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On January 29, President Bush’s State of the Union
speech served clear notice that the U.S. “war on ter-
ror” is coming to Northeast Asia. To date, U.S. media
attention has focused on the U.S. bombing campaign
in Afghanistan, the worldwide manhunt for al-Qaeda
leaders and supporters, and domestic security scares.
U.S. policies in East Asia have been understandably
overlooked. No longer. With the president’s upcom-
ing visit to Japan, South Korea, and China, Bush
administration policies in East Asia and their danger-
ous implications for regional security are now com-
ing under closer scrutiny.

KOREA: U.S. POLICY CASTING A LONG

SHADOW OVER THE SUNSHINE POLICY

Immediately after the September 11 attacks in
New York, South Korean and U.S. forces went into a
state of heightened security alert that the North
claimed was “threatening,” leading Pyongyang to
break off ongoing negotiations on family reunions
that remain stalled even today. Despite this reversal
in negotiations, North Korea reacted to September
11 by unilaterally moving to sign two UN antiterror-
ism treaties and later expressing its willingness to sign
an additional five.

Instead of welcoming such signals, Bush adminis-
tration officials chose the moment to make expansive
new allegations about Pyongyang’s biological
weapons program, which they later admitted were
unsubstantiated by any new evidence. The president
followed up these remarks by directly implicating
North Korea in the new “war on terror” due to its
development of weapons of mass destruction and
weapons proliferation, and then retaining North
Korea on the State Department’s recently revised list
of nations that support terrorism.

This pattern continued apace even as the war in
Afghanistan slowed. One week before the State of the
Union address, Yang Hyon Sop, a top DPRK

(Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, North
Korea’s formal name) official, publicly emphasized
the “imperative to seek authorities-to-authorities dia-
logue, and all forms of nongovernmental talks and
contacts, and work harder to boost them.” The Bush
response: locating Pyongyang squarely on its infa-
mous “axis of evil,” alongside such distant states as
erstwhile enemies Iran and Iraq.

Building Missile Defenses on the Korean Peninsula,
At Any Cost

To many observers in the region, the Bush admin-
istration’s policy of ostracizing the North seems
aimed at justifying its expansive military plans in the
region rather than actually reducing the threat from
North Korea. This has been clearest in the calculated
effort to undermine President Kim Dae Jung’s
“Sunshine Policy.”

Before President Kim’s trip to the United States in
March 2001, Bush administration officials privately
asked him to offer a public statement of support for
missile defense cooperation in Korea. Kim refused,
subsequently issuing a joint statement with visiting
Russian President Vladimir Putin reflecting their
shared “concern” with U.S. missile defense plans and
their support for the ABM treaty. During Kim’s
Washington trip, President Bush responded by pub-
licly casting doubt on the Sunshine Policy and hark-
ing on the danger of the North Korean threat.

Since coming into office, the Bush strategy has
been three-fold: stymie negotiations between Seoul
and Pyongyang, undermine the engagement policy
of President Kim while supporting his conservative
adversaries, and exacerbate South Korean fears of the
North’s military threat. The primary objective: build
missile defenses in and around the Korean peninsula,
despite the clear reality that they will never defend
Seoul from the North’s short-range missiles—located
a mere three minutes away.
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Two-thirds of the Korean population
and its sitting president have clearly
expressed their opposition to missile
defenses on the peninsula. Nevertheless,
U.S. military cooperation with political
conservatives and the South Korean mil-
itary continues unabated. Recent reports
reveal that the U.S. Air Force has a secret
test force for missile defense components
under the U.S.-South Korea Joint
Command. Leading figures in the Bush
administration held a warm reception for
Lee Hoi-chang, the leading candidate for
president from the Grand National Party
and an avid missile defense supporter,
dur ing hi s  January  2002 v i s i t  to
Washington.

The Bush strategy is undermining
inter-Korean negotiations. To this end,
the administration revised a Clinton-era
policy by refusing to place inter-Korean
talks on the table at the recent trilateral
negotiations between South Korea,
Japan, and the United States. In further
pressure on its allies to support the
renewed hard-line policy toward the
DPRK, a recently released CIA threat
assessment projects dramatic new tech-
nological advances by the North Korean
military. Now the president looks poised
to use his February 17-22 trip to the
region to further press U.S. allies to fall
in behind the “axis of evil” approach in
dealing with Pyongyang.

2003: A Breaking Point for Peace on
the Peninsula

The Clinton administration’s lingering
engagement policies toward North Korea
will directly collide with the Bush poli-
cies by next year. In 2003 South Korea
will have a newly elected president, while
the U.S. is scheduled to deploy PAC-3
missiles on land and Aegis destroyers off
the Korean coast. Not coincidentally, the
North’s recently extended missile mora-
torium will also come to an end in 2003.

The sunshine policy suggests an alter-
nat ive  route .  The 1994 Agreed
Framework reaches several critical dead-

lines in the coming months. As part of
this process, Kim Dae Jung’s famous
“Berlin declaration” promised to start
providing electricity directly to the
North in 2003. Recognizing these dead-
lines, three U.S. Representatives have
recently proposed a bill calling for the
president to renege on U.S. commit-
ments under the Agreed Framework.
This would be a mistake.

Recent actions suggest DPRK officials
may be signaling their interest in the
incentives under the Korean Energy
Development Organization (KEDO)
process. Twenty-five DPRK nuclear
power experts have just completed an
extensive study tour in South Korea,
preparing the way for over 200 plant
operators to visit the South next year.
P y o n g y a n g  h a s  a l s o  a l l o w e d
International Atomic Energy Agency
inspectors a preparatory visit to its
nuclear plants in late December.

Despite today’s antagonistic atmos-
phere, the KEDO agreements supported
by the  t imetable  of  the  Agreed
Framework remain a realistic policy
alternative. If the Bush administration
can be slowed from its single-minded
pursuit of deploying missile defenses on
the Korean peninsula, then diplomats
and activists can begin again the slow
work of warming the cold war’s last
glacial divide in Asia.

CHINA: A GIANT AT THE

CROSSROADS

China’s foreign policy has been hit
hard by recent developments, including
new U.S. influence on their western bor-
der. In December alone China was faced
with these new twists in international
affairs:

On December 1, political parties led
by China’s two greatest political nemeses
in Taiwan, Lee Teng-hui and Chen Shui-
bian, enjoyed striking success in Taiwan’s
legislative elections. Twelve days later, the
U.S. House of Representatives passed the
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2002 Defense  Author izat ion Act ,
promising to sell Taiwan four Kidd-class
destroyers and 12 P-3C aircraft to
Taiwan, and help Taiwan obtain eight
diesel-powered submarines.

On the same day that the House
passed the defense act, President Bush
announced that the United States would
abandon the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile
Treaty, which China has consistently
declared “a cornerstone of global strate-
gic stability.”

A week later, still engaged in a tense
trade dispute with Japan, Chinese leaders
watched as a near-flotilla of Japanese
ships fired upon and sunk a presumed
North Korean ship inside China’s exclu-
sive economic zone.

As December finally drew to a close,
Islamic radicals believed affiliated with
Pakistani forces stormed the Indian par-
liament, setting off a tense military
standoff between China’s two nuclear-
armed neighbors in South Asia.

What has been China’s response to
these numerous provocations and distur-
bances in its surrounding environs?
Contrary to the expectations of pundits
declaring China’s “rise” to be inherently
destabilizing, Beijing’s policies have
proven a model of moderation, strength-
ening peace and stability in the Asia-
Pacific during this critical period.

Dealing with Taiwan: Moderation
Instead of Missiles

Beijing’s greatest foreign policy imper-
ative remains the eventual reunification
with Taiwan. While Taiwan’s polity
remains solidly in support of the political
status quo vis-à-vis the mainland, politi-
cians more vocally opposed to closer ties
with Beijing have been gaining ground in
recent years. In the recent legislative elec-
tions the two leading exponents of a
stronger “Taiwanese” identity gained
substantially.

President Chen Shui-bian’s Demo-cratic
Progressive Party (DPP) and its allies, pri-

marily the Taiwan Solidarity Union assem-
bled by former president Lee Teng-hui,
raised their share of legislative seats from
66 to 100, bringing Chen’s forces within
striking distance of a majority in the 225-
seat legislature. Beijing’s response is
encouraging and noteworthy.

When Lee Teng-hui first ran for presi-
dent in 1996 on a platform of greater dis-
tance from the mainland, China not only
launched a media broadside against Lee,
but also sent several missiles splashing into
the waters surrounding Taiwan as part of
large-scale military exercises aimed at
deterring potential Lee supporters. This
year, China’s press barely mentioned the
election. In his New Year’s address only
weeks later, President Jiang Zemin noted
that the new WTO membership of both
the PRC and Taiwan provided a chance to
develop economic and trade relations
across the Taiwan Strait.

Chinese Calm in Response to
Afghanistan and ABM Withdrawal

In contrast to its sharply critical policy
of the U.S. bombing campaign in
Kosovo, the PRC has played a quiet but
supportive role of the U.S. campaign in
Afghanistan through its close diplomatic
relations with Pakistan. President Pervez
Musharraf has been in regular contact
with Chinese officials ever since the
September 11 incident. The PRC offered
$1.2 million in aid to Pakistan in
Musharraf ’s September visit, and addi-
tional assistance during his visit to
Beijing in late December.

China has also served as a go-between
for the U.S. and Pakistan. PRC Vice
Foreign Minister Wang Yi has traveled to
Islamabad twice since September, and
after each trip visited with U.S. Embassy
officials in Beijing. China’s cooperation
with the U.S. is particularly impressive
since the U.S. still has sanctions on
China for transferring missile technology
to Pakistan, even though the U.S. recent-
ly lifted proliferation-related sanctions
on Pakistan itself.

Finally, when the U.S. withdrew from
the ABM treaty on December 13,
Chinese leaders offered tepid critiques
mixed with constructive, forward-look-
ing responses. A Foreign Ministry
spokeswoman stated simply “China is
not in favor of missile defense systems.”
President Jiang Zemin later reiterated his
support for international arms control
agreements, promising that “China is
willing to work with other countries to
make efforts to safeguard world peace
and stability.”

Negotiating Trade Deals with Japan
Since September 11, Japan has radical-

ly weakened its domestic legislation gov-
erning the overseas deployment of its Self
Defense Forces, sent ships to support the
U.S. bombing campaign in Afghanistan,
expanded its defense budget to obtain in-
air refueling capacity, and sunk a pre-
sumed North Korean vessel in Chinese
waters.

While expressing its concern with
these developments, Chinese leaders
have sought to restore closer bilateral
relations after a tense summer filled with
recriminations related to the Japanese
government’s management of a debate
over textbooks that downplayed atroci-
ties committed by the Japanese military
during World War II. Most notable has
been the two sides’ recent success in
negotiating an end to a trade standoff
threatening to block Chinese exports to
Japan.

Mediating between India and Pakistan
China has proven itself the primary

factor in reducing tensions between these
two South Asian rivals. As a staunch ally
of Pakistan, China has particular influ-
ence with President Musharraf. In the
aftermath of the terrorist attack on
India’s Parliament in December 2001,
China has used this influence not at the
expense of its rival India but rather to
sooth tensions and encourage calm and
moderation on both sides.
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In their numerous conversations with
President Musharraf, Chinese leaders
have praised Pakistan’s “adherence to
seeking dialogue and peace under the
current tension” and through public
statements and phone calls have urged
both sides to exercise “maximum
restraint.” Premier Zhu Rongji is on the
first visit to India by a PRC premier in a
decade, where he has reiterated recent
statements that China’s support for
Pakistan does not amount to a commit-
ment to back it in a war with India, nor
is this support aimed at antagonizing
India. In sum, China’s strategic location
and diplomatic leadership has given it a
critical role in alleviating tensions in a
region of the world the U.S. has chroni-
cally neglected.

EXPLANATION: IT’S THE

ECONOMY

Although avoiding conflict on its bor-
ders is clearly in China’s national interest,
the recent surge in diplomatic leadership
and strategic restraint are primarily due
to China’s domestic economic impera-
tives. After fourteen years of difficult—
often acrimonious—negotiations, China
finally acceded to the World Trade
Organization (WTO) on December 11.
Overshadowed in the Western press by
the U.S. bombing campaign, WTO
accession is perceived by both the
Chinese people and leaders as a defining
moment for the Chinese nation.

Despite the pride that WTO accession
engenders, adhering to the rigid trade
rules set by the WTO will cause substan-
tial economic dislocation and pain in
many economic sectors in China, partic-
ularly over the next few years. Workers in
state-owned enterprises, agricultural 
sectors without export potential, and
industrial and service sectors vulnerable
to foreign competition will be among the
hardest hit.

To avoid their traditional, and quite
rational, fear of “Nei huan, Wai luan”

(internal calamity and external chaos),
Chinese leaders seek a stable strategic
environment. To manage the upcoming
economic challenges, China will need
access to export markets abroad,
increased foreign investment, a moderate
military budget, and diplomatic support.

In addition, China is about to undergo
a leadership transition. Having guided
the nation back to relative domestic tran-
quility and generally steady economic
growth after the tumultuous 1989-1992
period, President Jiang Zemin and
Premier Zhu Rongji are set to step down
next year. The leadership transition is
still seen as a bit uncertain, particularly
the extent of control that incoming pres-
ident Hu Jintao will initially enjoy. In the
midst of this transition period, China
can ill afford renewed tensions in any of
its strategic relationships.

U.S. POLICY SPARKING

RENEWED FEARS OF

CONTAINMENT

While China’s recent policy stances
merit praise from outside observers, the
U.S. should remain cognizant of its
impact on China’s enduring fears of con-
tainment. In contrast to the geographical
isolation of the United States, China
faces potential adversaries on all sides.
U.S. policies in the wake of September
11 appear to surround China. This mili-
tary expansionism, justified through the
war on terror, threatens to turn U.S. fears
of the “China threat” into a self-fulfilling
prophecy.

Southeast Asia: A Return of U.S.
Presence

During the 1990s, the U.S. military
was steadily eased out of its long-estab-
lished positions in Southeast Asia. The
Philippines finally succeeded in forcing
the U.S. to leave the Clark and Subic
bases in 1991. Increasingly concerned
about human rights abuses, the Congress
then passed legislation forbidding mili-

tary aid or cooperation with the
Indonesian military. Yet in his recent
declaration identifying Southeast Asia as
the “second front in the war against ter-
rorism,” President Bush has rapidly
expanded U.S. military involvement in
the region.

P r e s i d e n t  B u s h  h a s  p r o m i s e d
Indonesian leaders economic and mili-
tary aid totaling more than $700 million
to reward them for their cooperation
with the U.S. Congress then ignored its
own prohibition on aid to Indonesia to
support this effort, which President Bush
pledges will soon include regular military
contact, and an end to the embargo on
the sale of “non-lethal” weapons. A simi-
lar military aid package has been offered
the Philippines, which Congress is now
considering increasing ten-fold for 2002.

The U.S. will have expanded numbers
of military advisers and Special Forces in
the Philippines, complemented by the
recent Philippine agreement to allow the
U.S. use of Philippine airspace and access
to the former U.S. Subic and Clark air
and naval bases. This augments the
recent  Pentagon dec i s ion in  i t s
Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) to
expand the forces at its bases in Guam
and deploy more aircraft carriers in the
Indian and Western Pacific Oceans.

These U.S. troops are in the region not
simply to fight the “terrorist groups”
causing local instability, but to enhance
U.S. military control over territory in the
South China Sea. This strategic area with
vast potential oil reserves sits aside the
shipping lanes to the Middle East and
offers access to much of Southeast Asia.
The expanded U.S. presence and nascent
military alliances with Southeast Asian
nations exacerbates Chinese anxieties
and impedes independent accords
among Asian states though such mecha-
nisms as the ASEAN Regional Forum.
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South Asia: Expanded Arms Sales to an
Unstable Region

Once the dust settles from the current
India-Pakistan dispute and the al-Qaeda
manhunt in Pakistan subsides, the U.S.
appears poised to dramatically expand its
arms sales to South Asia. These sales, jus-
tified to “keep the military balance,” will
introduce more arms into this volatile
region, and may well encourage China to
build up or sell more arms to Pakistan to
further “balance” against India.

Now that President Bush has con-
vinced Congress to lift sanctions on arms
sales to Pakistan, it is likely that the U.S.
will provide arms as a reward for its crit-
ical support in the war in Afghanistan.
One Pakistani defense official recently
said, “We want the kind of relationship
the U.S. has with Egypt in terms of
weapons sales.” For starters, this means
the Pakistanis would like delivery of the
28 F-16 fighters purchased in the 1980s,
but never delivered due to U.S. concerns
about their nuclear program.

Once the U.S. opens the arms spigot
for Pakistan, India will certainly demand
its share of U.S. weaponry. Already U.S.
ambassador Robert Blackwill has
promised the Indians, “We are at the
beginning of a very important arms sales
relationship.” If U.S. diplomats do man-
age to encourage India to stand down in
the current dispute with Pakistan, part of
the carrot they proffer will likely be
expanded arms sales.

For China, South Asia is an area of
great strategic importance. The border
dispute that led to the 1962 war between
China and India remains unresolved.
The region also borders the Chinese
provinces of Tibet and Xinjiang, where
China continues to struggle against sepa-
ratist movements. Nor are China’s fears
fully unrealistic. Recently a Taiwanese
magazine disclosed that the U.S.,
Taiwan, and India have for years jointly
run a listening post based in India to

monitor the PRC’s military movements
in the region.

Central Asia: Oil, Islam, and the U.S.
Military Together Again

While China has been restrained in its
concerns about the U.S. bombing cam-
paign in Afghanistan, it remains
extremely concerned about a permanent
U.S. presence on its Western borders.
While Pentagon officials earlier dis-
missed notions that the U.S. coveted
bases or land in Central Asia, their recent
actions suggest otherwise.

Uzbekistan recently disclosed that it
has granted the U.S. access to its air-
fields, while the U.S. provides training
and “non-lethal” equipment to the
Uzbeki military. More importantly,
Pentagon officials announced that
Kyrgyzstan has approved the U.S.
request to build a new U.S. air base only
200 miles from the Chinese border and
close to oil fields in Uzbekistan.

One clear reason for the U.S. to build
permanent military bases in the region is
to ensure control of an oil pipeline
stretching from Central Asia to the
Indian Ocean. Oil executive John
Maresca testified to a congressional com-
mittee in 1998 that his company, Unocal
Oil, was interested in building a pipeline
from the Caspian oil fields across
Afghanistan as soon as “a recognized gov-
ernment is in place that has the confi-
dence of governments, lenders, and our
company.” For China, a permanent U.S.
base in potentially unstable Islamic
countries on its Western borders control-
ling the flow of the region’s oil eastward
is a veritable nightmare.

Russia: Cooperation with the U.S.
Exacerbates Sino-Russian Tensions

Shifting their sight from Central Asia
to China’s northern border with Russia
offers precious little respite for Chinese
strategic planners. China and Russia are
still officially joined in their joint oppo-
sition to U.S. National Missile Defense

plans. Yet Russian President Vladimir
Putin is now busy trading his tacit acqui-
escence in ABM withdrawal for such
goodies as a bilateral missile deal, access
to Caspian oil, purchases of Russian
weapons, military assistance and cooper-
ation, slowed NATO expansion, and
more IMF loans.

While Putin is collecting such benefits,
Russia continues to modernize its strate-
gic missile capacity to ensure that it can
overwhelm any U.S. defenses. As the
strategic arsenals and diplomatic distance
between Moscow and Beijing grows,
their vaunted “strategic partnership” is in
grave danger of returning to cold war-era
military balancing.

East Asia: China’s Greatest Challenges
Close to Home

Home to nearly 100,000 U.S. troops,
the world’s second-most well funded mil-
itary (Japan), one of the largest arms
importers (Taiwan), and over 1.6 million
troops facing off on the Korean peninsu-
la, China’s East Asian borders remain its
greatest security concern. Each one of
these situations has deteriorated, due pri-
marily to U.S. policy shifts, after
September 11.

U.S. joint development of missile
defense systems with Japan and South
Korea gravely threaten the strategic status
quo in the region. Chinese analysts argue
that missile defenses will embolden the
U.S. to undertake a more aggressive mili-
tary policy toward China, particularly on
the sensitive issue of Taiwan. Facing a
more assertive Japan, a more independent
Taiwan, and a less stable Korean peninsu-
la, Chinese leaders can hardly rest easy
while the U.S. dramatically expands its
military capabilities in East Asia.

JAPAN: A NEW SECURITY

POSTURE RAISING CONCERNS

In Japan, the Koizumi administration’s
quick decision to send support ships and
peacekeeping troops to the region
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reawakened a divisive debate over Japan’s
use of military force abroad. Unable to
effectively undertake promised economic
reforms or achieve an economic recovery,
Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi has
seized upon a popular fear of terrorism
and sympathy with U.S. suffering to pass
domestic legislation permitting Japan’s
first deployment of troops into a combat
zone since World War II.

Progressive legislators and activists in
Japan have strongly opposed this action.
Thirty-four Diet members of the
Democratic Party broke with their own
leadership to vote against these measures.
Japanese women’s groups opposed to
U.S. bases in Japan and the expansion of
Japan’s own military have held repeated
demonstrations at U.S. bases and in
front of the U.S. embassy in Tokyo.
China and North Korea in particular
have expressed strong concern with the
“dangerous trend” in Japan’s emerging
activist security posture. Yet this trend
has been emerging over the past decade,
and is not easily reversed.

Domestic and Foreign Factors: A
Decade of Change for Japan

Despite their close military alliance,
the U.S. and Japan took fundamentally
different approaches to foreign policy
during the cold war and into the 1990s.
In pursuit of “comprehensive security,”
Japan relied primarily upon economic
assistance, quiet diplomacy, and diplo-
matic moderation in its relations with
states throughout Asia and the Middle
East. Japan thus addressed its global eco-
nomic interests without disturbing its
postwar pacifist consensus, all while
ensuring a calculated level of indepen-
dence from controversial U.S. policies
around the world.

Japan’s policy was on full display in
1991, when Japanese leaders declined to
send troops to the U.S.-led coalition
attacking Iraq after a heated Diet debate.
Instead Japan expected its long-term eco-
nomic assistance and diplomatic support

of the Gulf States to assure a steady sup-
ply of its economic lifeline, Middle
Eastern oil. What Japan miscalculated
was the response of its erstwhile ally, the
United States.

U.S. leaders were apoplectic at Japan’s
non-participation. Immediately after the
war, U.S. military leaders and diplomats
began to work more closely with conser-
vative Japanese politicians to ensure that
the next time the U.S. called for support,
Japan would answer. Over the past
decade, the alliance agreement has been
revised several times, each time expand-
ing Japan’s role in support of U.S. mili-
tary forces.

The U.S. push for a more assertive,
military-led foreign policy in Japan has
been aided by several demographic, eco-
nomic, and political developments with-
in Japan over the past decade. First, the
generation traumatized by Japan’s aggres-
sion in Asia during World War II has
largely passed from political influence.
Younger Japanese have far less apprecia-
tion for their neighbors’ fears of a
reemergence of Japanese militarism.
Second, decade-long economic stagna-
tion has replaced Japan’s heady confi-
dence of the 1980s with a disquieting
sense of Japanese vulnerability to eco-
nomic and security threats. Finally, pro-
gressive opposition parties that balanced
the conservative Liberal Democratic
Party (LDP) for the past five decades
have lost political ground to the conserv-
ative Democratic Party. Conservative
politicians from both the LDP and the
Democratic Party have increasingly
demanded Japan’s Self Defense Forces
take a more active role abroad.

The shock of the Gulf War, combined
with these domestic changes over the
past decade, has resulted in a tectonic-
like shift in the fundamentals of Japan’s
foreign policy. Instead of quiet, moderate
diplomacy combined with economic
assistance, Japanese leaders are slowly
becoming more reliant upon displays of
military might. This has been made dis-

turbingly clear in the government’s active
support of the U.S. military attacks in
Afghanistan, and Japan’s subsequent pol-
icy trajectory.

Two Test Cases: North Korea and
Afghanistan

In Central Asia, Japan has provided
active military support for the U.S.
bombing campaign. After passing his-
toric enabling legislation with minimal
debate, Japan sent warships to the region
that were permitted not only to provide
medical care, but also to help monitor
operations, transport arms, and now
even refuel British naval vessels engaged
in military operations.

Japan’s Diet has recently approved “cri-
sis legislation” which will include amend-
ments to the Self-Defense Forces Law to
allow the SDF to pass through private
land, destroy buildings, and expropriate
real estate and other assets, as well as
revise laws under the jurisdiction of other
government  depar tments .  Pr ime
Minister Koizumi is also seeking expand-
ed powers as the direct commander of
the SDF, challenging the Constitutional
division between the executive office and
Japan’s military forces.

As in the U.S., these policies have been
justified to the public as necessary to
defend the nation against terrorism. For
example, Japan’s new military budget
triples the funding for defenses against
biological and chemical attacks. Also like
the U.S, the new budget piggybacks new
funding for unrelated weaponry long
coveted by the Defense Agency onto
antiterrorism measures. Most disconcert-
ing is the planned purchase of a Boeing
plane giving Japan air-to-air refueling
capacity. Originally opposed due to
Asian nations’ anxiety over Japan’s appar-
ent intentions to project military force
abroad, the measure now looks to sail
through a compliant Diet.

For its Asian neighbors, the most wor-
risome action taken by Japan recently is
the sinking of a suspected North Korean
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ship. After spotting an unidentified ship
in Japan’s nautical exclusive economic
zone, Japanese forces surrounded this
disguised fishing boat with an Aegis bat-
tleship, 25 patrol boats, and four jets.
When the vessel began to flee, Japanese
ships fired warning shots and gave pur-
suit. Eventually the ship was sunk inside
China’s exclusive economic zone. Prime
Minister Koizumi has accused North
Korea  of  sending the  ship,  whi le
Pyongyang has denied all involvement.

What has Beijing and Seoul most con-
cerned is the aggressive use of lethal force
by the Japanese Coast Guard. Chinese
papers declared it a “worrying precedent
for Japan in the post-World War II peri-
od,” while South Korean politicians
declared the incident indicative of Japan’s
ongoing policy of military expansion.
Supported by Washington, Tokyo
remains unapologetic for its use of mili-
tary force outside its economic zone,
even as a domestic investigation gets
underway.

The incident suggests that Japan will
continue its recent shift to a more aggres-
sive stance toward North Korea. Since
the 1998 North Korean “satellite” launch
over Japan, Japanese fears of a North

Korean threat have been worsening. The
Koizumi government has capitalized
upon these anxieties in its new hard-line
toward Pyongyang. In addition to halt-
ing food aid shipments to the DPRK for
this year, in late November Japanese
police raided the headquarters of
Chosensoren, the umbrella group for
ethnic Koreans who support the North.

With the current heightened anxiety
over potential terrorist attacks, Japanese
leaders appear even less patient with the
suspected provocations and diplomatic
posturing of Pyongyang, and more
inclined to adhere to the Bush adminis-
tration’s hard-line lead in dealing with
North Korea. This is a dangerous road to
follow.

Instead of pressing Japan to follow in
its stead, President Bush should use the
opportunity of his visit to urge Japan to
moderate its military spending and poli-
cy in East Asia in recognition of its
neighbors’ historical distrust. As last
month’s successful international confer-
ence on aid to Afghanistan showed,
Japan can play a critical role in providing
humanitarian aid in Central Asia and
diplomatic engagement in Northeast
Asia. Such policies maximize Japan’s for-

eign policy strengths and provide the
best defense of its long-term national
security interests.

CONCLUSION: TWO PATHS

DIVERGE IN EAST ASIA

As the smoke clears from the brutal
U.S. bombing campaign in Afghanistan,
two alternative policy paths for the U.S.
in East Asia are becoming apparent. The
first path is predicated upon an assump-
tion that U.S. national security is
enhanced through unilateral, technologi-
cal fixes aimed at global dominance
through space-based weaponry and
exclusive military alliances. This leads
Northeast Asia down a dangerous path of
arms races, weapons proliferation, and
growing insecurity.

An alternative path accepts the diffi-
cult truth that national security can only
be achieved collectively. This route
requires international cooperation that
strengthens treaties and institutions
designed to engage and moderate poten-
tial threats. As President Bush prepares to
take the war on terror on the road to East
Asia, he faces a stark choice between
these two alternatives. So far he appears
to be choosing the wrong one.
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