
Korean armistice with a permanent peace treaty.

Japanese policy-makers have been concerned that Japan should not become
embroiled directly in a military conflict on the Korean Peninsula, but during and since
the nuclear crisis they have expressed strong support for South Korea’s stance and
increased the number of high-level bilateral meetings. Japan has also backed South
Korean engagement policy since the crisis by its agreement to participate in KEDO
and provide up to US$1 billion to finance the LWR.

Moreover, Japan has maintained its renkei policy by stating that Japan-North
Korea dialogue will only progress with South-North dialogue and that the four-party
talks are the for a for that dialogue. One result of this policy has been the emergence
of greater bilateral security contacts between Japan and South Korea in the post-Cold
War period within the framework of the US alliance system in East Asia, giving rising
to a triangular pattern of Japan-South Korea-US defence cooperation with regard to
the Korean Peninsula.

Japan-South Korea cooperation has produced on the whole more mature political
relations between the two states. Bilateral relations continue to be hampered by the
issue of the Takeshima/Dokdo Islands, and the legacy of colonialism, most notably the
demands for compensation from known euphemistically in Japan as comfort women.
Nevertheless, Japanese and South Korean leaders have made considerable progress in
beginning to deal with these international structural impediments of the colonial past.
The Japanese government denied responsibility over these women, owing to its stance
that claims for compensation had been settled under the Basic Treaty, but it did give in
to pressure from NGOs in South Korea and Japan and backed the creation of an NGO,
again termed euphemistically the Peace Foundation for the Women of Asia, to provide

up to 10 billion yen for comfort women in Korea and Southeast Asia.
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Prime Ministers Hosokawa and Murayama offered more explicit apologies for the
past, and Japan-South Korea study groups have been established to propagate a correct
understanding of Japan’s colonial history in both countries, and thus prevent a repeat
of the textbook controversies. Moreover, Japanese low and high culture such as food,
films, popular songs and manga have gained increasing acceptance in South Korea,''
and the joint hosting of the 2002 Soccer World Cup by Japan and South Korea has
obliged both states to put aside some of the suspicions of the past and find new ways
to cooperate.

Indeed, bilateral relations reached a high point with the assumption of Kim
Dae-Jung to the South Korean presidency in 1998. Kim Dae-Jung has engagement, or
sunshine policy, towards North Korea, and in order to secure financial support for his
government’s efforts to deal with the impact of the financial crisis which hit South
Korea in late 1997. Kim’s accession to the presidency in some ways vindicated the
Japanese policy of persisting with economic and political engagement in order to
promote greater interdependency between Japan and South Korea and domestic
stability in the South, which would eventually create also the conditions for the
transition in the South from authoritarianism to a democratic form of government.

Kim’s official visit to Japan in October 1998 produced a Japan-ROK joint
declaration. This confirmed the need to enhance security and political cooperation
with regard to North Korea and called on the two stated to cooperate in tackling the
East Asian economic crisis by bilateral measures, such as Japanese loan assistance and
technology transfer and coordination of activities in multilateral for a such as the

WTO, OECD and APEC.

iii. Japan-North Korea relations in the post-Cold War period

If Japan succeeded in promoting a higher degree of political and economic
interdependence with South Korea by the end of the twentieth century, then once again
the reverse side of this improvement of ties with the South has been weaker

Japan-North Korea relations. Japan-North Korea normalization talks were initiated

" Brian Bridges, Japan and Korea in 1990s: From Anagonism to Adjustment (Aldershot: Edward Elgar,
1993), pp.136-9.
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following a joint LDP-SDPJ mission to Pyongyang in September 1990, which produce
an agreement for the release of the Fujisanmaru-18 crew, and an LDP-SDPJ-KWP
three-party joint declaration on Japan-North Korea relations. The declaration urged the
governments of both states to move towards the normalization of relations, and stated
that Japan should not only apologize for colonial rule but also provide appropriate
compensation for this period and the losses incurred during the forty-five-year gap in
bilateral relations since World War IL.'"’

The government-level negotiations on normalization, which began in 1991,
followed this informal diplomacy. They proved problematic from the outset. North
Korea insisted that the Japanese government should adhere to the contents of the
above-mentioned joint declaration and provide up to US$10 billion in compensation
for the colonial, wartime and post-war periods. MOFA responded by stating that the
joint declaration was a non-binding party-to-party statement; that it would not provide
compensation; and that it would negotiate only in line with the precedent of the Basic
Treaty by providing approximately US$5 billion in the form of economic cooperation.
Contributing also to the eventual failure of the talks in 1992 were: issues concerning
debt repayments to Japanese companies left over from the 1970s; permission for
Nihonjinzuma to visit relatives in Japan; Japanese demands for North Korea to
investigate individual cases of abductions or racchijiken; and demands for North
Korea to adhere to IAEA nuclear inspections.

The experience of the failure of Japan-North Korea normalization talks in 1992
and of the nuclear crisis of 1994, and the international structural lock which Japan has
imposed upon itself by linking improvements in its own relations with North Korea to
an improvement in North-South relations, which in turn are largely contingent upon
improvements in US-North Korea relations, have meant that Japan’s ties with North
Korea have become further circumscribed from the late 1990s onwards.

North Korea’s pledge to participate in the four-party talks scheduled for
December 1997 produced an opportunity for the Japanese government to negotiate

with North Korea in August 1997 an agreement to resume normalization talks in the
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near future. Japan at the same time agreed to provide US$27 million in food aid, and
North Korea agreed to permit the visits of Nihonjinzuma to Japan in November 1997
and January 1998, and to investigate the possibility of there being any missing
Japanese citizens in the North — a compromise term used to describe the racchi jiken.
In turn, an LDP-SDP-Sakigake mission was dispatched to Pyongyang in November
1997, which confirmed North Korea’s desire to restart talks.

Nevertheless, bilateral relations deteriorated again with North Korea’s frustration
at Japan’s reluctance to provide further food aid, its report in June 1998 that it could
find no trace of any missing persons in North Korea, and its cancellation on
Nihonjinzuma visits. Bilateral relations then shifted from bad to worse following
North Korea’s test launch of a rocket in August 1998, which crossed over Japanese
airspace to land in the Pacific Ocean. North Korea claimed it was a satellite launch,
whereas the Japanese side declared it to be a Taepondong-1 missile and a reckless
challenge to Japan’s security. The government responded by suspending its signing of
the agreement to fund KEDO and imposing limited sanctions on transportation
between Japan and North Korea. Japanese policy-making agents, under pressure from
the US and South Korea, eventually agreed that Japan would resume funding for
KEDO in early 1999 and indicated that it would seek to resume normalization talks if
the North would refrain from further missile tests and make concessions on the
Nihonjinzuma visits and racchi jiken.

However, the North Korea regime largely ignored Japanese objections and
persisted with negotiations with the US, managing to secure the Clinton
administration’s agreement in September 1999 to lift a number of bilateral sanctions in
return for North Korea’s halting of any missile tests planned for the remainder of 1999.
The improvement in US-North Korean attempts to engage North Korea by pushing
forward its own relations with the North. The Japanese government agreed to dispatch
to Pyongyang in December 1999 an all-party mission led by the former prime minister,
Murayama Tomiichi ()L & i), and in the same month in government-level
negotiations with North Korea confirmed it would lift its remaining sanctions and
investigate the resumption of food aid and normalization talks sometime in early 2000.
In return, North Korea once again agreed to investigate the cases of missing persons.

However, Japan-North Korea normalization talks have yet to restart.
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North Korea undoubtedly remains interested in improved ties with Japan and
access to up to US$S5 billion in economic cooperation to reconstruct its economy.
North Korea’s interest in pursuing relations first of all with the US, however, has
meant that that up until the time of writing it has rejected Japanese diplomatic
overtures. Policy-makers have been unable to use Japan’s economic power to forge
greater engagement and interdependence with North Korea, and thus are unable to
influence the development of the North’s political economy as they have done with the
South. Meanwhile, Japan is left with only KEDO as a new multilateral but ultimately
limited framework for economic engagement with North Korea.

The result is that Japan’s political ties with the Korean Peninsula remain one
sided. Japanese policy-making agents have succeeded in promoting ever-improving
relations with South Korea, but ties with North Korea have deteriorated as the new
century starts. Despite Japan’s efforts to use quiet diplomacy through party-to-party
contacts and the promise of economic aid, bilateral relations with its ex-colony and
close neighbour have not improved. North Korea is the only state in the world with
which Japan has never maintained diplomatic relations. Moreover, although the
Japanese government has professed a desire for greater dialogue with North Korea, it

has in fact switched its policy more to one of deterrence in the dimension of security.

iv. Japan’s View on the Korean Peninsula

From Japan’s point of view, the most imminent challenge in East Asia is the
tension on the Korean peninsula. The presence of a secluded society with a population
of 22.5 million, an unpredictable pattern of behavior, and a nuclear development
program worry people in the region. The Japanese are no exception, and nuclear issues,
missile issues, proliferation, abductions are all issues which are a great concern to
Japanese.

Up until the 1970’s, the Japanese view towards the Korean Peninsula was vastly
different from today’s perspective. For the average Japanese, South Korea was a
country ruled by a dictatorship. Many Korean residents from Japan were arrested in
South Korea for their democracy movements. We had a dark image of South Korea.
Since then, the ROK has undergone spectacular economic growth and democratization.

Exchanges with Japan have also made huge strides. Although there has always existed
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many historical issues between the two countries, the Korean presence in the mind of
the Japanese has increasingly become bigger and closer.

Concerning North Korea, Japan did not then and still struggle now, to gather
information about this country. In the 1980’s, some books were published describing
the inside of the North Korean society, and little by little Japan came to know the
economic difficulties and the lack of freedom in that society. In 1983, the Rangoon
incident occurred when North Korean agents unsuccessfully tried to assassinate
President Chon of the Republic of Korea. In 1987, two North Korean agents exploded
a Korean Air jet. Through these incidents, the Japanese got an impression that North
Korea is a fearful regime. At that time however, Japan had not yet realized that North
Korea presented problems aimed directly at Japan.

It was after North Korea launched a Taepodong missile in August 1998""® that
many Japanese came to realize that North Korea is Japan’s problem. This missile
launch drastically changed the Japanese people’s sense of national security. It was
followed by the mysterious boat affairs, which happened in 1999 and 2001. Those
boats were carrying out mysterious activities in the territorial sea and/or the exclusive
economic zones around Japan and they tried to escape capture from the Japanese
Coast Guard. Later North Korea acknowledged that these boats were North Korean
vessels. All of this, coupled with the abductions cases, which North Korean Leader
Kim Jong-Il acknowledged responsibility for during Koizumi’s visit to Pyongyang in
2002, have given the Japanese a sinister view of North Korea.'"”

On October 9, 2006, the North Korean government issued an announcement that
it had successfully conducted a nuclear test for the first time. The Japanese
government has set up a taskforce in response to reports of the test on the one side.'®
Abe later said the tests were “absolutely unacceptable.” Later, on the other side, the

Japanese Cabinet passed a resolution banning almost all trade with North Korea and
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Japan support UN Security Council Resolution 1718."*

Today in Japan, one can
hardly find any political parties or opinion leaders who present pro-North Korean

arguments.

V. Japan and Southeast’s Political Relations
i. Japan’s approach towards Southeast Asia: structure, agency and norms

Owing to its defeat in the Pacific War, Japan was effectively driven out of
Southeast Asia politically, economically and militarily by the early 1950s, leaving
behind it a number of international structural factors which ever since have influenced
the pattern of its relations with the region. The legacy of Japanese colonialism and
militarism has generated varying degrees of anti-Japanese sentiment in Indo-China
and the other states, which were later to become members of ASEAN, but in general
has worked as a structural barrier to distance Japan from closer relations with
Southeast Asia.'*

The legacy of national division, which was initiated by Japan’s failed colonial
exploits during the Pacific War and then compounded by the application of bipolarity
as a result of competition between the USSR and the US during the Cold War, also
impacted strongly upon Japan’s relations with the region. As in the Korean Peninsula,
On the one hand, Japan’s attachment to the US half of the bipolar divide created
structural impediments to interaction with the communist states of Indo-China. On the
other hand, Japan’s position within the US camp meant that, throughout the Cold War
period, its ally was keen to reopen Japan’s access to Southeast Asia, and to encourage
Japanese engagement with the capitalist states of the region.'*

Japanese policy-making agents during the Cold War and beyond, motivated by
various norms and interests, have both exploited and circumvented the opportunities

and constraints presented by the structure of the international system, in order to
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engage Southeast Asia and instrumentalize a general improvement in Japan’s relations
with the region. The norm of bilateralism has meant that, in many instances, Japan’s
conservative LDP politicians, MOFA and economic ministries, and the private
business sector have been eager to follow US strategy and engage the capitalist states
of Southeast Asia so as to resist the spread of communism and promote the general
stability of the region.

However, At the same time, Asianist and developmental norms have been
influential in reinforcing the conviction of Japanese policy-makers that they should
not only seek to engage the capitalist states of Southeast Asia in order to make
recompense for the colonial past and to secure access to economic resources and
markets, but also that they should seek, wherever possible and without undermining
their ties with the US, to circumvent or overcome bipolar structural barriers in order to
do the same with the communist states of the region. Japanese policy-making agents
and other political actors ever since the period of colonial expansion during the Pacific
War have been aware of the crucial importance of Southeast Asia to Japan’s own
economic development, and have attempted to promote the integration of the region as
one political and economic unit.

Therefore, Japan has cautiously sought to engage the communist states of
Vietnam, Cambodia and Laos, and the authoritarian states of Burma and Indonesia, as
a means to draw them back into and contribute to the creation of a more complete
region. This based on the belief that, as in China and North and South Korea, over the
longer term this will promote economic development, economic interdependence,
genera political stability in the region, and the smoother transition of the newly
independent colonies to statehood and less authoritarian forms of government in the
region. In order to instrumentalize this delicate strategy, Japanese policy in the Cold
War period and since has been characterized by a typical mix of quiet diplomacy

combined with the use of economic power.

ii. Japan-ASEAN relations in the post-Cold War period

Therefore, Japan had succeeded by the end of the second Cold War in
instrumentalizing a general improvement in its political links with ASEAN and had

gone a considerable way towards overcoming the international structural restriction of
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the legacy of the colonial past. The winding-down of Cold War tensions between
the major powers in East Asia, marked by Vietnam’s announcement in 1988 of the
withdrawal of its forces from Cambodia, lowered in turn the bipolar international
structural barriers to Japanese interaction with both ASEAN and the Indo-China states,
and has since enhanced Japan’s freedom to continue its efforts to strengthen its ties
with and reintegrate the region politically and economically.

The conditions for the resolution of the Cambodian problem were created by
strategic rapprochement between the USSR, China and the US, but Japan took
advantage of these to play an active role in supporting the actual process of
instrumentalizing a peace agreement. Japan sponsored the June 1990 Tokyo
Conference concerned with the Cambodian issue and made large financial
contributions to the UN Transitional Authority in Cambodia (UNTAC). 124 At a further
conference held in Tokyo in June 1992, the Japanese oversaw the collection of
US$880 million for Cambodia’s reconstruction, with Japan itself offering around
one-quarter of this sum.

ASEAN’s growing acceptance of Japan’s political role in Southeast Asian affairs,
and Japan’s overcoming of the structural impediment of the colonial past, its were
demonstrated by the general support for the dispatch of the SDF to take part in PKO in
Cambodia between 1992 and 1993. The resurgence of shared Asianist norms in Japan
and the ASEAN states also reflects a degree of increased political solidarity: many
Japanese policy-makers refused to insist that certain authoritarian states should
observe what are seen as essentially US- and Western-determined standards of human
right. More extreme forms of this revival of Asianist sentiment are typified by
Mahathir’s statement that Japan should stop apologizing for the past125 and his
co-authorship in 1994 with Ishihara Shin taro of No to Ieru Aija (The Asia that can say

126

no), -~ which stressed that Japan and East Asia together could resist US influence in

the region.
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This increasing sense of shared political identity, reinforced by the further
strengthening of economic interdependence, prepared the ground for further
improvements in ties between Japan and ASEAN, for Japan to play a central role in
creating an integrated Southeast Asia region, and for it to begin to be spoken of as a
potential political leader. In January 1993, Prime Minister Miyazawa (&= 75 )
visited the ASEAN stated and announced the Miyazawa Doctrine based on the four
principles of Japan’s active participation in the advancement of region-based political
and, for the first time, multilateral security dialogue; the advancement in the Asia
Pacific of economic development in step with economic liberalization; the expansion
of democratization and the compatibility of development with environmental
protection; and cooperation between Japan and ASEAN to improve relations with
Indo-China.'”’

In January 1997, Prime Minister Hashimoto (&ANHEAEL) on his visit to
Southeast Asia announced the Hashimoto Doctrine, the essence of which was further

to strengthen close ties with ASEAN.'#®

This was to be achieved by assisting in the
maintenance of the region’s traditions and culture and by working together with
ASEAN was to be tested by the outbreak of the East Asian financial and economic
crises from mid-1997 onwards, and Japanese proposals for an Asian Monetary Fund
(AMF) under Japan’s effective leadership. These Japanese initiatives with their
emphasis upon regional and multilateral strategies indicated that, although Japan was
certainly not abandoning its attachment to the bilateral norm and the bilateral
relationship with the US, these were beginning to be challenged in the minds of
Japanese policy-making agents by the resurgent norms of Asianism and
internationalism.

In turn, Japan’s long-term efforts to achieve the integration of the Southeast Asia
region seemed to have been vindicated with Vietnam’s accession to ASEAN in 1995,

and Laos, Cambodia and Burma’s entry as full or observer members into the

organization by 1997 — thereby completing the ASEAN-10 and the type of completer
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"® Michael B. Yahuda, 7he Intermnational Politics of the Asia-Pacific 1945-1995, London: Routledge, 2004,
p.330.
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regional forum that Japan had envisaged with the MEDSEA proposal of 1966. In
particular, Burma’s acceptance of observer status seemed to justify Japan’s decision to
maintain trade and aid relations with the regime as the optimum method to bring it into
the ASEAN regional fold, despite a brief suspension of Japanese ODA to Rangoon
between 1988 and 1989 in protest at human rights violations, and despite severe

international criticism on Japan’s policy.

iii. East Asian Economic Caucus

Nevertheless, Japan’s emphasis upon political relations with ASEAN and the

129 4s still

general re-Asianization of its foreign policy detected by certain observers
limited by bilateral structural factors in the late 1990s and into the twenty-first century.
The ever-present cognition of the bilateral relationship with the US, and the attendant
need to present Japanese policy in Southeast Asia as generally compatible with US
regional and global aims, have meant that Japanese policy-makers continue to exercise
caution in their political initiatives in the region. Japan has been careful not to engage
in open efforts to integrate the Southeast and entire East Asia regions to the exclusion
of the US, and thus force Japan to choose between its growing Asianist and
well-established Western identities.

The most notable example of this has been Japan’s relatively unenthusiastic
response to Prime Minister Mahathir’s and ASEAN’s proposals for the East Asian
Economic Caucus (EAEC)."* As proposed by Mahathir, EAEC placed Japan as the
effective leader of an exclusive economic bloc in East Asia, defined as including the
ASEAN-10, South Korea and China, but excluding those states in the region which
were racially non-Asian, specifically the US, Australia and New Zealand. The EAEC
concept thus sat in direct contravention of the APEC programme supported by the US,
and threatened to force Japan back into its constant dilemma of choosing between its
ties with East Asia and the US. Sections of East Asianist opinion within MITI

appreciated the value of EAEC as a means to increase Japan’s role in pushing for

" Yoichi Funabashi, “The Asianization of Asia,” Foreign Aftairs, Vol.72, No.5, 1993.
130

Edward J. Lincoln, Fast Asian Economic Regionalism, Washington DC.: Brookings Institution Press,

2004, p.155.
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economic integration in the region and to provide Japan with a counterweight to
economic and political dependence on the US, whilst the Southeast Asia Divisions of
MOFA were concerned that the rival APEC proposal could undermine Japan’s special
relationship of economic and growing political interdependence with ASEAN.

However, the more serious concern of MITI, derived in part from the norm of
bilateralism, was that Japan’s participation in the EAEC proposal would damage its
relationship with the US and its economic interests in the US market and globally.
MOFA was also concerned that EAEC would be viewed by the US as a political
project to exclude its influence from the region which would then have repercussions
for Japan’s bilateral security relationship.

Thus, in order to avoid an uncomfortable conflict between its interests with the
US and those with East Asia, the Japanese government has supported APEC over
EAEC, and secured a compromise by acquiescing in the establishment of EAEC
within the APEC structure. The Japanese government is convinced that this
arrangement will allow it to pursue its norms and interests with both East Asia and the
US simultaneously. On the one hand, Japan remains the effective economic leader of
East Asia owing to the extensive influence exerted by the economic activities of
Japanese TNCs in East Asia.

It can push an agenda within APEC of considering the interests of ASEAN and
the other East Asian countries in the face of US demands for liberalization by stressing
the need for economic development assistance and staged changes to accompany this
process. On the other hand, the APEC framework, most vitally, keeps the US engaged
in the region, enables Japan to maintain its adherence to the liberal economic trading
system and provides a forum for Japan to cooperate with the US to manage regional
economic integration. APEC has then once again enabled Japan to navigate its way

between its perceived norms and interests with regard to both East Asia and the US.

iv. ASEAN Plus Three and East Asia Summit

The continuous importance of the ASEAN plus Japan, China, the Republic of
Korea, the so-called APT process. Japanese believe that the ASEAN plus Three
continues to be useful in tackling issues suitably handled by its framework. This

region is surrounded by a number of various challenges. We have to be sensible
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about an optimal geographical area in which a certain issue is most suitably
tackled. The APT framework started in 1997 after the Asian financial crisis. Its most
noted success is a financial cooperation based upon the Chiang Mai Initiative in 2000,
which set up a regional network of financial swap agreement, and, in addition, the
Asian Bond Markets Initiative in 2003, aiming at encouraging more Asian bonds to be
issued by Asian currencies.'’

The APT process is equally producing achievement in the fields such as maritime
piracy, energy security cooperation and environmental protection. These issues are
relatively more confined in regional scope, compared to the avian flu problem, which
is more geographically open-ended with potential global ramifications in a direct
manner.

In this way, the APT framework is perfectly complementary to the newly
launched East Asia Summit (EAS) process. Koizumi elaborated in his post-summit
press conference on 17 December 2005 in Kuala Lumpur, saying that “as we hold East
Asia Summit meetings a number of times,...at the same time, ASEAN, ASEAN plus
One and APT meetings will all take place as well simultaneously. As we hold these
meetings a number of times, I believe a close sense of community will be fostered.” At
the current stage, Japan argue they should open to any creative and perspective ideas
of a future community, and continue to discuss with other countries what will be the
best way to construct a community which is tailor-made to this region.

Based upon these basic policy principles, Japan highly appreciates the successful
launch of the EAS Kuala Lumpur in December 2005 in line with Japan’s goals and
preoccupations. 16 countries participated in this first East Asia Summit, namely
ASEAN plus Japan, China, the Republic of Korea, as well as Australia, New Zealand
and India. The participation of these last three democracies is a sign of openness and
shared values of the Summit. The EAS successfully produced coordinated action plans
including combating avian flu. This is a reflection of Japan’s desire for the practical
and functional approach of regional cooperation. The Summit was concluded by the

Kuala Lumpur Declaration, stating that the EAS “could lay a significant role” in

"' Shaun Narine, Explaining ASEAN: Regionalism in Southeast Asia, Boulder, Colorado and London: Lynne
Reiner Publishers, 2002, p.176.
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community building in this region, providing an open, inclusive and transparent
framework in which the participating countries strive to strengthen global norms and
universally recognized values as well as regional peace and stability. Japan

particularly supports this direction of the Summit for the reason I elaborated earlier.

VI. Concluding

This paper has demonstrated how in the post-war era Japanese policy-making
agents have steadily managed in the dimension of politics to overcome and circumvent
in varying degrees the structural barriers to interaction with East Asia imposed by the
legacy of colonialism, national division and bipolarity. Sino-Japanese relations are still
fraught with difficulties over the colonial past, and Japan is still often forced to stand
in the middle between China and the US in the newly-emerging pattern of triangular
interaction between these three powers in working political relationship with China.
Similarly, Japan has also achieved a major turnaround in its post-colonial relations
with South Korea, and the two are moving increasingly towards political and
economic interdependence. Furthermore, Japan, despite the tribulations of the colonial
past, bipolarity and the Vietnam War, has succeeded both in improving its relations
with states of ASEAN and Indo-China, once again conjoining politics and economics,
and in knitting together a more complete sub-region in Southeast Asia. North Korea
thus remains the main black sot on Japan’s record of upgrading its ties with East Asia.
Japan has instrumentalized this remarkable revival in its political fortunes in the
region by the use of economic power and cautious, quiet diplomacy and leadership.

However, Japan’s East Asia policy faced a kind of swing between modernism and
postmodernism approach, because other East Asia countries still is building their
modern state, but Japan have began enter to postmodern era. For example, When
Shinzo Abe (ZZ{%# —) made his first trip abroad as Prime Minister and went to
Beijing and Seoul, he got out of the Prime Ministerial airplane hand in hand with his
44-year-old wife Akie (Zf5HFRE). It was an elaborately calculated action to appear
modern and urbane with an aim to shake Confucian minds in the capital cities of
China and Korea. Rumor has it that Aso gave a hand-written memo to Abe urging him
to do that. In many respects, Akie and Shinzo Abe belong to a new generation. It’s
never seen a Japanese prime minister walking down the landing steps side-by-side,

hand-in-hand with his wife.
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[lustrative of this fact would be that he succeeded in meeting both heads of China
and South Korea upon taking office as Prime Minister, thereby sweeping off for now
the belligerent image that Beijing and Seoul have long projected about Tokyo.

In fact, Hu Jintao chose to come a long way by “positively appreciating,” the
Japan-China Joint Press Statement that, “Japan more than 60 years after the War, has
been consistently following the path of a peaceful country, and would continue to
follow this path.”132 It was the first time ever that a Japanese Prime Minister let his
Chinese counterpart “positively appreciate” what Japan had become after the war.

When China’s history textbooks will finally start talking about some of the positive

aspects of Japan’s post-war development.

o ddkFE T L R38R, <http://www.mofa.go. jp/mofaj/kaidan/s_abe/cn_kr_06/china_kpress.html>.

84



Reference

English:

Ampiah, Kweku, 1997. The Dynamics of Japan’s Relations with Africa: South Africa,
Tanzania and Nigeria. London: Routledge.Aso, Taro, 2005/12/7. “i>7-< L ®
T YT kMG BARIRT VT OEBERRIEERE, Thought Leader 725~ L,”

<http://www.mofa.go.jp/mofaj/press/enzetsu/17/easo_1207.html>

Aso, Taro, 2006/5/4. ¥ 7= 72 Z 2R EE K I B 1T 5 B K & NATO,

<http://www.mofa.go.jp/mofaj/press/enzetsu/18/easo_0504.html>

Association of Southeast Asian Nations, 2006/3/27. “Japan Gives Support to
ASEAN’s Integration Efforts with 7.5 Billion Yen Japan-ASEAN Integration

Fund, “ <http://www.aseansec.org/18344.htm>.

BBC, “Asia-Pacific Anger at North Korean missile launch,” BBC News.
<http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/asia-pacific/161513.stm>.

Brahney, Kathleen J., 1998/1/24 “Clinton to China: ‘Engaging the Dragon’,”
Federation of American Scientists.

< http://www.fas.org/mews/china/1998/wwwhju24.html>.

Bridges, Brian, 1993. Japan and Korea in 1990s: From Anagonism to Adjustment .
Aldershot: Edward Elgar.

Cooper, Robert, 2003. The Breaking of Nations: Order and Chaos in the Twenty-first

Century. London: Atlantic Books.

Daalder, Ivo and Goldgeier, James, 2006. “Global NATO,” Foreign Affairs, Vol.85,
Issue5, pp105-113.

Elegant, Simon, 1995. “Memony and apathy,” Far Eastern Economic Review, Vol.158,
No.38, p.37.

85



Funabashi, Yoichi, 1993. “The Asianization of Asia,” Foreign Affairs, Vol.72, No.5.
pp-75-85.

Funabashi, Yoichi, 1998. “Thinking trilaterally,” in Morton I. Abramowitz, Yoichi
Funabashi and Wang Jisi ed., China-Japan-US: Managing the Trilateral
Relationship. Tokyo: JCIE.

Funabashi, Yoichi, 1999. Alliance Adrift. New York: Council on Foreign Relations.

Green, Michael J. and Self, Benjamin L., 1996. “Japan’s changing China policy,”
Survival, Vol.38, No.2, pp.45-6.

Herman, Burt, 2006/10/9. “North Korea Nuke Test Draws Condemnation,” ABC News.

<http://abcnews.go.com/International/wireStory?id=2545747>.

Hook, Glenn D., Gilson, Julie, Hughes, Christopher W. and Dobson, Hugo, 2001.
Japan’s International Relations: Politics, Economics and Security, New York:

Routledge.

Ijiri, Hidennori, 1996. “Sino-Japan controversy since 1972,” in Chirstopher Howe, ed.,

China and Japan: History, Trends and Prospects. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Johnson, Chalmers, 1995. Japan: Who Governs? The Rise of the Developmental State.
New York: W. W. Norton.

Johnstone, Christopher B., 1998. “Japan’s China policy: implications for US-Japan
relations,” Asian Survey, Vol.38, No.11, p.1069.

Katzenstein, Peter J. and Okawara, Nobuo, 2004. “Japan and Asian-Pacific Security,”
in J.J. Suh, Peter J. Katzenstein, and Allen Carlson, eds., Rethinking Security in

East Asia: Identity, Power, and Efficiency. California: Stanford University

86



Press. pp.105-107.

Kawashima, Yutaka, 2005. Japanese Foreign Policy at the Crossroads: Challenges
and Options for the Twenty-First Century. Washington DC.: Brookings

Institution Press.

Kawai, Masahiro, 2005. “East Asian Economic Regionalism: Progress and

Challenges”, Journal of Asian Economies. Vol.16, pp.29-55.

Koizumi, Junichiro, 2002/1/14. “B7 7 OH D H A & ASEAN— =R H. 72 /8 — hF—
vy % R®T—,” Tokyo: The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan.

<http://www.mofa.go.jp/mofaj/press/enzetsu/14/ekoi_0114.html>.

Koizumi, Junichiro, 2002/4/12. “RT A « TV 7 « 74— T L] IZBITFHAE—F
(hEMERE ) , 77 OFrid—HkEk & #23)  Tokyo: The Ministry
of Foreign Affairs of Japan.

<http://www.mofa.go.jp/mofaj/press/enzetsu/14/ekoi_0412.html>.

Lincoln, Edward J., 2004. East Asian Economic Regionalism, Washington DC.:

Brookings Institution Press.

Mahathir, Mohamad and Ishihara, Shintaro, 1996. The Voice of Asia: Two Leaders

Discuss the Coming Century. Tokyo: Kodansha International.

Narine, Shaun, 2002. Explaining ASEAN: Regionalism in Southeast Asia. Boulder,

Colorado and London: Lynne Reiner Publishers.

Okamoto, Jiro, 2001/10/8. “Japan’s View on ‘East Asian Economic Zone’,” National
Policy Foundation,

<http://www.npf.org.tw/english/Publication/TE/TE-R-090-026.htm>.

Pyle, Kenneth B., 1992. The Japanese Question: Power and Purpose in a New Era.

87



Washington DC: American Enterprise Institute.

Schaller, Michael, 1985. The American Occupation of Japan: The Origins of the Cold

War in Asia. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Sudo, Sueo, 1992. The Fukuda Doctrine and ASEAN: New Dimensions in Japanese
Foreign Policy. Singapore: Institute of Southeast Asian Studies.Taniguchi,
Tomohiko, 2006/10/27. “Japan, Japan’s Diplomacy under the New Abe
Cabinet,” <http://www.brook.edu/fp/cnaps/20061027cnaps.pdf>.

Tanaka, Akihiko, 1991. Nicchu Kankei 1945-1990. Tokyo: Tokyo Daigaku
Shuppankai.The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan, 2006. “Major projects of
Japan’s Initiative for the Mekong Region Development,” Tokyo: The Ministry
of Foreign Affairs of Japan.
<http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/asia-paci/clv/project0512.pdf>.

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan, 2002. “/NRIRFLRKE 2 R E ™ Tokyo:
The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan.

<http://www.mofa.go.jp/mofaj/kaidan/s_koi/n_korea_02/summary.html>

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan, 2006/3/27. “Signing Ceremony for the
Establishment of the Japan-ASEAN Integration Fund (JAIF),” Tokyo: The
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan.

<http://www.mofa.go.jp/announce/announce/2006/3/0327.html

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan , 2006/10/8. “H H3:[F] 7" L 253 ”
Tokyo:The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan.

<http://www.mofa.go.jp/mofaj/kaidan/s_abe/cn_kr_06/china_kpress.html>.

Tho, Tran Van, 2003. Trade, Investment and Division of Labor in East Asia. Tokyo:
Economic and Social Research Institute.

<http://www.esri.go.jp/en/tie/ea/ea3-e.pdf>

88



UN Security Council Resolution 1718, Official Documents System of the United
Nations.
<http://daccessdds.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N06/572/07/PDF/N0657207
.pdf?OpenElement>.

Welfield, John, 1988. An Empire in Eclipse: Japan in the Postwar American Alliance

System. London: Athlone.
Williamson, Hugh, 2006/10/24. “Germany in radical shake-up of military,” Financial
Times,

<http://www.ft.com/cms/s/b0651290-6384-11db-bc82-0000779¢2340.html>.

Yahuda, Michael B., 2004. The International Politics of the Asia-Pacific 1945-1995.

London: Routledge.

Zhao, Quansheng, 2002. Future Trends in East Asian International Relations, New

York: Routledge.

Chinese:

SIBE 2006 - (RNAE AT 2 5 4) < (0™ IS * Py L bR 2 -

89



E'igﬁﬂlﬂﬁ [FREVE] FKF]‘
FA= B KR TRVEER

B

B S NP

HE
YFW}I?]’*:#;T f IYFT??F]\'?[F'&J%%I'? > HIRLSPE FI! ~ JHEE B LR Fie
’EITFT]‘T”E[YI:‘%—{/D'? E[rﬁj\@q BN e ] Ezﬁ}{—Jﬁ%ﬁJJ ffat (= SR H e YN A 2
B BB A VA= g BB [FTJ[ TR ﬂﬁllfﬁ% P39t 4 ¥ FRH] Robert Cooper
E@F%“ PIGR R E T B PRSI R A s R 2 Rl 2
Fofl = J'ﬁf' [ S e R B O AR 7 -

b
o

% ©

BB A S

90



I 19 FTA 91 @

'r’TP Jj‘/ R4

PV A PG TR P 1 Bl P [ AL

ﬁJ]_E{'FIEﬁﬁQE‘ %‘-ﬂll{ll:“ “ﬁ‘ni—ﬁ” %IITF

P B SO RE = [ ERLE A G 15 0 FTA » Bl
H 157~ JUP‘F”QJ?*E‘ (2> Rl RIEE [E; 1997  Faps ’F%J“'%i i Jrr&[ﬁyi ]
BEEA RV B B8 7 (9 S - 1998 510 F| » |1 PRRHRL & g5 i i B £
300 fSCE Y BTFRSRRART (R 1 B SREVPTE D - 1999 F 11
El o i i ASEAN+3 F’[ﬁﬁ?%fﬁ ﬁ’aﬁﬁﬁh%’“&iﬁﬁ@ﬂﬂ[ﬁ (F0 2000 F 5 5] » %
T ASEAN+3 JHIR (st ny " "t SRR EURT 5" (Chiang Mai
Initiative ) ' » liéfﬁiﬂl (Bl G H'[E}‘H\@F‘* WA e e A o T [
¢ﬁ¢fﬁ‘/£'¢§iﬁw€f€ SRR o [ = R e BT T P S B (A
AHHTSPORYAE » RLT 4105 FE o AR CRIBIS R 91 ) it i . vr HIf Eige
7L > T S G H fﬁ?"ﬁﬁio (FURLE T 2L iy Effﬁ@ FlBsi A po
R O BT Rl S S G BTk Pe fELRLE A SRR
IR ST o B BR SRS 1 2 Y T (= = SRR > ™ S5
l Jﬁ@wﬁﬁhf”w RS o [
937 e FTA L S S BT = B - 2001 & plip [t WTO ') i » i
IR PR R AP o [y S R RS o - R (1) HIBN R
PRI S BAFOEAE RS RIT o Sel) REACSEE FTA » B 5 ol
BECL] o (2) PSRRI I PR (Enabling Clause) PF,ﬁERTA Qi
B bz L) RN AUt o SRS I RTA T &bt GATT 532 A P
[% o 5l H@M@ 2| FTA pugg > FHEHME'F# TR FUE F RN E e TRy
ASEAN+1 FTA ffﬁiﬁgl HESRIRIS! IR TR ASEAN+1 FTA » (HEL 7S

WCHARNEE., (TYTBEEAEUEO ISR oWV T), 2004 5 A,
http://www.mofa.go.jp/mofaj/area/asiakeizai/asean_3ci.html

PR TR AT R B ) Ok - T ENRSUTHIFEAR (L) (31T D BRI R B
&)  http://www.boj.or.jp/type/press/koen/ko0212b.htm

BT YT PR dtmiEeE WEARSE > (A RERUETH) 2006 F 10 F] 1 F!

91



F= YN &iﬁff%iﬁ@‘[‘?‘]iﬁ“ > 1A PR Ef?;‘?’?ﬁﬁu BFTA 9t % BRIy
HIE | #“%ff%%f% °
SV e B Jﬁﬁiﬂfﬁiﬂlfl]‘&%ﬁ FTA ® Jf‘j%%%[’h”: o A YRRl fU\l

% > ASEAN +3 E\J%’%’?ﬁ? bl e E"E'ZﬁASEANJﬂ B #ﬁéﬂﬂ J:ﬁ“f} =N 'J/\'f%?g ’
(FLRLENZE A fﬁ&fﬂj T 1997 F 0 ASEAN+3 & 5~ [ES*')%FITFQ}
2005 = 5y % T;'T? Ji o ASEAN+3 S - RN Flh o AP o HIR o Bl Fi “TN

EERART T PR R R TEAR A ﬂJEﬁiLfr"FE i
By e BN TV ASEAN3 > 55 ASEAN+6 FU R 4R -

F174 Py FTA H§Pg
(1) EPA sl -

PR EPA (JSEPA) RL2002 & 1 %) » P 5%~ W[5 &9 FTA « [ 19 FTA 9

B [0 B o I B ISEPA > 2002 F 10 FIFIET AR o (LR [ P

[ PELFTA T RAFO= Ut oeiele) 3 i e - SRl o1 - [ - BT
%o BT o AR é’lﬁ”'ﬁ? Pty  (EURLEHIOE - ARG = 2004
SR (RN EJJ%;E] [T = g@ﬁa?%ﬁ%?f&[?&hﬁfﬁ% ((RE
AN 5] Fﬁ%%ﬂ%?

E'¢Pf,ﬁﬁﬂi FTA jF?'BF”Ilé‘rEPA ( Economic Partnership Agreement » FI¥ Tk
5l )) - EPA T = WETPY = (a) JEF WTO @) » RhE “Propblaii” (@
P B ERIEEM [ o B R IEE™) ST ;%E EPA kL FTA+ a (F—j‘%ﬂf{*’ipﬁm'ﬁﬁ
MY FTA » fef > sy ﬁlﬁif'@d%f ) EPA puf HREL T Hi £ 88
HpiFE R > B WTO F%]%Jii? FTA HEEAHH R e (b)) PO THERATH
f*ﬁi’i“_f[’%%%f (o) FERE7 REGRE 1™ o [RLER P FINE I - pVise=i - 1980 &

TPl F VA FER S BL 1™ VI e G = |1 SCRy By o
i ﬁipﬁu% ° ,E-"E%ﬁ“ KB UE pogt @ B R RS A bR O
HIlRL > W PRI E ) TIREE o Pageet o U R CoRERTSA R B
= BN [E&'%'#TT " EPA RUDE" JHES U= R~ < g kLE T FTA 912 pY

= MHFTRD > RLEISCY RN E I 8 FTA RS -

1 ﬁ”%%i&%aﬁ FTA o SR o B % dp0k ~ S FTA - T3

" ASEAN+3 f';ﬁ}i‘,@%j\ﬂwaﬁgg@ﬁ@,g,%ﬁ% ) F‘J*Ejﬁ%ﬁ“ﬁ‘& .
(A AR) AMEAE (B A0 FTA BRRE ), 2002 45 10 H, http://www.mofa.go.jp/mofaj/gaiko/fta/policy.html

92



(P M ESABTE G » 2003 & FF L[] ﬁipﬁ a5 FTA <2004 & » I PR S pﬁ % EPA -
BB ) UL SRS R BB o T SRR B ogE
AP FERY R SIETIRART - IS FTA PR FURUEPA )
FIUIERES « BT PR RCRESTET 2RI S o b= T VR R
FORET TS = [0y 2" F 1 B ol (AR DB« T | S B R BT Py
PR o B B TR il o SR O RL FTA s Y -

W52 kL FTA oSl » [ EPA B2 > FEHRER 4 3 23
P T EUR D [ BEGOERL - WA BRASHORETRE - B4 5% R
% -

(2) P s

PR e m SR FTA > ) 3l FTA Vsl o [14 FTA 91 F Ryl
FiB = il ASEAN b= [thL4pBs 1V R FTA - ([LRLI S | HERLE %S ASEAN
+3 B FTA © ASEAN TALBEAIIFI » el J 7 3@ Idrsslly 4 FTA Pt
PHIES « JFIRETA T PRR BT 9B @ FTA (PETEUEPA) «

FUE EPA ¥ALE T4 FTA 91 ORI < RLET ASEAN ( %32 FTA TR
PR GO IR LY 2 T B E R AT EUR T RS v,
B o IR T 1 o A - - S P R T
Tl L R AR [T 2006 £ HB1 o FU SRS
w e PR B HIMUREAI S (T iRl & () « f2 7 CLMV > 2 fol ASEAN
BIHFAILHR VI @5 <58 FTA B ET ASEAN 841 (238) BPA U] -

e EPA e > 15-2003  Bildp > CHIH ) S 2005 55 o i - R
[ S 0 S AT - 2005 1 J i PRSI - FRER T
P17 KRS S o (FLRLFLT B R BPA 12 W - e R EPA i 1A
ﬁﬁ%&:ﬁlf]l EPA §5 [l 1E EPA © 27 - SIRE2pHE IR B FTA 22 200
SERLETE R G (PSR ) R0 CBEIREes kel ) - plibs! (sl
FRFI 1) B

(ELRLIR e SR R LB R IR = B FTA PR  FIA T 2 9= @ﬁ'ﬁé\ﬁ;ﬁiﬁﬁﬂ
YRS R I FTA < B WTO » J8REG a4 FTA ©
FIv> PRV R  SRETeyie & o a1 exe Rl 1988 F G &pY - [ d
A e PR RS EHERYEB  JEH T DI « B o R

93



F=FTA Eifel - 2003 # 10 *| [ESJFITFI&I EEE |—fﬁfj)§"— B e P [FI’F}JI?[“ o

G| “F V[T SEALE 1 EPA

BN B I = 35 5 G > FUETT R BT 0 e 3T o 15l T 7 ASEAN+3
ASEAN+6 > i H [ ASEAN}CEIJEWEJHIUﬁy i CEUHREET R
FOTEIE = w2 1= pBN BRIP4 o= S0 - (ELRLE 1A 32 PR
[ - FTA 912 b FIF iRl 1~ ﬁiﬁiﬂﬂ AR o oy T B O
FIUBSEE (0= 5 BOSTHRRIRCE S B 5) SRE G &7 [T FTA” putg - 2005
FS A SURFEIRL > 23 F1ET S A] F%TEL"E'HIFTA HIRE > T yglmlE ™
J“JWE%LJ%LFITE'* RAVERR I e SRRl 8 TR R SR

U E‘iﬂlfli[a&' VI S5 FTA AR - (RLPYBHIE 5 ASEAN+3
FY PN FTA RLE & F U < TSI HIE) E'E'EJASEAN+1 FTA A5 » 4% > FIflI
M[ES«”E:}%%: S5 Pyl ASEAN+3

P SR @ ELE T EPA  FURRen] (1) APl Ee 2 SFET A Yy

R pda ) SR O A DR fl RS gy (0. ‘ﬁfpnﬁq‘f el
@&IFIJTI?[WD o RAFIA AR SRV PIAFSRIGET BRI 1 BPA r”[ffj
Hl[a;«lﬂrtﬁrlfyliﬁr[jﬂlclsr ,?&E}%ﬁﬁ leﬁ}%ngﬁjgﬂ‘;% kﬁﬁ@ E|¢ifp§g]ﬂ%m
FIESRLE T s FTA pusy— 5048 (HPRRLETS ) P

(kLS st 2 FTA 21 = (iR
(1) $rpUst

PO S R ARSI - FTA 127 7170 - BEIREPA &
§FTA I 9t porspg (= Eiﬂcfli[a&'*@ﬂvﬁk R OB = SR E A PR
LR SRR AV RN 11 AL T T Jalﬁ[ﬁ“@a A Rl BRI EPA
VS e R oA 185 o AR - R £

. ::F“E'F”[ f“ it (AAR)RFERE. (A PEREIRODH Y 5 JERIZET 2 3L
T & 55 004 11 H 29 H,  http://www.meti.go.jp/press/20041129004/20041129004.html
YORAREHIGESS (RFEgHED LK) & k] 2RD %) 2006 4510 A 17 H
ZEER 12 H

YTRAFER  PEE OE P AICHIN S K5 [ R HTE] 2006 4 11 5 2 B

94



(2) FTA Fﬁi?[ﬁj?“ :

AR R e R = L k] R S o IR A I
B o S REPIROICHIR (FS) B 3 AP I PR S « SRt et
Prluﬁﬁi Ry o LT S38 FTA 1 %) 238 FTA

Hl[ﬁﬁ«‘ﬂi A B A ERTHIVES S (WTO PRI (i ) - Ok
BT SOV o B 7] iERL ASEAN+ 1 —FTA © ASEAN 1B FTA %) 233
R > FaE S ERE - BV SRR e -

VI ASEAN (S B S F U4 PURRAIES B8 A oy o ol
FIAFAIZ B ASEAN 5 V€55 FTAF H[ SR A SEE] J‘%F
RF ASEAN—FTA [ S T FL' o

(3) FTA o= HIZe Al pozz g -

(FLRLFITBF ASEAN 5 .V [0 S5 R 1o I~ D Pa e HIF”I‘FFTJ
B> TUNETE A B ASEAN BV [H] EPA™ - 1 CEPA f\_HI[aS«[W VEHLGATT
2 ATFAIGATS 5 iP5 31 FTA « HETR CEPA “AL @7V fafly 2P0 - (ERL= 15
FS[YFTA « T EPA EE » CEPA =08 T /DIRIE o ool A i LR
B ETIBY pAFST EJ[ES"’;\PK/FTH}EE&@ LR o [Tl EPA » fl13 CEPA JURLE T
Fl[as«lpj I»PF\[}ETIEIJFTA ) F“31":1[&#[“l[“FTA [ [J"‘ﬁE‘H'M@*‘FTA A
b g

{178 CEPA RE2{ji5 2 4 P - CEPA I'[ 3V~ BRIV WTO B isk%Y b5
YOV - [ A i 20 B 1 3 98 - L[ 1 EPA 2RI % -
i 5 CEPA FYRUR: B4 FILERZ A9 - Fig# %Jz SSRGSk S IRAEE Sratil
TSR R rﬁ?ﬁa{ HOH I FE- O] TR
AR b FTA » 7 GATS 1 CEPA POl IBIHHRERS > T YPF1 B EPA > iy = o
FLE1HFF GATS RS (iTid 1)« pIot plBs O aE ] (SRR E 5 7] 5 291 L
il > ¥R DRSS S « ) CEPA FUBHEAES - PXE L EPA T AT
-

-

Elj:f;r('f ﬁliyﬂFLJ— CLMVPF‘I};FTA [—I\Itryii_ﬁﬂ@w#\ TF PF\IE&ETI&FLEREJ'W\— P
£ IR BB AL 1R PR - ST B

95



11 o IR BISEE  (CEPALLY JRE - 5 i 40k)

06/1/1 31 THSEN 6/1 1T 71T
R 6/1 I T2 12/1 1) #E UL
% A S WfﬁE“Fl'[@“'ﬁ?ﬁ"%ﬁﬂﬁH'E‘?@F'ﬁ%ﬁﬁ , b ] R {-AH:DEIF F'

A [ WD R AE R

U %Y CEPA = SRR R BSEY [ g e

F 1 TR pLPSRRIRCEIE B

Pk F1 FlIE!
GATS GATS GATS
e | GATS ¥ | GATS P | GATS gl
+ISEPA +JSEPA +CEPA
154 62 139 71 102|134 32 84 94 10

AT WTO VPR ? CEPATJJJ\L_?‘,?P?}

FTA FfpnH [l ?
T LR G 2 IS(E! BEPA pf@‘j: 2002 F 1 F] 14 BT e 4L
ASEAN+3 IJ9F » S/Fp AR g™ LRI POkt o ikl i o

N HIFIFR PR IR SRR E ) - 7 b A IEL FTA Ut e BIRERL
FUpIR o E R PR 0 E - ARV o STEREL - i H A R
TR S PV Y APEC KA po i ASEAN%?#M [FilFRIfVAZ R » APEC [
FTA = 73 ph i HUFIPRRLT ) FTA BRRLREIVAZ S - Bl [ F i FTA FR Y5
BN R PR T G AT s 2= APEC )« FfinA ASEAN froassyges [l PR
U~ B PURLFTA+ a il o

U9 > SR AR B A 0 ST & SRR RS BAVG
(1998 & 12 F])ATEASG (2000 # 11 ] ) Py & - 2002 ¥ 11 7] - BASG
[Fl ASEAN+3 iy b (SR 51 7+ 2 SIS LTI © T3 EASG R
SNEE SRR - E‘¢P‘r{]‘§[Hl > IHT I S R - 2004 F 5 7]

POUNRRHEKREOA S EANGEEBRICB T 2BRED (K77 OHOHAREASEAN]
=REQRN— M=V TEROT=V TR —, Fk1 4481 H14H,

96



& ASEAN+3 i disied b P14 B (9P ) $RE0 gkl Paper” = (AL
RS R A -
rjvdjj{\HJEL[iI\ [FIFR 255 IR -
k 57 [ IHIRERLIZ 559 T i FTA - SBph i HURIREY T ﬁ’?*fj o FTA 9f % Y LI
A S R R - e -
k SV RIS FYRVIRIRE - FlIBSAT ASEAN e K iyt 9 BB kL ASEAN+
3RS (ERG-o o TN A FIJ,E”I 55 F”“‘FL’F
T3 2005 12 F) o Py e @B ol g H U -
K V= (R RIRERL Ph i E | o i e 9 AT i HLIFIES » ASEA+3 P78 7 1% FTA
ST IR AR SR e ERE AR R £

2006 F » |1 AR 15D BT (IR - ST P EPA” AT “ERIA

(N EA — ASEAN FEFRFA (14 ) ﬁé’iﬁ‘ = P N (0 ) SRR
EPA iUz (2006 & 4 ] 4 [1) §L > [BS«'FN* I FTA WO R AR LA
I e R

A EPA Okl - lzt FTA [ » 55 iy 1< i FTA (EPA ) ERIA
KL VST OECD” RLHREAOFAABS - Mhih i (B PoE A e
wﬂwuﬁﬁﬁ%ﬂnﬁ‘ﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁil%ﬁﬁ@@u?%ﬂfﬁA$MNﬂﬁWm (8
ZHOpRER > A R (B F 1S REIT ) e R A T ke
HHH o EVEG FIEASG {IF UL “1 A" > NEAT 9 LhLerk -

%%

S T R IR » WA - 1 8
waw% W BHE 1 4 - IELRLE R 2 1 R S T
O« BV RO T (L WTO $PpEHA - 1 [y
PR

TSR T IR o R R T8 o P A B8 S0
0 B B AT EPA T RERE T IIET < L9 Th i £ - B

CREEXES MEgAKEZETSROME  FR18F4 A48 (K)]
http://www.meti.go.jp/speeches/data_ed/ed060404j.html

MR W E A TR 19 FE TR MR E R E TR D FE AT ME
http://www.meti.go.jp/policy/policy_management/19fy-hyouka/l 1sesaku.pdf

97



B o ASEAN Fi= po (ZRpv) F]J;FI'TE&@&—/E ﬁgiﬁj’?*/l? ]EIJPH ] é‘F{:T?L ) ;_HFI
ﬁ:ﬂﬂ@hﬁ@@%mo el | 3 ]El?[:l;lj FTA 9 % > F]"Eh:'ﬁ\ [f[ JFEFUE@F 7 PRI o

e F‘ﬁﬁiﬁi{ﬁ‘ﬁﬁ%ﬁ s AT ﬁ‘ﬁﬁ@ e - R ﬂlﬁ’l‘ﬂau"
PiINZEZ T7 T iE—o2lckhinbdne —ASEA B TEA] »oofiFovsErE) ([HEil] 5

463 75, (M) @ 1L2 (2006 4 1 )
http://e-asia.kazankai.org/toa_report.html

98



2000 2 b i F 17 SR OSSR (7 i

BT 3 SRR A 1 S AL

e

B FIA - UL R ORT BN » [ R RLE 1 15
ST S TG - (ELL T S BBIPSBE 1)  | 1 Sl i 55 7] o
W*l%ﬁ@mﬁ@%&Vﬁ?f%ﬁawwﬁﬁlﬁﬁi@ﬁﬁﬁi
SRS 2000 i VR AGfOpE » i S ATE | s 2
E#WW*@E@FNHH“Hi?WW*@&%$%&W@W%E§W@W
SR A S B R [P R ] R s
ﬁﬁ@%wWi iR S 1o S0 Tl e B PR A T T iy
([Pee 2000 & VB f U PO i 2 M ORI ? SRR Y 2 RO PEA
w iWVJdﬁﬁﬁﬁ?ﬁ%@iﬁwﬁm’ﬂﬂiﬁ@%ﬁﬂﬂﬂmﬁﬁﬂ

SRR LTS £ (0 2 s -

TI

99



R
TS B S T Rl E Y T s L (e
1) [ E @ I RS L~ B B S B[ 1 i
N f Eﬂ:iﬁfal’fﬁfﬂ\iﬂ@f?j\f R A 0 e 2000 F J F
R ‘%Ei?lwﬁHﬂﬁﬂ%JVN“EW*RZﬁF Pt RIEBE T AR ST
E’a]&uippﬁ » RS RN R TS h Bl puSge
(L 2000 v&’ﬂwrim{\J%ﬂﬁ IR TN EE RN AL
?WW*@%%T@:W’ﬁﬂE@EQ%gPWK@W%LR%@T’?iw
B[ 7 2001 8 AL B4 RS 103 0 T 2011 F R lA T TRl — s
Y BhBA o 2k (2004) 2 BIE s BT A0 BT IR0 SR B8] » TR 4 e 1 v
B o thjﬂjﬂ IR ﬁfﬁ@l@g’ﬁ\lﬁﬁhw’ F‘*:ﬁ« S ety
Al B R R e Y TR S S A e
ERISE RGeS el F}T%ﬁggug EIPE7 R TET”"“L“‘%:E" 2004
CE L ER
mmﬁﬂiﬁ%ﬁ%~mﬁiwr%mﬁpjﬁi%$5WEﬁ§ﬁﬁ“W
P P EURRLE SR SR - P PRSI EETRY TR
R AT EDE 1 = 2003 5 12 A1 12 [T FUA=E DR EBIF RS ) () S
W FAB > S RS TR o R PIAT SR AR R
FEEER TR V9> TR 2012 F VRSt PR SRR ESA E E RY b

oy

\K‘»

fl[h

%

R (s W A PR R 1990 F 3 SRS FOTGH - )
SHFILRL 1997 # Pt S LAV o BRI R BB G G 4 -
R @f’%ﬂﬁwé’?ﬂ £] Edwars D. Mansfield and Helen Milner, eds., 7he Political Economy of Regionalism
(NY: Columbia University Press, 1997); Douglas Webber, “Two Funerals and a Wedding? The Ups and
Downs of Regionalism in East Asia and Asia-Pacific after the Asian Crisis,” 7he Pacific Review, Vol.14,
No.3, (2001), pp.411-42 ; Markus Hund, “ASEAN Plus Three: Towards a New Age of Pan-East Asian
Regionalism? A Skeptic Appraisal,” 7he Pacitic Review, Vol.16, No.3, (2003), pp.383-417 o Hl i TFi
%ﬁﬁ’lﬁ?ﬁ?ﬁ #| Nobuhiro Hiwatari, “Embedded Policy Preferences and the Formation of International
Arrangements after the Asian Financial Crisis,” 7he Pacitic Review, Vol.16, No.3, (2003), pp.331-359;
Seiichi Masuyama, Donna Vandenbrink and Chia Siow Yue, eds., Fast Asia’ s Financial Systems.: Evolution
and Crisis (Tokyo: Nomura Research Institute, 1999); Wing Thye Woo, eds., 7he Asian Financial Crisis:

Lesson for Resilient Asia (MA: MIT Press, 2000).

100



W 1R A V] SR 30 [ ORI s -
FUARL = ] PR S A RSN DI Rl S B B i A R
F‘q“” CPEG S [P 2000 F V] Iq{;p;ﬁ:@ ¢y i e O ? ;
FLA Y RIS o

flm

© 2000 F & PSR R FURTRTIC VR

e 1A s ] 30 ) R R s B RS e 0 Elfiaﬁiﬁ"s‘ff%%[’h’%'%ﬁr‘
T = AR R TR ES  DE{H  bh U A
ﬂ;ﬁiﬁ»éﬁrﬁﬁ‘ ﬂJ&[ﬁS«‘iﬁ”ﬁ'ﬁéiﬂ Al T A B A Al
240 1970 = RS lBHE o BB R FTA - PR R Ry
(= e 1) 1978 = EBI] > NTSBSIF PUAE] HHERL 362 7 > ELEITETA Wk 67
RESE frﬁg T 21.5% > SPGB Rl 50 PO 1985 F >
%’%ﬁt & 19.9% o bl T PUR SRS PUAE] NRERETR TR - (EERTA]
E N ERESY o R R e S A e
AR B[ (AR 5 ) TGS = 1986 = = 1996 & Fuiss i By
ELIT B o PR PURE] 1Ty 1980 F R DB 0 RS B Y
ST 1= 5[RIES 1985 4 1R R aoci fl B | VIECF T 3o | 1A POASa T 12 1990
FWTRASEIE o IS 1980 F RRIIGEE R PR o 1 )
i Iiﬁ*’lpﬁ’?ﬂ[@ﬁlﬁﬁbﬁniﬁ}?ﬁ s FERLEIA T 90 & PRI i 1’23’??113?3?} » P ERE 9
TSRS D o L R
R A== s B R 1 0 1990 5 LN = (™ Ll dpd
1989 = Q]J ARV P N T RS @?\Fﬁ, ]"EF’? Z ( Asia Pacific Economic
Cooperation, APEC) E'YTIE‘HE Eﬁﬁ”ﬁhﬁﬁ [ﬁy[? i_fﬂilﬂf EIR = o P2
FrA== i f [ES«'%\EJW%%F[ 1994 = FIE) B Ebl‘ﬁf«ﬁﬁ@ ( ASEAN Regional
Forum, ARF) [Uf & » [P Slifo i b= 0 Tg#ab IR @ o bl
A = B o SR E A =R f ARF VAT REt o 2o RN BRI
SRR PR O PR E - AR 1997 R 02 0SB - UM R
CHES LS “J%%%Hw SISO L AU ST B s
ASTALSHNET » (1 97 .05 R U B O e B S5 R

TR B R PR U IR 0 2003 F 12 7] 13 BT A4S AL -
OB SCME, TASEAN ORRB I L AAL, WESMEERE, 2003 F 3 5] > FI 6579 ¢

101



PR TR 97 I o <2 -

ELUFEIA T ERL 2 ] P = RIpUSI AR % o 15 1980 F 1) > FI
o RLE BB AR i GHEIIBIE o F R S R AT SO R e
Rl (8535940 RSG5 1) NIRRT T2 B il Ay
O (R & Pp Ry AR R » i F U P B L R R
o PR SRR RO 9 R R L S BRI B (R
B Ry B e J’E“iﬁﬂﬁF§;$fﬁgﬂp%ﬁ}fﬁaﬂ§@UEcI,ﬁﬁ*W
T 2 > F I TS R TSI L O S RLE R SR R
9y IR e

NP 1997 F VR W#wwiﬁﬁﬂLﬁw”@,%wmwg%%w
FASTRRH Y T g Bt ) = T Bl P RY BL ) YT
FJ%HWW*@iﬁ@@@?% @*%Jwﬁﬁﬁh’@iﬂﬂﬁfﬂﬁw
i WW*@%ﬁW@HWu PRI R o FEALE A RS i ST
SNERE S o [ E A LRLN R TR R B G g T AL
Iﬁﬁéjﬁl’%ﬁ = éﬁgTuJ pu@;{%ﬁ 15°E|¢1@gl§gﬁﬂ E'Ji,EI;:;ﬁ';ﬁéﬂﬁiﬁ\l%gﬁ}ﬁ;ﬁ[ﬁgggf
TR T S ERLE A RO R ARLAR O B SERLE A =R R Y
NAYEY :E,:,,)F'[ o 18

CBRRER RG> YR T S 9t Py E R e
TR > SRESERP R RLIYRE L 4 SOt PR Rk — o I B
B[ Pt P R 2000 F 1 B E A S 9T L PRI - kLA

" Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye, Power and Interdependence (New York: Longman, 2001).
" Jack Donnelly, Realism and International Relations New York: Cambridge University Press, 2000).

S HRILE FI A | DR B PO 2 TS Bk OB B
David P. Rapkin, " The United States, Japan and the Power to Block: the APEC and AMF Cases,” 7he

Pacitic Review, Vol.14, No.3,( 2001), pp.373-410.

lﬂlﬁ %’7 ”Ua\[ﬁﬁﬁ'%ﬂ*uﬂ*ﬁr‘ fl b9t I@'%fgﬁ%[ bJﬂ@{ﬁ%ﬁ%g%ﬁgﬁglz@M
sr'rﬁ‘* WEIRIR Y - yilHj TP B msm F[ [Ifﬁﬁ L E AR S F{ L
%'FPUIE”NT’T BERTN R I 2 4,@\,EJ\7FE'FT]#P | = R Y lﬁ'ﬁéﬁzﬂ}?‘\i"’f’?ﬁﬁl' %
1 B L e WF’¢¢FW¢P¢W[?*WW%*?ﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁ
PO - R BZETE - T et SR A e R
B | B BEFR 5T 45 5 T4 12002 78 F] 0 17599 -

kj<s

102



L d

AR ¢?~"§”t" 7 A NN N e T AR NI
g 0 7[;?1/?1519 %E[i Pl — IS Rk O e 95 g 1 2
20 E R pﬁv‘ﬂﬁfgl, ; Eﬂ?“E'¢rﬁ{]‘fi*£T‘7hqr~jLﬂf} s AR b B PSR AR
LA - T ¢TPFM uxﬁf\j‘ilﬁrﬁ‘ﬁﬁ Y9 A PR 2 Rl R

EHOISS

il

= 2000 i I F B PORERN

i FI 2001 ?Fﬁ”?ﬁulmml | Fl A hjﬂﬂﬁu» ST PSRy B R e
[fi5t > il lilﬁ'ﬂ’”ﬁféj‘ TR TPV fgjﬁflgl%, el
Ve SEBUAE SS FOL=SEE RY B B - ] AT 1 O 1 e R [y
1990 & 2 2000 £ [HIIE~ f= SRRy syt = pulep U8 Jh i ah o Ml A
B 37T AP A L e SRR E R g[ﬁﬁé[zﬁfj’glﬁlﬁﬂqgﬁf&&pf@
fol 4 -

1997 & FIAZE R f%7 bh o (0 AT 84,530 (B P TV 5.8%
S EEETIIED 6,673 [RUF T > P S6T90 6.1% 0 |14 Sl s P B FIET 1996
FRORY 2 272,524 (R VEVEETIPER 2 07 3,857 fEFIEN 0 %77 5.9% - @%T%%Eff’é? 2
T E VA RRRY B o L VIR Y 17.8%30 S 16.6% » 3E[ 1 15 15.0% 1%
PEL 14.8% o FEEUA L TR o BT T1.7% o Bl OsE R (P
ST 25.4% ) ~ R P (B 18.4% ) ~ SEIEFSE (HTYP 45.4% ) ~ Ay (e
UI31.8% ) ~ KEFESHE (T 20.9% ) o [= =0 It & B o T 11.8% 0 H T
I SRS RETIET 1 13.3%0 4 %

SR 1997 5 2 R RLVAE S > 1998 5 FIE BN IORY BLETRESIR N 3

P AUSER B EE O B U B R B RS YRR S PORERL Py R PR A
i’ﬁ&lﬂ?p&‘ Fri & PO — Y R VS S I N R P B
Rz el iR |t L Jfﬁ”ﬁfﬂl: Wl*ﬁﬂwﬁﬁﬁfﬁbPﬂ%ﬁiﬁliﬁ*ﬁﬁlﬁwéﬁri B
l%‘f?ﬁ'vﬂi A Pj[ﬁﬁ'fbi‘eﬁﬂﬁiﬁkﬁirtE'iﬁﬂﬁﬁ? SUER TR T NIEA E'F,u, [deiayi
e A AN i e S N 1 e 0 ) ﬁl‘iﬁ;?‘;ﬁ*‘fﬁ{ﬁ%%&ﬂ Chalmers Johnson, M/77 and
the Japanese Miracle: The Growth of Industrial Policy, 1925-1975 (CA: Stanford University Press, 1982);
Christopher W. Hughes, “Japanese Policy and the East Asian Currency Crisis: Abject Defeat or Quiet
Victory? Review of International Political Economy, Vol.7, No.2, (2000), pp.219-253.
PORAREREERE, BEAE, 2001 B, R WEE EIRE
TORARERRGEERS, BEAE, 1997 R, R B EIRR

103



L TR 6,854 RV o LU D 28% 0SB TEL 5 7 1,906 (R 0 D 14.4% -
L] AR pl“?{,ﬁ FIU> &= BTUIRSRLSRE VL Ty Pl el T
SRR SR PET TR e BRET «EJE'PJFI P B BRI R > 2
U E[Iif?l’%ﬁﬁ‘ PRINIP=RE RS ] - E%ﬁﬁﬂfﬁpfﬂé{f PRI I F Y 2 )7
3,857 {ELF VENYRR "D KD 8,939 [ELFT[EY » AVRE 62.5% o IF=9F ==l fe07 EL]{E 7 SR pApY
P TR P9 16.6%3 D ES 12.0% » 2E] 149 15~ 14.8% 3 D £ 14.2% = [HIF=
ﬁléﬂé{@“%ﬁﬁwﬁi (AR HFTJITT” TRV RYE - [ S
URTBARTEL > T T”}\_LI' THY AL IF'[H\ Fp [ o 150

ﬁﬁlifﬁiﬂlff‘%'Fllé"—:ﬂjﬁliﬁ‘e‘*@dl.EL TETE > (R N T B Rl 5 o (R
7 PR RS M R = R s o = 2000 F o [T SR TEL 1999
FRY6 )T 1,723 [EOE T IEL 7 7 3,812 fEUETEY > BETU 19.6% o [iREL HITE 1999
572,598 (RUE VIR 67 4,238 fEUE TN NIRRT 22.1% ML B
SO T % 0 ELRLPTB B R B TR - i '@ﬁ
W 10%! | FRVE TR fﬁ@ﬁ HigH B ﬁa'w“ﬂ‘#&%?
FEFITHOC AT o bh HEEEL B F o IR HIPEL T
FURI forRLRUHT ~ SRR IR~ H0dgH B~ o SIS S0 > =R -
ME- frptpn s AR Hg SREL RN D o F 1A SRR P A A 1999 T Y
%%m@@®ﬁ14Ww%*%%WMM%M

F kLA 2000 F oy Hﬁﬂﬁ%ﬁ?@ﬁw%l 3 % AV 1996 F AFIES BESREN 1711996
YT J79,870 (RIS b7 7.06% 0 (ERE] TSRS EIE 1996 F [ 577,164
fECE T BT 12.4% -

W% 1996 & 1) S F IR FUEIORY b FUA Y LAUES] 0 1T 1996 4%
17.9% > = 1997 & M= 16.6% > 1998 &+ RIAEE= 12.0% > (FZ]7 1999 & ~

% 13.0% > 2000 F Riig Py 14.3% 25 VAN 1978~ BRpyidiSh - 1996 F £1 15.0%

1997 = V@i k% 14.8% > 1998 * ﬁa%ﬂ%ﬁ PEL 14.2% > {EN 1999 & ~ P55 14.9% > 2000
FTIIE 15.7% e

AEGR 1997 & 58 2% 0" L 0SB > (EIFRE 1 A2 i 1995 & = 2000 F fU%Y bh
AR E 0 TIIRELE S pUigSE > 2000 F R pURY P RIS LT 25 iﬁlﬁ%@%%
sl E",'Hl o [P} fifl 9 Y= RO kL R R SRV | '¢‘£ﬂﬁif | [‘E%Jl,l sl

YORAREREERE, BEAE, 1998 B, AR WEE EIR
CUORORER G ESEY, BEAE, 2000 FR, R MESEFEIRR.

104



7k

5 £ R BRI IR B TS e IR D A £ o TR PR 2
SRBAEEVEURY b P R s = gL Y S5 ) [ERG S S Y 2R
FEST > R e DR R PIPIAT I - TS EASREIER I
Flizes > T EUA B DRESS 27 %JW&EW§FﬁJi4&@%;V— o Aol T ok e
R ERL BRIV SR GRS P9t APEC I3 ASEM S5k A8 7 (5085 45
TERS RS EER - W@%up¢ﬁﬂurwmjﬂpjmﬁﬂ ]
I YE G R O - R L RLSSR B B PR £
%Pﬁ?iwrﬂ%?ﬁéﬂﬂ%aﬁfﬂuFUW%@H”WWOﬁﬁfﬁﬁﬁh’ﬁgﬁwi
R A e R A R e e N A LA RS e e
CH R R R E L o R [yl ’*“F”ﬂfﬁ'riﬁ'ﬁ'?ﬁl I
g LRI AR SRV 1 S E ) R SV AT S - 5
SETRNANIES %ﬁJOWW1%9#12Hﬁﬁ#ﬁm%ﬁﬁ%aw§hE¢W%H%ﬁ3
H¢%w‘ﬂm Sy~ S L= BT 2000 38 RIS AR PRI RR R - T

= E%QIEJF?E' Ly BIETERL T ﬁi E&{-ﬁ&ﬂf[ﬂjﬁ—k‘%ﬂ¥ [~ — 1= (At gl
yrr'*ﬂs&l FIg 1%[@1,5* RS B %FIJ;:@@ZF[ JF:EIFUN% SN
et | PV T - R ﬁﬁﬁaﬁ%‘ ﬂ‘—ﬁ”ﬂ%iﬂﬂ% o =9 FERRE TR & Py
IS > R R W R L

2005 £ |14 SFPN O RY pLAREE RG> SN B RS 8 7 3,400 (&
(B TRV RN 1 12.7% 5 SRS THIED 8,132 (R TEY > (TR AARGET 1 14.1%
Twi_[VﬁwI’ﬁ%[§%$1%6#EUP¢°%#ﬁ’*ﬁIH%%ﬁ%lk’
ST RN e S T e o (] R R S S N ARE ok S e &
[ﬂp‘%fﬁj[i SR 2 'ﬂ LT IR RV lﬁlTj\ + B X%Fu]?@
b BRIV 9EER S e o B kL G b -
PIIE= BT SHEPRL o TSI PSASERE B A SE R R b K OEY b

ClsgHE, TRAROXE ASEAN BUROZR—REA K7~ 2B Tz 7~ ), EFRRIRE,
2001 1 F| » FI 57-81
YR ARERF LY, BREEE, 1998 F45 0 F1328 -
O HRER LY, BREEE, 1999 F45 0 F1287 -
R REREEEA, BEAE, 2000 F4Y 0 FI 89-123
“ ﬁ%?if%‘ HIp Y, THARFEINZOHRA—HBESWECHT T, FRAR, 2000 # 11
FI¥) o F150-63 -
ARSI ¢ At <http://www.meti.go. jp/policy/trade_policy/trade_db/data/2005-all.pdf >

105



1 st

R

FTEIRE
ﬁ,%ﬁj»ﬂ\, Jjﬁf[lﬁﬁ[};ﬁ‘[ﬁhjf‘—‘ﬁj » Bl IR *J‘JFIE&IF' SPE
F,iﬁgu%ﬁjﬂjul%%g& Al EI”#TE[T T”
A1 [BSRE R o o] iyl

F,iﬁ:‘*{*’jph

TS 2000 F

GREET S BT
PR TPy T i oo G s

F— ~ 2001 F = 2004 F |14 SRR pLAEAE (AR TEY)
B/ = B 2001 2002 2003 2004
] i 913,947 100.0 | 943,364 100.0 989,103 100.0 1,103,366 100.0
ASEAN 131,962 144 134,347 14.2 138,607 14.0 151,917 13.8
B 2,128 0.2 2,298 0.2 2,228 0.2 2,161 0.19
LEES 141 0.01 181 0.01 166 0.01 194 0.01
H] 4 25,833 2.8 25,538 2.7 27,356 2.7 30,036 2.7
B 22 0.01 30 0.01 24 0.01 23 0.01
B 28,985 3.1 27,789 2.9 27,598 2.7 28,855 2.6
A B 350 0.04 282 0.03 303 0.03 307 0.02
JEHE 17,741 1.9 18,756 19 18,574 1.8 19,303 1.7
Frop 24,397 2.6 24,013 2.5 23,446 2.3 26,250 2.3
F B 27,029 2.9 29,631 3.1 32,296 3.2 37,174 33
*é/‘?ﬂ 5,331 0.5 5,826 0.6 6,613 0.6 7,608 0.6
P4~ 2000 & & F 14 SN BIFPVE 2T

P 1990 1} ESR SRV ETRIB Y > 2 e T R - s S B

TSP R AR OE A 5 2 ] BRIV E A BT
VRS (58 0 1990 5 RO AN - AEG AL O] > R AL
FIFTEY BA Jf%j‘ )y b[gﬁl\k“a’?;ﬁf & J%ﬂ ’ IEIE'j? il IIIF}[L;%_{ Er[—kﬁ\:f?ﬁ (I

Fe Tt o LE T I SRR 0T meﬂﬂ\ P OS  i F1F E RE

O E B SCkE, TASEAN ORRFERE L HA, MEAERE, 2003 F 3 5] F165-78 -

TRy FAY E'ﬁiJ GE R I G e U R AT e USRI Es
%f%ﬁﬁﬁ*ﬁf«fﬂz \,};’@’v Y Biﬂku;fﬁir =9t APEC I'}  ASEM Z*Eaiﬁf«r,re&l S PRV
fr B BRI R o BT U ST ] R J7>7F|EJEI’?@T§% A F 1R R E B I
R T DRLEP I 005 DT P £ B,ﬁ!ﬁaa%ﬁu PR — FASEIRE IF,J
FITREE] rV\/TO‘JUEEEES“'ﬁ I ”*‘*’ﬁﬁ”ﬂ@l L T SR CE RN R Sl
W SR o [ERE R E'erﬂﬁw il {pw'ﬁuam F R
P TEREAS 2R A wﬂﬂsabj&f Fﬁgﬁj{ph £ B Ay §F4F—3ﬁ1§abﬂ 7 f, Fﬁ' ‘Effrtmm

106




SR NBRRRDEL UERTS ~ T ERIE] 1980 FF PUOREERE R o (Rl S B
SFYHERAOP I S R AP S [9E YR - i E R B R
ESE P L (SR Eif@fé T T PR Vg
BT = BRI R S B O R B S e R Y
i”is?tli’ EIFIPE BB T fORRSERR R R A Y IR YRS R
FOFTL > P I P T A o AR e o T 1990 F I
FI SRV AT B Y T BT 1992 FF pI FHEA ﬂ Rl ’?‘/Fiwl%i e kil
RY T AT 0 (11994 F VB FA A o 151986 5 2 1995 F et
PR SR OSBRI ORI 6 1 (ESCRIA R S 2.4 - SEYCURL
T 2.4 £ <
1 YT 9t 9 6 el e (SRl o PR < AUBLET OARE > 1999
= @ﬂ YR SRR 7 27 5,780 fRUETIEY > 1997 F £ 6 )7 6,236 fRE Y - 1998
— AP EL S 72,780 (ELFEY 0 [E 1999 F X AY ERE EUJ‘ j\ﬁﬁl E[Ugj’(:g’g o *ééﬂ\[zk
ghp@}%%%}v 1995 = ERAEAEY 10.7% > 1996 F £ 13.3% > 1997 £ £% 14.5% > 1998
F VR 9.9% - 1999 F RIFE= 5.9% » FHILRL 1999 & & 2f 1[4 Bl n
FOR YR RD 1,130 (R TIEY  BESRS P ey i 4 L SR TR PSR S5
J Syt B PE B o
[FIVBRIH R EPRL » o ot ([ IR RO BRI » 1 ey
o FIATEE T 1990 & FRI| i SV ERY T ER A > 13 1997 F [N
TE]| & B %IF[ SRYA > 1998 O LEEE SR > 2 2000 F T e
FA o [0 ET A B S gL YRS P e P - R IR ST
@éﬂzmuﬁéﬁ@%%E&ﬁW%i’r¢2m3ﬁpﬂ%@T%W%W%W
wﬁEg@awwﬁpiﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁé%wwﬁﬁwwmmﬁIi%%@@@%
[y M T 55.8% 0 K 4T RS = Lkl BN PRVRURN S A
iy SN ER ORI 47.3% 0 B 9 BE R @*’JDE J%’ré‘%«pﬁ“ for LRI
ﬁ‘%@‘iﬁ,ké%#%i°£WﬁWWWW§@Wi4%%’ﬁ46m
o0 ST F SR o PR TR IHE IR IRV E R TR
SffF > USRI R O KRR - ST ORI 17 eS|

[P 3Spl oPI=1999 5F 12 F SR E A AR B E R bb s F A R 9 S
SRR 2000 3 K] ALY, -

M T e 0 8 1P PR S SRR L IR 5376 2 N 8T
FQE[ I 69-88

107



B SURLEU SR B 4B W 2004 FUAA O SR
B %’Eﬁ’l@ 46% o |1 pOis gt T 1999 5 PO PRp e IT & Jpiag [~ fJ,J
68 BT o FIFD E- SR 30 2 40 SR VR -

FRIFDSE - P4l ay o SRR L 2 el IR R4
UMt S A A Sl L R i e I R R Ot ]
TR RS (R 0 72001 £ 1 2113 FTATE 2001 5 11 5] 30 F1ef 3
AL Ty 3 USSR U T3 > 72003 & 11 F] 14 F1ET > 2004 & 12 F] 19
P12 355 AR I sy T F Iﬁgz@ﬁ (B o H5 2005 # 12 F 13 FIagsy» '@
R TR TSR R R SR B R U R D -

F<= ~ 2005 F = 2000 F |14 S EEI%RY pLAAE (HO0 [l 1)

B%/1F R 2005 2006
EE ) 2,658 1,183
LS 202 87
F|Fd 33,148 14,322
P 29 13
E¥7ig 30,023 13,189
@Y 325 138
TP 18,495 7,711
Frn 247,725 12,317
il 41,951 18,080
By 8,981 4,244

=~ 1998 £ % 0004 FF FIA FOVE L [ EEEY (HTAEFELE 1Y)

BRI/ 5 [ 1998 | 1999 [2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004
3% 14,137 | 27,765 | 13,796 | 8,196 | 10,299 | 12,072 | 5,198
{IES 8,349 | 8614 |5838 [9,654 |7,005 |5948 |6,.89%
el 8,555 8,196 |6,638 |[8307 |6910 |7233 |10,091
i) 5,159 | 4,404 | 2,804 |4,733 | 2,847 | 2,630 |2,967
Hl g 187 126 21 25 45 20 5

B 18,116 | 28,975 | 27,061 | 13,263 | 18,807 | 14,268 | 13,934
B 582 580 62 273 237 119 124
RN 2,853 | 1,036 | 777 694 1,628 | 1,137 | 2,009
3t 52,780 | 75,292 | 54,139 | 40,413 | 44,930 | 40,795 | 38,210

2005 FEVx buAE, BER, R AAROWANEERE, K BARE GRS, 2006
& E_I 18 o

P ﬁiﬁf’d’iﬁ“&fﬁfﬁ > IS <http://www.mofa.go. jp/mofaj/gaiko/investment/index.html >

108



T~ 2000 F 14 SSBI4Y ODA

1998 & 1 F] 27 [ 9195 pv r%m - — {il 5 ODA zlfﬁﬂ%ﬁkf o
74 i ODA gl p) - — ~ BPORBIPRIDE Y 27 B R - 27 ODA
BRI R AR 2 o g D) SR EeF LS o] P F[@%‘ﬁ%@ﬁ%%ﬁ]ﬁiw il
IESF PRI « F14 15 ODA = f1 A ODA ~af ~ ODA Az = Bifi%
”ﬁ“f;'lfjﬁ”g'ﬂ THIER %Wﬁﬁfﬁ D 1998 5 6 FLF IS TR
BT FL A bR > 1999 5 9 UR R T ﬁ?ﬁ‘m £ PRI ﬂ—g
ODA [IUgH | Vst ST FI 4 FHE T 2001 £ 1 7| Bl #rrs iy ODA P+
9 T=240% ODA ¥ ﬁﬁ@*#—%ﬁlfﬁf‘e; ﬁf‘r[ﬁ[%@&ﬁu LI ODA pvErigRIE
PN ODA O BT o i (R ﬂﬁlﬁﬁ@&ﬁu%ﬂumlJ 1999 = 8 | » i
By ODA FHlAEF T E'MW%%HU e F,H@F{F’:%L WER: — ~ TR
El%‘yﬁ  RUESSPVEER RS IR T [ﬁj[ﬁﬁ'?w[ﬁsﬂfﬂ éJEi?%ff’y%ﬂ] i
I CERIEVE TR o WS BRI A BRSO - = Bfi%‘ ODA
F":‘HE% W Wi IH[ES«IBJ%‘%J%ﬁﬁ‘FﬁFUHﬁ o %ﬁﬁﬁ‘ JFf ODA ==
FU POBIERE =~ PR~ e O B A F' o PR PR
@zgﬂrﬁliwﬁlf » T ODA 5% JlﬁiﬁE'Na&'aﬁlﬁ TR S R TN
R IR G pufER | o g BRIV S IR B
PRI o B SO RN R pHCSSB SRS S ]
U U= TE R T IR g}dﬁ»—ﬁjﬁ-lmj\ ZpLo (E1¥r19 ODA Hﬁfgﬁ%’,%? ﬁéiF{r,é‘.ﬁ‘
PHERETER ST TR PUET I > 2 2T 1”“1[4%'%@4?%[ - BRI
A A s BRI ) ASNERG S 4 S B B T B o
T T*ﬁJJ W*‘?ﬁzﬂ@iﬁ ~hﬁ”%ﬁ%5‘i R A T*rr?f P
g Ji‘—‘FFI [7&%{“[@&][@}[[? éJthfg %Ifj ;:WJrﬁzglméﬁg g
) Iﬁlﬁkﬁr Eﬁi HiE SRS S RGNS LAl Clt (%&Eﬁ@hfll
APECEFH?&F[I‘D TRl mdﬁﬁr 13537 75= Tyt AR
P B B s TR 3 R RT > R SRy B B PR 2D - )

©OTREE ), BRTEARER 1999 4, AURU : ROSTHTAIAE, 2000 F o Fr152 -
PR A T R BRI PIAT > IR NBI0 # 11212 7 5740 % 0 F1 3151 -
SO PIA BRSPS > S VY > 1996 5 12 K]0 Fr39-46 ¢
7B ARl ODA FIv 2003 #45,
(http://www.mifa.go.jp/mofaj/gaiko/oda/shiryo/hakusyo/03_hakusho/ODA2003/html/honpen/index.htm)

109



PEEL PR 2> 1993 & IR [ 1A S p0 R R 2D kAl S 46> o [ 1A SO
(HEEY 1 F VM R P56 53 IS 2995 T1% = 94 K] ODA 3 o
53 BV SV BRI LA O RS T PR 45.5% » BT ER (T 214%
(B ZENAY 28.3% .iﬁZrlrF | [":F(r’,'Hl » P [’F’T38.3% » EUF TR P R ]'lﬁ19.4% 'kl
P2 P g (AR S > H BRI 13.5% = o TRV ERR o
(#775.9% » EUPIVN by " 28.7% » A" 23.3% > i 22.6% -

1997 7 [FOEhPY & B BFEFE U 1) p oI ORI bt > e i gt
e GHVE T I B SN AR E R T s A

OB - S RS E R B PR DO R AR A R
W%ﬁ@%@@ﬁ%o%%ﬁi%wwwﬁSH’?WﬁW@SﬁESﬁﬁﬁi
% %WﬁWHfliﬁﬁ#’%mﬁﬂ 40 [RSCT ORI o[RS | A A
R CORPRRL 2 A IRV A1 S0 [BSUR  A IR 10 B3 - % 1998
kS éﬁiﬂl@ﬁ%iﬁj@’?&%%}%@%@%] FIR RS R - 10 EJH@ G7 Ht
P R RE RE 300 RS Y T SR R B AR L O
FHSARAED > ) W SR Tl P B 1 2 il > (D B S R
SRR B Y o BRI G RERIETY b RS B AR 1
I 1o T 1998 & A o ST T L G B (60 3600 [ECF BN 5555 i 7
PG UL P SRPEHTRS 75 (RUF T o s RECEPh i waﬁwﬁ
e AR FIVR F AR Al S I MR S 19 2 Rt )
BB - (i Sl T R 5 - 1998 £ 5 TR E A PP VIR LV,
tuﬁf/J*ﬁerﬁ4m_J‘ﬁﬁ¢¥% HLH T ERI S U 6000 fEET R I ETE -

R BB i = B e B B LR

F«?T‘EEE(ET“%' Lfiy 1998 & e o FIR SR BT ERYE B 0 2RI
é%ﬁﬂﬁﬁcwﬁwfﬂﬁfaﬁﬁ AT S e (R R RO kAT
[19/60.6% » £ 22 & 1,780 f43L 7 = 7+’|i£V¢rwﬁﬁJFy1E,y}%@wgwh"kﬁh

" IR 205

AR A T S B PR — 1 TPy = TREY S ) R N
B89 & 5 F] > BT39 % > F171-88

" r%ﬁf‘ﬁ%*ﬁﬁ HIM ~ Bt ppn ~ 5 B0~ SRl ) o JEE e ER s 4 o FRH ER"?‘;PTW
%ﬁ%@ﬂ%wﬁwwWﬁaﬁ%W(H@Qﬁl FIR e s 150 [R5 -
FRL AN PR R RIS (H 150 RS0 ) o BRI 9 TR b (b ST Py
B D -

110



Eﬁ'iﬁ*lﬁi A8 (Rl ~ HE ?[ES«[ SR TR R o )

P"199 8 & I P P BV BF PRE 1= o AR ﬁyt’fﬁr@f%,[lkaéﬁfﬁ
gg.,ﬁqu PR S 1] - RIS SR AR S iR
[ B T 2 Ja AR 23.7% 0 B 1 (01,429 ﬂ%ﬁw o P I RY
i G PRI R S B (] S TR ) o TR st =
1999 5 8 K| P14 AP HE2DE K I 800 [T » H (12! fRHHLNAYE] 680 [T -
711998 EFEJE\;W:\J“ » HIMH BV ET 3.2% » ?J?Ei&‘t VE1 104% - FJJIE ELET7.5% >
TEHFELET 0.5% - 2% \‘”fﬂﬁ;‘%‘ IRy {EN 1999 #FIJ%\?Ww}ﬂ EPRE R T
Ry HIMEEL 0.2% » TEFHE R 3.2% - ?Ei&‘t b 4.1% 0 B f[ﬂgﬁg,:ﬁ_ LTS
0 RLT R © 71999 F 10 F] o ER 1R s¥£ﬁfﬁ$égijiz’7+;\:p AR A )
e xﬁi,m—.wﬁfl AlI7F TR IR 0 ELS LP,&%FI ;ﬁrﬁ[ﬁu,ﬁg,ﬁﬂn@%
ALV T s RIS B S -

A1~ 2001 = 2004 = F U4 SR EBEPOERIWYREEE £ 48 (O IRR

= i I T
s _? S Py AR | wEeEE i | AR e
2001 316.40 540.16 856.55 1252.04 2108.60
2002 310.83 547.84 858.66 889.26 1747.93
ASEAN

2003 355.59 517.45 873.04 615.89 1488.93
2004 194.59 474.71 669.29 2694.63 ‘ 2466.89 ‘ 2271.74 897.04
2001 0.13 0.13 0.13
2002 o 0.23 0.23 0.23
2003 0.28 0.28 0.28
2004 0.34 0.34 \ \ 0.34
2001 79.89 40.11 119.99 0.21 120.21
2002 48.46 46.25 91.11 747 08.58
2003 ﬁdiﬁ]i 76.62 41.24 117.92 7.96 125.88
2004 38.27 40.75 79.02 8.22 ‘ 0.87 ‘ 7.35 86.37
2001 Hld 45.16 117.27 162.43 697.64 860.07
2002 63.54 126.46 190.00 348.31 538.30
2003 82.36 120.66 203.02 938.76 1141.78

76

77

=+

178

FUA 955 d’ﬁ[ﬁfﬁ » (http://www.mofa.go.jp/mofaj/gaiko/oda/shiryo/jisseiki/kuni/j_99/g1-0a.htm)
BOEOBAFRZEE : 0DA A& L&, AN BARE W IR, EEWIHEER S, #1999
10 5] » F1 62 -

o B SCHE,

TAAROR T O 7 ORFEGE], MBAEE, 2002 F 3 £ > FI43-56 -

111




2004 2547 105.96 13143 | 452.52 00249 | -449.97 | 318.54
2001 3637 39.41 75.78 031 75.47
2002 | e 52.79 39.32 92.11 2.02 90.09
2003 51.56 34.00 85.55 0.45 86.00
2004 34.75 3027 65.01 6.72 | . e 71.73
2001 0.51 5221 5271 -39.60 13.11
200 | . - 0.79 54.45 55.25 -1.09 54.15
2003 0.57 45.77 4634 | 3281 79.15
2004 0.03 4577 4580 | 36224 l1s154 [ 21070 | 25650
2001 33.64 27.10 6074 | 9.12 69.86
2002 o 30.03 35.21 6524 | -15.84 49,39
2003 18.52 24.56 43.08 43.08
2004 841 18.41 26.81 | | - Jssi
2001 66.75 84.70 15145 | 146.77 298.22
2002 " 59.42 7747 136.89 | 181.13 318.02
2003 69.72 91.53 16125 | 367.53 528.78
2004 .17 74.60 11677 | 546.11 l45150 |ose1 | 21138
2001 2.40 2.40 2.40
2002 - 1.99 1.99 1.99
2003 1.95 1.95 1.95
2004 2.70 2.70 I
2001 2.50 90.12 92.62 116.97 209.59
2002 oo 2.29 90.25 92.54 129.89 2043
2003 3.00 73.85 76.85 -1079.06 -1002.22
2004 5.68 72.04 7771 776.62 00992 | -133.30 | -55.59
2001 51.58 86.71 13829 | 321.25 459.53
2002 53.51 79.81 13332 | 241.42 374.74
2003 oM 53.18 53.63 13681 | 34743 484.24
2004 39.81 83.89 123.69 | 5421 |s058  |49164 61533

. E'i%ﬁﬁﬁﬁiﬁ?ﬁ'ﬁﬁl(% AT

1990 & [EI) i > FUA Z WP S BIS HE R > 2RIV
L HE‘I***E R 329 22200 1 B 1o g5 STV ¢ B 1 Rl e
EEs ] v@t‘?‘rlwﬁfffﬁgs@“&ju Mt 6955 F 1A T [P prpe -l
Tt o B T LRER FSCRIR B o RGBS B e - 12 8
aﬁ;ﬁfE'it&[ﬁﬁlﬁi%‘iﬁ;?mllﬁu‘EE' PRI F A SO IORINESD © 1992 7 6 £
AR IRGRAGIE T RN o L FTR ODA P - ISR
BURLBRE S VERRIR A I - T S PRI RO 2 (A AREDE MR - 3R

112




T oS A o E'YIEF?’JET&‘:,E’IE DRLER N B9 Y- £ o ’T%?ZJ‘JEHJ\\%E& £yt L
%!‘ el 151’ %!ﬁ%ﬂ'ﬂ’ Mo iR &ﬁ’kiii’?’?:"ljﬂé‘ﬁig‘?ﬁh?""'@‘%’Efﬁiﬁ?’??ﬁ [ E[%‘ﬂ%ﬂ‘@
d A E\J VRN ERAS YT o BRI [ R RRLA P E A EIU ODA o "EhPV I,
= PRLEVA P ﬁ#,ﬁﬂlglg’!ﬁﬁf@? 1991 & = 1999 & £ 11> F14 Sy
{19 ODA i ffrs” ODA FEEY 50%! ) > 1998 & f1 lif?‘éiﬁiﬂlrﬁ“%' E‘JE{%'? TR
315k i ODA I E-1997 & [V 46.5% WEJ = 62.4% 0 1999 F Ft] AIETI[IEL 63.2% -
] Eh?’”EaiE&FJ FlTo Fﬁf N Jff IJJF’?”,H“} :Eﬁf! 1990 = - ﬁlif’éﬁﬁ it 20%
FJt=>1998 & ﬁﬁ “INTEAY ODA =+ 161997 2 (9 20.5% 5791 = 27.4% > 1999 &
RITIE] 37.3% » APER I PG PR L % ¢ 2000 £ 1 T 0SRi
TpTE ODA P9 50%1 ) & o — A 2004 F Y N [ 42.7% -

2002 5 1] FIR U] U SR S B B A
PR B TR R PRSI AT T - R
A B TR ST 2 RIS L S A
ﬂJﬁJF[]ﬁsﬂﬂﬁfﬂﬁfl_‘E[‘( i A Eaiﬁfcf[[‘e’ 14 SRy ODA H
gﬁwﬂﬁj’{r lﬂiﬁiﬁuﬂj% E|¢[‘ptr,ﬂ\|g[%m¢u~ X }H ﬂ\[gw&]_gﬁugﬁﬁb ODA
9 (R i B el 11 PR — s
i e o B B RS ATPES R AT S P
Fl;@ﬁ%ﬁ [EfY éé’%é,w#ﬂ?’ﬂyﬁ%ﬁj y 0 “[tﬁ[i{ PR R I e
PR > B TN E'¢%?EIF7MA$EH:W EBE T?F[gﬁ Fi (Joint Declaration of
the Leaders of ASEAN and Japan on the Comprehensive Economic Partnership ) ¢ #2003
Y E‘E TN = F A E RS ?Hfjﬂl% ; CASEAN—Japan Framwork for
Comprehenswe Economic Partnership,AJCEP) » &4 fﬁJ Ak 2010 & I gl
ot BT T oA~ f'—if—j‘%fif > BUERPUBSIHRT 2017 F PR A -

2003 &+ 8 | EIUPJF,%EJ PRl BT F A R EY T R BRI
TfET- EV i ODA EIEJEJ&EE?I% OREITN S - FIPDBSE

?FQ ORI R OB = s R T P R AR

JJ’ ’ f['[ﬁ”[‘%‘f*?ﬂm Fi I AR R o R T T P

VRIS DU A TS F ) RS N85 F T F] 0 5T 35 6 Y
T FI 115
" FUR A HART > ODA FiH 2002 #45 -
( http://www.mofa.go.jp/mofaj/gaiko/oda/shiryo/hakusyo/02_hakusyo/ODA2002/html/honpen/index.htm )
* TilifE
113



NS A SRy 1 o LR SR 1% ri@«‘ﬁ%’gm[lf’?lﬁl*”ﬂf!' ’
T FURLRY B TR o Y PSR LB LY fﬁf*f ﬁ‘[ﬁ » =IRY LRI
ARV E fol iR o “QFTJ# ODA pu 1Y > % #r ODA MWE%EFJFE%?EH " ODA A
El¢[§&lgﬁ¥”ﬁﬂjﬁﬁk PEF?J ODA Fuglgﬁpﬁ—l\ff EJEIEJ}iﬁI‘iﬁ[pJ ) lﬂﬁiﬂi
FLE | HS RN - F,g,.\bu:%\ﬁmﬁ“ ODA Rl |17 (355 || e 1~/ Fu:@ﬂrﬂf‘” ;
~o ;‘J,»%ﬁ@[jglzt & PIpYRIEERy i ARl J5e PEﬂ » ODA F”Tjrjjquﬁuz “IEEIfel
5 =~ B RERDR R ETE ri@«‘ﬁ%**fﬂﬁ*‘j'* > RIS ODA BV Tl -
% 2004 F 459 ODA EIRI:F;HI ) Tﬁfﬂﬁfdﬁ?é S I R A e U
ﬂHe Bl Laafeh JEJFTMI PSR LS R DIV TR B = e PR = T
F“Fi] H“‘:}’—E'LEFI J”Q[EQIT-PKA;:WKﬁJEJ ZARET ;b#r'jj%g,[p%ﬁ%] y — ijp[glﬂfl
PPN RS S Gt \if!gl%ﬁ ° T HILRLEN 12057Fh iy ’ﬂﬂ: AL R BT
Bl P AR RS S PYIRIR R 9 f“'ﬁ“\ﬁf{ ; ?[”J i P L0 B Skt T
e plA 2R ﬁ*%pﬁJg[Ea%:m[l‘Eﬂ@gl [= ”if“JODA JHL@F{E&@&FTJ
(AR AR 358 B 3 T e M 2003 FH5[Y ODA lﬁw'Hl ’ E'irﬂﬁh
ﬂ—\%ﬂ@ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬂl ODA EU?'“ TR Sﬁ f.@‘E‘%ﬁF‘FJT\ETFU?“ PHo T T*ﬂﬁ
T~ RO ﬁkﬂ’?‘ TS *ijqu#-ﬁiﬁf o T RLERT ) ?s??rﬁUE'E“l Bl
%‘ﬂp (P A JTERERR Y e B T’ﬂﬁﬁ BRI ETR = AREES A
Al ﬂrﬂifmrﬁ’i FHHIRL R B! ~ Pk ~ Sk SRL R éﬁﬁ”[ﬁwi N EFERAEE E
I et iﬁ?ﬁffﬁﬂfﬁ“‘ﬁl%ﬁ CRUEL AR RN VR R IR A
?r%'ri o Pl HEEHEHE f&ﬁ;s«l TR~ Rt o = Pkl F I ERRY - 1)
T‘-[“rrf? ;:mwgmﬁ%t Fl-e ;F‘]‘ B ISRV S T ETPRR R IR -
2003 F I AR AE%F L +[~:[ o> S [ 2010 = I F 8 FrpTeer phlsh
AR IR PITEE - 1) EIJ?FH‘?FE% YRR AT 120 fl
SRR T EEEED L FUR R F P RRERE R 15 @S > 2 T I
FEEL 1A S RS SR IRV R

1*2 ffﬂ’ﬁ (% > T[4 ODA DFEIERF OB - BRI 2002 & 11 k] » Fr27-39 -
FIE IBF M9t 2 ESpE L L CTORFFRE T —F 14 @ ODA ilfl EHOILTHWEDN ) &7 +—

Z A0 2004 F 10 F] 0 F1 2431 -

LR B9 AR > ODA F 1 2004 45 -

( http://www.mofa.go.jp/mofaj/gaiko/oda/shiryo/hakusyo/04_hakusyo/ODA2004/html/honpen/index.htm )

© A B9 hAfS] > ODA F 171 2003 45

(http://www.mofa.go.jp/mofaj/gaiko/oda/shiryo/hakusyo/03_hakusyo/ODA2003/html/honpen/index.htm )

114



2%532H4E$wmﬁﬁn > P14 i ODA PV > HELA 5
CUB 5 Wﬁ@ﬁ@ﬁ ’ ﬁ“’]%&'*ﬂi{“ é‘;‘l[ﬁ{fa@#%ﬂ\ﬁ : E]F i 2 F
eI B e EEEUF[F P~ fUzgﬁ“ e WORRIE IR S R
T PRI - T N B 'ZﬁfT][ﬁ:T SGTPUES o T Tui'iF“
ﬁigu;:m@m#jv , F'L’ ok H] ] R TRV @%ﬁzjﬁé_} = ?]KiI %Z’?F‘E'%E?‘
BUELEIEY « T phiz o frvtl] 2020 = Fufsb HURIRIPOR RS BLE AR > [N
Gk 325 [ FiF S, 152 gl[;&gﬁ[’“j\[ﬂﬂﬁfl By ER ﬁ%[%}lﬂj WL~

1990 & [RI) i > fole P4 SEENSE ~ PACSIIE ™ - ODA PUsfifr e 1997 &
) s = A S A o T R R IR o1 it
7 2001 # 11 FIf9WTO " #ffilpl £ 5> 2002 3 FJAOSR] KRt oy & B
- Igf g;%[ﬁu[gs«l[zgr_ﬁ;’;“[ s LIZEL glf&?*‘zﬁ“]r = S A gﬁr N A
SIREN]: éﬁfll[ﬁwiﬁ JEHED [ES«‘[‘J%‘F;?F}%iﬁﬁLF@J o I SBIR IV B RIR
PSR N ffpET ODA FUBTREFY IR E%ﬁ 1 SRUART i - BESRE A iy
ODA iyl M SUBERG T P 5T [EpAR g3t - ﬁHEl =N l’*@ﬁ”’”
JIE I ] J*E#EHI%JO ) Tui/Dl'Fl » [EFPSEY ODA Sl P 4 i 1A
fY ODA iﬁéﬁg?ﬁﬁ%ﬂdﬁd’”f’jﬁa » JEE A pURY LRI RN ﬂ'ﬁf{rf‘,
[a&'ﬂﬁ%:m?j%’”Fﬁ PIRTB B F BT % 0 NI TA Y ODA FRVE L v g
*”Ji%'”?ﬁ SRFY o RN e RISV Y B%"“ﬁﬂ*? £ B HIRLE T P o E
EE S B A el el ST 71‘1?5?1JEIJ3E1‘”J [ ) > P14 S IR s
FIE ODA IJRIFE 3 A8 S RIS R F 1 PP a T s 5 (Al
AT LR IR R %69 ODA - T it ODA P ELRIs 3 = -

4

IS %?rﬁ

P58 g L R U S el e D R N YR
i AR G U B Tt ST A PP A PP RLHP D A
PREFNS J 35 | P S IR FTJI] o

FIAcetg RS BT POV G ER ORI = A

" FUR B9 AT > ODA [I3H 2005 #45

( http://www.mofa.go.jp/mofaj/ galko/oda/shlryolhakusyo/OS_hakusyo/ODA2005/htm1/h0npen/index.htm )
187 F{IE'@:F ) F“:‘JEJ[(D v F126 -

SRR I 36

115



BT = ‘Zﬁﬂ“”?@%%%% ’ fcﬁ?%t'f IZEHE - PIA{I SRS >
e [ UR Ry £ AR x,’jjpﬂt;&;ﬁ“& RGN jjiﬁﬁ\@jﬁg@g s SRRLE A 1
AT #}cﬂjm&gﬁ&iﬂ LR S S SRS Al RN FEY: it S
I"‘g}ﬁkpfjtlw [‘T B }Eﬂ?ﬁﬁgfjaiﬂﬁ'ﬂ \—‘n’,dﬁ@ﬁ[{gfﬁ} > ;ﬁﬂui&[}"i =d) }—{\« ’
I PP g5 R S O R < SEE-2003 510 ] flefes
urlr%%“‘,‘i':[yﬁ%ﬁ FA = mfg@mﬁgggﬂ [ﬂ ;HH[‘p, 59 Pl
RUR AT o [ERLEVA FIARN ] B ARG R > (R Ry ] S pl
iy < SRR RS I TRUPRITEASE R R ) A 1
[ > B =R By o IS 1 505 o 1A P S S ol SR B K A R
g FUR RSP ARGV o T R A R R S  g  Sg kL
- 2 ST 705 o LI P W 2 B -

7 RS MR e A P D ‘*Jrﬁg[’a"flﬂ BT T T
FUA 98 2 2370~ TR SRS FURLAE > (RURLIFIIE R N opl v SCREE i . [ =
PR 7 BIDRLAR 7 SR 1 B0 oo S 4 3 TR JORL ER e s
TECT B EIRGIRE A T R I R ] f[ﬂ\lmwﬁi}ﬁ__ﬁi]ﬂﬂg\]ﬁylpﬂ F
EFRE A TR DS - M RRL T SRR AOBE T o | AR A
Hi ORI (PR s Sl RLERIVAE i BB RGR 2 BURN g
1997 & E S BV s+ F I ERHE S s RN LS @ AR
R T R > N TR S | R R W i Y RGP R Y u.’g Rt

R - (P BIIIRT  B (PRERE 0 TR S B T R
FIPYb D B RS ERIHD) » ARLE AR PO RIS el -

P> 2000 = |&E'¢hﬂ‘1ﬁ?'j{“«h¥m§uﬁu§ ) 2 IR CIJ}‘F'IT%TYF[
PRI > T PR B RURLE R B PTR  RURE AER
FILELF | H AP o 4 ¢ RADTEE TR R IO o Y4 5
PR 9 Gk pUBR SE S HUFIRY 7 TR AR (R X
P RS T o 4 B E IR SO @ TLE (IR A SR e
PR g IV R A R 4

116



The Relational Transition between Japan and ASEAN after 2000

Zheng-Jia Tsai
Associate Research Fellow

Institute of International Relations, Natinoal Chengchi University

Abstract

In the past, Japan is the main investor in ASEAN but Japan government is passive
attitude about Free Trade Area between Japan and ASEAN. On Dec. 12, 2003, Japan and
ASEAN signed the “Tokyo Declaration” which both will devote to build “East Asia
Community” and “Free Trade Area” before 2010. In other side, Japan government also
promises to provide 3 billions dollars assistant to ASEAN countries during 3 years. The aim of
this paper is to explore what the structural factors and strategic choices were in Japanese
Decision. We will analyze the transition of Japanese government from the domestic dimension.
These factors include political and economy. In political dimension, it includes the rise of
neo-conservation in Japan; In economic dimension, it include the Japanese economic
recession during 1990s. These factors promote Japanese government to change the foreign

policy to ASEAN in 2003.

Key Words: Tokyo Declaration, East Asia Community, Free Trade Area, Japan, ASEAN.
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Deconstructing the Taiwanese Image in Japanese Female
Travelers' Narratives since 2000’s: Excess and Absence

Shwu-Wen CHIOU

Associate Professor

Institute of Asia-Pacific Studies, Nanhua University

Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to deconstruct the Taiwanese image in Japanese
female travelers' narratives since 2000’s. This study compares five different image
sources and disclosed three elements that influence the Taiwanese images in
Japanese travel narratives; they are overwhelming tourism images, power
structure in the “tired Japanese, healing Taiwan” image, and the absence of certain
tourism images. It is concluded in the (1) Underlying the Taiwanese image in
Japanese female travelers' narratives are complicated power structures such as
tourism capitalism, Orientalism, state apparatus and patriarchism. They limit
Japanese female travelers' activities in Taiwan and their narratives afterwards. It
seems that female travelers could only choose from the courses offered by travel
agencies or promoted by the media. This phenomenon is especially true in the
metropolitan areas like Taipei, the capital city of Taiwan. (2) Both the travel
agencies in the guest society (Japan) and the state apparatus in the host society

(Taiwan) appeal to the “tired Japanese, healing Taiwan” image in such away that
the image of Taiwan is created to serve only one purpose- the Japanese female
travelers’ needs in hospitality, comfort and obedience, and thus reinforce the
unequal consumption and gazing relationship between the Japanese and other
Asians. (3) The images of mountain-climbing, railway, heritage, architecture,
colonialism and history seldom appear in Japanese female travelers' narratives.
The lacking of these certain images could be from the patriarchism control over
female travelers. The control is so overwhelming that these female travelers dare
not explore dominances outside the system, and they therefore will only travel in
safe and limited areas.

Keywords : Japanese female traveler, women’s travel narratives, tourism image,

tourism capitalism, Orientalism.
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The Self-active Japanese Migrants in Asia:
A case of Japanese in Taiwan since 1990

Sachiko KANETO
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Abstract

Since the mid of 1990s, in search of new life or construct self-activeness, the
migration from Japan to Asia-Pacific areas are more and more increasing. Yet there
have been few studies on these new Japanese migrants in the previous frame of
migration studies and related study fields. In recognizing the recent development of
migration studies and the passivity of the researchers engaged in Asian Studies, I
conducted the interview research to self-active Japanese migrants in December 2004,
December 2005 and October- 2006 in Taiwan. In this paper, by examining their
narratives related to why he/she attempts to cross the border and how he/she values
his/hers own experience, and analyzes the mixture or the diversity of gender and
nationality in place of Taiwan. At the same time, I attempt to explore the
transformation of modern nation-state and its space, and the new Japan and
Asia-Pacific coexistence beyond the political level under the globalization from

sociological perspective.

Keywords : self-actives migrant, globalization, crossing the border, gender,

nation-state.
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