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An Asia-Pacific Security Community: Can China Contribute?

In a more fluid and volatile international context, China is shaping the world by changing itself.
The new Chinese leadership possesses both domestic aspirations and a global consciousness.
Whether the rise of China is a fantasy or fallacy, China has become a stronger force that has
further contributed to, as well as destabilized, the status quo of the current international order.
In other words, China has always emphasized that it will seek peaceful development and
strengthen international cooperation. In practice, however, China itself is becoming a source of
international instability and has thus brought about difficulties in forging cooperation with
other countries.

China doesn’t seek to destroy the existing international order. Rather, China wants it to adapt to
accommodate China's rise. In addressing the Asian security framework, Xi Jinping stressed win-
win cooperation and the proper handling of disputes over sovereignty and maritime
issues.2° From a positive point of view, China is willing to identify and pursue four sets of
international responsibilities: the internal responsibilities of China as a large developing state;
the legal responsibilities of China as a normal sovereign state; the additional responsibilities of
China as a great power; and the special responsibilities of China as a permanent member of the
United Nations Security Council.2* Indeed, at least one can argue that China has made
considerable efforts to protect the reputation of the United Nations, and has initiated and
participated in various peace talks as well as international and regional negotiations on hot
issues, including the historical talks on Indochina peace, the Six-Party Talks, the international
negotiations on the Ukrainian and South Sudanese crises, and so on. China has also signed over
23,000 bilateral treaties and agreements, 400-plus multi-party treaties, and joined almost all
international inter-governmental organizations. The question then, is to what extent China will
support or spoil the collective security framework established after the WWII and led by the U.S.?

Americans will continue to express their concerns about China’s provocative behavior in East
Asia and U.S.-China bilateral relations, whereas the Chinese will work to defend their actions
and to explain that China has no intention to challenge the American-led international regime;
rather, it is merely trying to improve the international system from within the system.

Many scholars have argued that the two sides must build up mutual trust, but I argue that the
two countries must learn how to live with each other and how to cooperate more without trust.
How they interact not only with each other, but also with other countries such as Japan, India,
ASEAN and Europe, as well as with transnational media and in public diplomacy will define and
shape Asian and world affairs.

Although countries in this region have historic animosities, deep policy differences, competing
economic claims, and well-developed armed forces, they also share expectations for peaceful
change, diminishing the prospect of using force to resolve disputes. Therefore, various proposals
have been made by scholars in the region calling for a common security architecture.

China's power projection capabilities will gradually expand as China's global interests expand. I
argue that China has followed "a longer-term strategy to pursue a range of objectives that in the
process will broaden Chinese influence relative to that of the United States in the countries
along China's periphery."22In this sense, a collective regional framework is only possible if the
following steps are taken to build up a cooperative regional security framework:

First, China will need to continue reform in its domestic politics. To some extent, China needs to
shed its authoritarian elements and recognize the positive role of the hub-and-spoke system for
maintaining the stability of the region.
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Second, a multi-layer dialogue mechanism must be established. This includes:

1) Continued expansion of the U.S.-China Security Dialogue. Through this bilateral
framework, Beijing and Washington should seek mutual understanding of a tacit
agreement to maximize cooperation, manage friction, live with competition, and
coexist peacefully. In particular, through these bilateral dialogues, the two militaries
can improve communication about future uncertainties on the Korean peninsula,
sharing assessments of developments and working to ensure that the interests of the
two countries do not come into conflict.

2) Strategic, economic and security dialogues between China and Japan. It is important
that China and Japan should find a way to not let a single issue block the overall
dialogue. To eliminate misperceptions and alleviate mistrust, more people-to-people
exchanges should be promoted. This multi-directional socialization process can
produce an unprecedented level of shared strategic vision and even a sense of shared
identity in the region. Most importantly, China’s military modernization and Japan’s
normalization of its defense forces should not get ahead of cooperative efforts that
build trust—otherwise, we will face serious security dilemmas in the region.

3) A trilateral consultative defense conference among three superpowers in the region—
the U.S., China, and Japan—should be established. For strategic accommodation, the
U.S., Japan and China should recognize and accommodate each other's primary
interests while “holding one another accountable to high standards of state behavior
[involving]... respect, restraint and responsibility.”23

Third, concrete measures must be taken to calibrate strategic thinking among Washington,
Tokyo and Beijing for the trilateral interaction to pursue greater cooperation rather than
confrontation. For example, these three countries can work on preventive diplomacy and formal
interaction on a range of global issues such as counterterrorism, disaster relief, non-
proliferation and environmental protection. Here, the transformation of the U.S.-Japan and
U.S.-ROK alliances should not be directed against China. Washington, Tokyo and Seoul can
figure out a way to invite Beijing to participate in activities such as combating piracy, search-
and-rescue exercises, disaster relief and post-conflict stabilization in or outside this region.

Fourth, a binding code of conduct on the South China Sea must be worked out. China has to
calm neighboring claimants and prepare to work together with other countries on this issue.
China has conducted dialogue and consultations with its neighboring countries in the 1990s and
should continue to do so in a multilateral framework.

Fifth, there should be exploration of the idea of an “Asia-Pacific Community.” There are four
major interrelated security challenges that confront the Asia-Pacific: how to manage major
power rivalry and prevent it from polarizing the region; how to prevent force modernization
from destabilizing regional security; how to prevent disputes in the South China Sea from
erupting into armed incidents; and how to improve the capacity of regional security architecture
to deal with traditional security issues.24 To deal with these challenges, major multilateral
mechanisms such as the ASEAN Regional Forum, the East Asia Summit, and the ASEAN
Maritime Forum have already been created but their effectiveness needs to be further enhanced.
Supplementary measures and activities to create a culture of cooperation and demonstrate the
benefits of participation must be explored.
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Conclusion

To achieve durable peace, stability, and fairness at a global level, we must work together to seek
shared interests and to explore practical agreements, institutions, and processes among the
leading states to that end. In that sense, these proposals may be technical in nature but will have
strategic implications in the future.

To conclude, we face unprecedented global challenges today. The Asia-Pacific region has also
been strained by security-threatening confrontational geopolitics, as well as by friction among
the three big powers, the U.S., Japan, and China. China’s involvement in the region is forcing
the regional system to evolve simultaneously. It is highly unlikely that China will intentionally
take action that would completely destabilize the region. For example, the domestic desire for
territorial integrity may occasionally hurt China's relations with Japan, Vietnam and the
Philippines, but as long as the leadership is aware of these risks, circumstances are generally
under control.

Of course, as long as a disconnect between China’s domestic and foreign policy exists, China will
continue to face a dilemma: on the one hand, its current domestic and international status and
stability are heavily linked to continued economic growth, and the economy would naturally
grow most quickly and successfully with a stable international environment; on the other hand,
China has taken some risks which has resulted in serious international concern, and no matter
how hard China has tried to assert itself in a low-risk way, it will continue to have disputes not
only with less powerful countries in the region, but also with the leading countries, especially the
U.S. and Japan, in the future.

It is only occasionally and on less sensitive issues that Xi Jinping and Chinese leaders’ actions to
protect China’s rights and national interests are seen as commensurate with their new status in
the international arena. Against this background, the most significant and potentially
transformative issue for the region seems to be the uncertainty surrounding China’s strategic
objectives. How China views its place in the world, as well as the evolution of its foreign policy
principles and policy priorities will have a singularly important impact on regional security in
the coming years. As the whole world is expecting China to be more transparent and responsible,
China should focus more on its aspiration to be the engine of economic growth in the world, and
at the same time, take a more cooperative approach to deal with the security cooperation in the
region.
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The Sino-Japanese Relationship and its
Implications for Regional Security in

East Asia
by Noboru Yamaguchi

beneficial relationship” based on common strategic interests but have failed to accomplish

this for a number of reasons. The two historical neighbors are separated by no more than a
strip of water and have come a long way to be the third and the second largest economies in the
world, respectively. Along with political economic aspects, relations between the two countries
are of critical importance in regional and global security contexts. Japan’s “National Security
Strategy,” released by Prime Minister Shinzo Abe’s administration in December 2013, states that
“stable relations between Japan and China are an essential factor for peace and stability of the
Asia-Pacific region” and that “from a broad, as well as a medium- to long-term perspective,
Japan will strive to construct and enhance a Mutually Beneficial Relationship Based on
Common Strategic Interests with China (hereafter Mutually Beneficial Strategic Relationship) in
all areas, including politics, economics, finance, security, culture and personal exchanges.” The
idea of a Mutually Beneficial Strategic Relationship was agreed on in 2006. The ten years since
have been rough for the two countries when the bilateral relationship was hitting the bottom
and recently showing only slight signs of recovery.

l Yor the last ten years, Japan and China have tried to work together toward a “mutually

The following part will: 1) overview trends in Sino-Japanese relations over the last ten years; 2)
look at trends in China’s military capabilities and activities and the implications; and 3) discuss
key issues and courses of action for Japan.

Sino-Japanese Relations since 2006: Departure from the “Ice Age”

At the very early stage during his first term in 2006, Prime Minister Shinzo Abe visited China
and reached an agreement with President Hu Jintao and Premier Wen Jiabao to work together
toward a Mutually Beneficial Strategic Relationship. This agreement was intended to upgrade
the bilateral relationship to a “partnership of friendship and cooperation for peace and
development” as described in the Japan-China Joint Declaration of November 1998. Bilateral
relations before Prime Minister Abe’s visit were “often described as ‘cold politically while warm
economically,” or the ‘Ice Age,” resulting from China’s protests against former Prime Minister
Junichiro Koizumi’s visits to the Yasukuni Shrine and other political factors such as controversy
over Japanese history textbooks and the Taiwan issue.2 His visit to China was the very first
official visit by a Japanese prime minister since Prime Minister Keizo Obuchi’s trip to China in
1999 and was called a “trip to break the ice.”3 Prime Minister Abe met with the Hu Jintao
Administration, which discussed policies on how to build a “harmonious society” (hejie shehui)
and emphasized its efforts to address their domestic problems such as uneven development
among regions, energy supply and environmental issues, to achieve sustainable economic
growth. In this regard, a better relationship with Japan was desirable as Japan had plenty of
experience and technologies for high efficiency in utilizing limited energy resources and
environmental protection.
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The next major step toward a Mutually Beneficial Strategic Relationship was taken during
President Hu Jintao’s visit to Japan in May 2008 with Abe’s successor, Prime Minister Yasuo
Fukuda, who was widely known as an enthusiastic supporter of better Japan-China relations.
Prime Minister Fukuda and President Hu signed the Joint Statement between the Government
of Japan and the Government of People’s Republic of China on Comprehensive Promotion of a
Mutually Beneficial Relationship Based on Common Strategic Interests. The joint statement
became the “fourth important political document” on Japan-China relations, following three
previous documents, namely the Joint Communique in 1972, the Treaty of Peace and
Friendship between the two countries in 1978, and the Japan-China Joint Declaration issued in
1998.4 Based on the joint statement, areas of Japan-China cooperation were elaborated in a joint
press statement released at the same time as the joint statement listing up to 70 specific areas of
cooperation.5

Exchanges between the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) of China and Japan’s Self Defense
Forces were promoted to a certain extent during the period discussed above. As for high-level
exchanges, Chinese Defense Minister Cao Gangchuan visited Japan in August 2007, Japanese
Chief of the Joint Staff Admiral Takashi Saito visited China in February 2008, Chinese Air Force
Chief General Xu Qiliang visited Japan in September 2008, and Japanese Defense Minister
Yasukazu Hamada visited China in March 2009.6 At the unit level, the first port visit to Japan by
the PLA Navy was carried out in November 2007 when Chinese missile destroyer Shenzhen
visited Tokyo; that was followed by a visit from the JMSDF destroyer Sazanami’s to Zhanjiang
in Guangdong Province in June 2008.

Crises over the Senkakus

On September 7, 2010, a Chinese fishing trawler rammed into a Japanese Coast Guard’s (JCG)
patrol ship. The Chinese skipper was arrested and held for seventeen days before he was
released. The then-ruling Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ), led by Prime Minister Naoto Kan,
was severely criticized by the Japanese public for conceding too much to China in its handling of
the incident.” This domestic pressure put Prime Minister Kan’s DPJ successor, Yoshihiko Noda,
in a situation where he could not afford to look too weak on the issue. At the same time, both the
Chinese government and the Chinese public heavily criticized the Government of Japan (GOJ)
for being too assertive, and the government started to intensify its activities in the area
surrounding the Senkaku (called as Diaoyu by Chinese and Diaoyutai by Taiwanese) Islands.
According to the Japanese Coast Guard, “Chinese government vessels started to sail the waters
surrounding the islands more frequently” after the incident, and “in August 2011 two Chinese
government vessels intruded into Japan's territorial sea surrounding the Senkaku Islands,
preceding one in March 2012 and four in July that year.”®
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The pressure from the Japanese public and the conservative opposition, the Liberal Democratic
Party (LDP), on Prime Minister Kan and his Cabinet Secretary General Yoshito Sengoku was
intense. Prime Minister Kan and Secretary Sengoku were accused of having inappropriately
exercised their political influences on the decision by the prosecution to suspend the indictment
and release the Chinese skipper.? Criticism of the DPJ’s management of national security issues
and, in particular, accusations of mismanagement of the Japan-U.S. alliance had been made
against the DPJ since it came to power in September 2009 under Prime Minister Yukio
Hatoyama. The Kan administration’s handling of the Chinese trawler/JCG patrol ship incident
therefore reinforced the public’s discontent with the DJP’s supposed weakness on national
security. This meant that when Yoshihiko Noda succeeded Naoto Kan as Prime Minister and
leader of the DPJ in September 2011, he had no choice other than to be tougher on national
security policy than his predecessors had been and be as hardline as the LDP. Prime Minister
Noda declared that his administration “would protect [the] sovereignty of Japan and defend its
territories with an unwavering resolve.”© This firm position may have influenced Prime Minister
Noda’s decision to purchase the three islands in 2012.

The GOJ’s position on the Senkaku Islands has been a combination of two policies for decades: 1)
avoiding confrontation with China and 2) reinforcing Japan’s claims to administrative control

and territorial sovereignty. Based on these positions, the GOJ was trying not to accept the

landing of any persons on the islands regardless of their nationalities, in order to maintain peace

and stability. For example, requests for landing from the Mayor of Ishigaki City—whose

jurisdiction covers the islands—were rejected in January 2013 by the Ministry of Internal Affairs

and Communications.* Meanwhile, Japan’s position on the sovereignty of the islands has been

repeated to the international community as follows:

There is no doubt that the Senkaku Islands are clearly an inherent part of the
territory of Japan, in light of historical facts and based upon international law.
Indeed, the Senkaku Islands are under the valid control of Japan. There exists no
issue of territorial sovereignty to be resolved concerning the Senkaku Islands.!2

It is worth noting that complexity exists in relation to Japan’s position on the sovereignty of the
islands and U.S. treaty obligations to defend Japan. The U.S. has repeated that it does not take
any position on territorial disputes, including that of the Senkaku Islands. On the other hand,
Article 5 of the U.S.-Japan Mutual Security Treaty (MST) applies when “an armed attack” occurs
“in the territories under the administration of Japan.”3 As the Senkaku Islands have been under
the control of Japan since the 1972 reversion of administrative responsibility over to Okinawa
from the U.S. military, Article 5 of the MST would apply if there were to be an “armed attack”
there. It is fortuitous for Japan that this point has been clearly stated by the Obama
Administration.

On April 29, 2013, U.S. Secretary of Defense Chuck Hagel met Japan’s Defense Minister Itsunori
Onodera in Washington, D.C. and reaffirmed that the treaty obligation based on the MST
applies to the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands. Defense Secretary Hagel went further by stating that
“the U.S. will oppose any unilateral and suppressive action to deteriorate Japan’s administrative
control over the islands.”4 More recently, this position was made clear at the highest level by
President Barack Obama when he visited Japan in April 2014.
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The Noda Administration’s Purchase of the Islands:

The owner of the islands began demonstrating a slight shift in his attitude toward the islands in
the aftermath of the September 2010 Senkaku Incident. The owner had previously been firmly
determined not to sell the islands to anybody, particularly the national government, due to his
lack of confidence in politicians. In the summer of 2011, he reportedly suggested the possibility
of transferring the islands’ ownership during discussions with an LDP Member of Parliament,
Akiko Santo.’s

On April 16, 2011 during a speech at the Heritage Foundation in Washington, D.C., the then-
Tokyo Governor Shintaro Ishihara revealed a plan to purchase three of the five major islets of
the Senkakus, suggesting that he had received, in principle, agreement from the owner.'® He said
he planned to strengthen Japan’s effective control over the islands by constructing permanent
facilities such as a port of refuge.

Since the 1972 return of the five Senkaku Islands as part of Okinawa, the GOJ has been
exercising control over the islands of Taishojima and Kubajima for the use of U.S. forces
stationed in Japan. The former is a state demesne and the latter has been rented by the GOJ.
From 2002, the GOJ has been renting the other three islands, Uotsurijima, Kitakojima and
Minamikojima for the “peaceful and stable maintenance” of them. This was to prevent anyone—
not only from China but also from Japan—from causing trouble over the islands such as
ownership transfer and landing on the islands.

Tokyo Governor Ishihara’s plan was openly criticized by Japan’s Ambassador to Beijing, Uichiro
Niwa, who said it could trigger an “extremely grave crisis” between East Asia’s leading powers."7
The Ambassador was rebuked by nationalistic voices in Japan and he was relieved of his
position by the end of the 2011 summer.

At the end of August 2012 and prior to the GOJ’s purchase, the Noda Administration sent Vice
Foreign Minister Tsuyoshi Yamaguchi to Beijing in an effort to inform the Chinese government
of the pending purchase and convince China that it would be a better means of ensuring the
“peaceful and stable maintenance” of the territory. Such efforts did not seem to have worked
well enough. The Cabinet’s decision to go ahead with the purchase was made on September 11,
only two days after Prime Minister Noda directly informed Chinese leader Hu Jintao of the plan
during a brief conversation at the Vladivostok Summit.’® The Noda Administration may have
overestimated the effects of their communications with China. The then-U.S. Assistant Secretary
of State for East Asia and Pacific Affairs, Kurt Campbell, pointed out that while Japan “thought
they had gained the support of China, ... [the U.S. was] certain that they had not.”

The landowner had been a tough and difficult negotiator with Prime Minister Noda’s staff up
until an agreement for the GOJ’s purchase was reached, and the Noda Administration was not
sure about how long the agreement could remain intact.2° This was an important factor
underpinning the Administration’s urgent decision in September 2012 to purchase the islands.
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Since then, tensions between China and Japan over the islands have increased. Although Prime
Minister Yoshihiko Noda’s decision was designed to avoid further tension by preventing the
then-Governor of Tokyo from purchasing them and thus provoking China, the reaction from
China was far more severe than expected. Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao warned Japan by saying
that “the government and the people of China would never yield even a half step” just a day
before the GOJ’s announcement on September 11, 2012. After the GOJ’s purchase of the islands,
Chinese reaction through its maritime law enforcement organizations intensified. According to
the Japanese Coast Guard, on September 14, 2012, “Chinese government vessels started to enter
Japan's contiguous zone almost daily, except on stormy days,” and “repeatedly intrude into
Japan's territorial sea, at a frequency of about five intrusions per month.”2! In 2014, Chinese
Government vessels intruded into Japanese territorial waters 32 times involving a total of 88
vessels (52 times with 180 vessels in 2013).22

Developments in Military Aspects and their Implications

As China’s economy has been enjoying rapid growth, its military expenditures have drastically
expanded in the last twenty years and resulted in remarkable modernization of the PLA.
According to International Institute for Strategic Studies’ (IISS) Military Balance 2015, China’s
military expenditure in 2014 was USD 129,408 million—that was the second largest in the world
next to the U.S. with its defense spending of USD 581,000 million, much larger than its major
allies such as the United Kingdom with USD 611,818, France with USD 53,080, Japan with USD
47,685, and Germany with USD 43,934.23 Japan’s Ministry of Defense estimates that China’s
defense expenditure as officially released by China has increased 41 times in the last 277 years
and is 3.6 times larger in the last 10 years.

Since the turn of the century, China’s naval and air activities have intensified drastically as the
PLA’s modernization proceeded, particularly in its naval and air components. Against
international laws, a Chinese nuclear submarine intruded into Japanese territorial waters while
submerged in November 2004. Surface combatants have also become more active in the recent
years as well. For example, in April 2010, a PLA Naval fleet consisting of ten ships navigated
from the East China Sea to the western Pacific through the straits between Okinawa and Miyako
islands while launching a helicopter that approached a MSDF destroyer as close as three
hundred feet at the altitude of a hundred feet.2s On January 30, 2013, the JMSDF Destroyer
Yudachi operating in the East China Sea detected that she was aimed at by fire control radar of
the PLA Navy’s Jiangwei II class frigate Lianyungang on January 30, 2013.26 A JMSDF
helicopter SH-60 was aimed at by similar fire control radar by the PLAN Jiangkai I class frigate
Wenzhou on January 19. For ships and aircrafts, being illuminated by fire control radar means
that they are being aimed at by enemy guns or missiles and are just short of being shot. Under
such a situation, it is not surprising that the skipper of the ship or the pilot of the bird take it as
seriously dangerous and attempt to defend themselves.
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These events on one hand may suggest the strength of the PLA as it has become more aggressive
while being built up and modernized. On the other hand, it can be said that the PLA Navy and
Air Force are still on the way to train its sailors and airmen and to modernize their mindset so
that they could catch up with the rapid modernization of their weapon systems. In other words,
airmanship and seamanship of the PLA are not mature enough. For example, the above stated
incident of a PLAN helicopter getting extremely close to a JMSDF destroyer is not only
dangerous but also meaningless in operational terms as a helicopter is an easy target for the ship
while ship can be perfectly protected from any kinds of attacks from a single helicopter. For a
Chinese helicopter, approaching a JMSDF destroyer too close means flying within the range of
anti-air guns and missiles onboard the ship which is the first thing to avoid for helicopter pilots.

The air components of the Chinese military and law enforcement organizations have also
become increasingly active particularly in the last several years as they have been rapidly
modernized. In 2013, China announced that it established an “East China Sea Air Defense
Identification Zone (ADIZ)” to include the Senkaku Islands, which China described as part of
China’s “territory,” and that the Chinese Armed Forces would take “defensive emergency
measures” in the case where an aircraft does not follow the relevant rules set forth by the
Chinese Ministry of National Defense.2” In May and June 2014, two Su-27 fighters of China flew
abnormally close to the aircraft of JMSDF and JASDF in the East China Sea.28 Japan’s MOD
recently announced that the Japan Air Self-Defense Force (JASDF) conducted over 943
missions to secure territorial air space in 2014.29 While this was the highest number since the
Cold War, 464 of those missions were against Chinese aircraft. Most of the China PLAAF’s
flights were limited to the East China Sea and short of the line demarcating the two countries’
EEZs which were much more modest than Russian flight patterns that follow just outside of
Japan’s territorial airspace within the Japanese ADIZ. In the future, however, the Chinese
sphere of activities will expand as China begins to utilize its airborne radars beyond its own
airspace and begins to operate its carrier-based aircraft. As a result, Chinese and Japanese
military aircraft will encounter each other more frequently in a wider geographic area. It is
therefore urgent that Japan and China further accelerate cooperation on confidence building
measures to avoid serious incidents in the air, such as the 2001 collision between a Chinese
fighter and an American patrol aircraft in the South China Sea.

The PLA’s overseas activities have been prominent in the last several years. China has been
active in participating UN peacekeeping operations (PKOs). The PLA deployed 2,200 personnel
in nine UN PKO missions in 2014, and this number increased from 1,800 in 2013 while the level
of support has been consistent since 2008.3° In 2015, China sent an infantry battalion for the
first time to its UN Mission in South Sudan (UNMISS), departing from its traditional focus on
sending support elements.3* The PLA has also been active in other non-traditional military
activities such as counter-piracy operations in the Gulf of Aden, humanitarian assistance and
disaster relief activities including dispatching a hospital ship to the Philippines which sustained
damages from a typhoon, as well as dispatching vessels and other assets for the search of a
missing Malaysian airliner.32 These trends are welcomed by the international community and
will provide the rest of the world, including Japan, with opportunities for international
cooperation in non-traditional military activities.
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Japan’s Courses of Action

This paper has so far tried to discuss the changing political situation surrounding Japan-China
relations and the shifting balance of power mainly caused by rapid buildup and modernization
of the PLA. As a result, the two countries have found an urgent need to avoid dangerous conflict
that could result in grave consequences while also expand on certain opportunities for
cooperation the two countries can take. Policies for Japan include the following five possible
courses of action related to such dangers and opportunities.

First, both Japan and China should revitalize combined efforts to enhance the Mutually
Beneficial Strategic Relationship. Prime Minister Shinzo Abe held a summit meeting with
Chinese President Xi Jinping in November 2014 for the first time in his three years in power.
Even though the meeting was as short as twenty-five minutes and appeared to the public to be
extremely cold, President Xi and Prime Minister Abe had a substantial conversation to resume
the original course towards Mutually Beneficial Strategic Relationship.33 Hopefully, this political
leadership can provide the two countries with a way out from the current stagnated status of
bilateral relations. In this regard, along with a pragmatic calculation of common interests, it is
necessary to improve both countries’ public attitudes toward each other. According to an
opinion survey conducted by the Genron NPO in Japan with support from its Chinese
counterpart, Chinese people who had negative impression of Japan counted 92.8 percent in
2013, and that number decreased to 78.3 percent in 2015. Despite the 14 percent improvement,
it is still far worse than 36.5 percent in 2007.34 This trend of slight improvement may be the
result of the political leadership exercised by the two governments since 2014, as well as the
recent drastic increase in numbers of Chinese visitors to Japan reaching a record high of over
two million in 2014 which might have deepened mutual understanding of the respective
cultures.3s Japanese people’s sentiment against China shows similar trends. For further
improvement in this regard, grass-root exchanges including those of younger generation in the
long-run will be critically important.

Secondly, Japan and China should enhance their efforts to build confidence between the PLA
and the SDF. Military exchange programs such as high-level exchanges and mutual port visits by
naval vessels should be promoted for greater mutual understanding and transparency.
Furthermore, in order to avoid unintentional escalation of maritime or air incidents in the East
China Sea in particular, confidence-building measures in the region are urgent. In this regard,
the two governments agreed in June 2012 to establish the Maritime and Air Communication
Mechanism consisting of annual meetings and experts meetings, high-level hotlines between the
defense authorities of Japan and China, and direct communications between naval vessels and
aircraft.3¢ The establishment of such a mechanism is imperative as encounters between PLA and
JSDF aircraft and ships are becoming more and more frequent, as noted above. Along with this
bilateral endeavor, China recently showed interests in taking steps to avoid and prevent
unexpected situations at sea in a multilateral forum. In April 2014, China, along with other
countries such as Japan and the United States, agreed to the Code for Unplanned Encounters at
Sea (CUES), which sets forth the standards of behavior in the case that the naval vessels or
aircraft of the Western Pacific Naval Symposium (WPNS) member states have unexpected
encounters.37
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Thirdly, Japan and China should work hard to find areas of cooperation for SDF-PLA operations
in international missions. Both the SDF and the PLA are trying to be more active in UN PKOs
and other non-traditional overseas missions that may provide the two countries with a neutral
ground for visible military-to-military cooperation. Both countries should try to take every
opportunity to recognize the cooperative attitudes of their respective militaries so that public
sentiments towards the other side can be softened. Japan’s new security legislation passed the
Diet last September, and it gives China and Japan more opportunities for cooperation because
the legislation expanded possible areas where the JSDF contingents could participate in such
non-traditional military operations with other militaries, including the PLA.

Fourthly, Japan should build and maintain a modest but determined defense posture in the
Southwestern Islands and its surrounding maritime and air spaces. The islands are located at a
strategically important area that separates the East China Sea and the western Pacific. Since the
development of the 2010 National Defense Program Guidelines by the DPJ, Japan has kept
emphasizing the importance of the defense posture in the Southwestern area. For the
maintenance of maritime order in the region, maritime law enforcement organizations of
relevant countries including Japan and China should constantly work together. As discussed
earlier, China’s naval and air activities in the region have expanded geographically and involve
frequent passages around Japanese territorial waters and airspace. While the right of freedom of
navigation should be fully respected, it is noted that Japan is authorized and obliged to secure
its sovereignty. In this regard, it is imperative for the JSDF to build and maintain a resilient
defense posture to secure its sovereignty and protect Japanese nationals while also supporting
law enforcement organizations such as the coast guard and police. Such defense and deterrent
postures will indicate Japan’s resolve that could help the region avoid inducing aggressions.

Fifth, when it takes policies based on the lines stated above, Japan should harmonize such
efforts with efforts to promote the credibility and effectiveness of the U.S.-Japan alliance. Close
coordination between the United States and Japan at the policy level is important when the two
countries proceed towards improving relations with China and promoting cooperation,
including those in security areas with the PLA. In the meantime, it is noted that Japan’s defense
posture in its Southwestern area has significant implications on U.S. forward deployment during
peacetime and rapid deployment in contingencies. If Japan is successful in establishing robust
maritime and air defense as well as island defense capabilities in the region including Okinawa,
such capabilities could provide the U.S. forces stationed in and around Japan with cover against
threats from air and sea. This will make U.S. reinforcement to Japan’s own efforts for defense of
the area safer and easier. In other words, while U.S. forces are working hard to overcome
difficulties in operating under China’s so-called Anti-Access/Area-Denial (A2/AD) capabilities,
Japan can provide the alliance with its own A2/AD capabilities against any hostile entities in its
Southwestern area as air and maritime cover for the allied forces.
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Conclusion

China’s rise apart from its economic implications is one of the most significant phenomena that
determine the global strategic environment. This paper proposed five policy recommendations
for a more constructive Japan-China relationship as well as a safer security environment in the
Asia-Pacific region. In making and implementing policies to deal with China’s rise, Japan’s
National Security Strategy quoted in the introduction has properly listed points to note and the
only question remaining seems to be how Japan could and should materialize these policy lines.
Key points listed in the NSS include Japan’s efforts to 1) “encourage China to play a responsible
and constructive role for the sake of regional peace, stability and prosperity,” 2) “promote
measures such as establishing a framework to avert or prevent unexpected situation” through
continuing and promoting defense cooperation, and 3) “respond firmly but in a calm manner”
against attempts to change the status quo by coercion.38
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Japan's New Security Legislation:

What Does this Mean for East Asian Security?
By Yuichi Hosoya

National Diet at midnight, September 18, 2015, caused one of the most heated debates in

Japanese politics in the last decade. The issue of new security bills has been dividing
Japan's public opinion, and a large part of the public has shown their anxiety, if not protest,
against the bills. Major daily newspapers in Japan became polarized into two groups. While
Yomiuri, Nikkei and Sankei supported the new security bills, liberal newspapers such as Asahi,
Mainichi and Tokyo were criticizing the government on this issue. Likewise, public opinion in
Japan is divided into two opposing camps. Against the backdrop of this division, Prime Minister
Shinzo Abe steadfastly defended the necessity of passing this legislation.

gl package of new security bills, which was passed in the Upper House of the Japan's

These new security bills are considerably complicated, as they are a collection of 11 different bills,
and they include a variety of revisions to Japan's security activities. The anxiety of Japanese
people largely comes from uncertainty of the result of this legislation, due largely to the
complicated character of the bills. A large part of Japanese people are lost in the middle of the
labyrinth of complicated security bills whereas only a small number of security experts can
understand the nature of them. From the midst of this confusion and anxiety, the 11 security
bills were passed in the both Houses of Japanese Diet. The key question from then on has been
to what extent this security legislation will change the trajectory of Japanese security policy.

Prime Minister Abe often appeared in debates at the National Diet, and tried to clear criticism
and anxiety over the security bills. However, his effort was not successful enough to disperse
those concerns. There are several reasons for hostility towards the security legislation. The New
York Times, a leading liberal newspaper in the U.S. which has been largely hostile to Abe's
government, explained the background:

Mr. Abe's critics have a variety of grievances against the defense legislation. Not
least is the question of its constitutionality: In multiple surveys of constitutional
specialists, more than 9o percent have said they believe that it violates Japan's
basic law, laid down by the United States in the postwar occupation, which
renounces the use of force to resolve international disputes.!

While some liberal papers are critical of Japan's security legislation, a majority of security
experts in Japan and in the U.S. have shown their support for the security legislation. Jeffrey
Hornung, Fellow at Sasakawa Peace Foundation USA, underlined the importance of this policy
evolution:

In sum, Japan already provides crucial support to the Asia-Pacific region and the
world through financial aid and in-kind assistance. Prime Minister Abe, however,
has sought a new paradigm for his country by making Japan less a security
consumer and more a security provider, which he calls proactive contribution to
peace. This is vital, as the challenges facing the world are so complex and far-
reaching. The countries tackling these challenges would benefit tremendously
from Japan's engagement, beyond financial and in-kind assistance.2
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Likewise, Jennifer Lind, associate professor at Dartmouth College, showed her balanced view on
the recent security policy change of Japan: “Japan's recent legislation is indeed historic—but
not as a dramatic abandonment of a previous strategy. It is the most recent step in a long
evolution for a highly responsible and peaceful country that today faces a growing threat. And as
such it represents more continuity than change in Japan's national security policy.”3

If this is the case, it is necessary to understand the essential nature of the security legislation, as
well as the intention of Abe's government to pass it in Japan's National Diet. Why was Abe so
resolute in passing the new security bills? Why did the Government of Japan consider it
necessary to draft a wide range of security bills which would change Japan's security policy? In
this short article, the logic and the background to this security legislation will be examined.

Internationalizing Japan's Security Policy

Since the end of the Cold War, we can observe two important developments in Japan's security
policy in the Asia-Pacific region.

First, Japan has deepened and broadened its security cooperation with like-minded countries,
and above all with its alliance partner, the U.S. Since 1976, when Japan's government adopted
the first National Defense Program Outline (NDPO), Japan's security policy had been based
upon the concept of the Basic Defense Capability Concept (kiban-teki boueiryoku kousou.
Andrew Oros and Yuki Tatsumi wrote regarding this doctrine that "In essence, the Basic
Concept was based on the idea that Japan's defense capability should be at the level where it
would not create a power vacuum in East Asia, yet restrained enough to be considered
exclusively defense-oriented."+ This means that Japan's government did not seriously consider
the possibility that Japan needed to contribute to international security with Japan's Self-
Defense Forces (JSDF). At this period, Japan's SDF did not have sufficient defense equipment to
deploy its forces overseas.

Besides, in 1982, the Cabinet Legislation Bureau (CLB) presented its position that Japan could
not exercise the right of the collective self-defense, though Japan possessed the inherent right as
a sovereign state. Christopher Hughes, professor at the University of Warwick, wrote that
“Japan's prohibition on the exercise of collective self-defense thus limited its external
remilitarization and ability to assist its U.S. ally outside its own immediate territory.”s

However, a series of crises in East Asia awakened Japanese people to the necessity of changing
its security policy. The nature of threat to Japanese national security is no longer a massive
invasion of the Soviet military forces on the northern part of Japanese territory. Japan has
transformed its security policy since the end of the Cold War to adequately respond to new
security threats in cooperation with international community. Yutaka Kawashima, former Vice-
Minister of Foreign Affairs of Japan, wrote in his book that “Japan's post-cold war security
agenda has been characterized by a series of legislative measures authorizing the government to
engage the JSDF in various noncombat activities outside Japan, reflecting the desirability of
playing an active role in maintaining international peace and security in the new era.”’® Thus,
Japan has been expanding its security cooperation with other partners.
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Second, we have been seeing the rapid rise of Chinese military power in this region. In the
“Report of the Advisory Panel on Reconstruction of the Legal Basis for Security,” which was
submitted to Prime Minister Abe on May 15, 2014, it is written that, “The amount of China's
nominal defense spending, as disclosed by the country, increased by approximately 4 times in
the past 10 years and by approximately 40 times in the past 26 years.”” Then, “Against the
background of the increase in military budget, China has installed and quantitatively expanded
its arsenal of latest weapons such as modern combat aircraft and new types of ballistic missiles
in a dramatic manner.” Furthermore, it is also pointed out that “China's official military budget
in 2014 exceeded twelve trillion yen, nearly triple the defense budget of Japan.”

Against this backdrop, it was widely recognized among Japanese and American security experts
that Japan needed to respond to these security challenges of the last quarter of century since the
end of the Cold War. The so-called Nye-Armitage report of 2007 certainly encouraged Japan's
efforts to change its security policy. It is written in this report, therefore, that

...the ongoing debate in Japan on the Constitution is encouraging as it reflects
increasing Japanese interest in regional and global security matters. The debate
recognizes existing constraints on alliance cooperation, limiting our combined
capabilities. While acknowledging as we did in 2000 that the outcome of this
debate is purely a matter to be resolved by the Japanese people, the United States
would welcome an alliance partner with greater latitude to engage where our
shared security interests may be affected.8

Since the end of the cold war, leading Japanese think-tanks, such as the Research Institute for
Peace and Security (RIPS), the Institute for International Policy Studies (IIPS), the Japan
Forum on International Relations (JFIR) and the Tokyo Foundation (TKFD), have
unequivocally recommended to enable the exercise of the right of collective self-defense in order
to strengthen the U.S.-Japan alliance.9 Without enabling this concept, it would be impossible to
upgrade the alliance to fully respond to new security challenges in the Asia-Pacific and beyond.

In this way, the evolution of Japan's security policy has been mainly a response to strong
demands coming from its own alliance partner and also from the international community, as
well as from within. This is because Japan needs to internationalize its security policy further to
contribute more to international peace and stability. The biggest change in Japan's security
policy doctrine came at the time of the DPJ government, two years before Abe became prime
minister. The 2010 NDPG (National Defense Program Guidelines) stipulated to replace the old
concept of the Basic Defense Capabilities Concept by a new one called “dynamic defense.” J.
Berkshire Miller, Fellow at the Pacific Forum CSIS, wrote in his commentary that “the reform
moved the country away from a reactive and basic defense concept towards an approach called
'dynamic defense,' which essentially advocates for a proactive, flexible and highly mobile SDF.”0
He also wrote that “the United States should be happy about these potential changes.”

Abe follows this path. At the second meeting of the Advisory Panel on Reconstruction of the
Legal Basis for Security at the Prime Minister's Office on September 17, 2013, Prime Minister
Abe said in his opening address that,

Our prosperity would not be possible without a peaceful and stable international
environment. Japan must not just simply appeal for international coordination
verbally, we must become a country that proactively contributes to the peace and
stability of the world based on a belief in international cooperation. I believe that
this proactive contribution to peace is the banner Japan should bear in the 21t
century.t
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The Debates on Collective Self-Defense

While security experts have largely welcomed Japan's efforts to expand its security activities
since the end of the Cold War, pacifist ideology in Japan remains very strong. These advocates
for pacifism are basically against Japan's militarism, and they usually think that Article 9 of the
Constitution of Japan has protected the national security of Japan. A majority of Japanese
constitutional lawyers regard JSDF as unconstitutional, and a large part of them insisted on
abolishing it.

There has been a widespread campaign against the security legislation, and the rally was led by a
newly established pacifist movement, SEALDs (Students Emergency Action for Liberal
Democracy). It appears that they advocate “pacifist foreign and security policy based on
dialogue and cooperation.” It was reported by Reuters on September 16, one day before the
passing of the security bills that “opponents say the revision violates the post-war pacifist
constitution and could embroil Japan in U.S.-led conflicts.”2

However, the Abe government did not aim to radically change the previous legal basis for
security for several reasons. First, since the coalition partner to the LDP, namely Komeito,
adheres to a pacifist and non-military ideology, it prefers much more limited changes to the
security bills in contrast with what the Advisory Panel proposed in its report of May 15, 2014.
Second, the Director-General of the Cabinet Legislation Bureau, Yusuke Yokobatake, attempted
to uphold as much previous constitutional interpretation as possible. Yokobatake did not intend
to damage the legal stability that had been respected by his predecessors, and downsized
original proposals presented by the Advisory Panel. As a result, the extent of the revision to the
legal basis for security became limited.

While both Komeito and the Cabinet Legislation Bureau largely limited the scope of the new
security bills, the Abe government began to focus on two important issues which would expand
Japan's security activities. These are Japan's more proactive participation in PKOs (peace-
keeping operations) and Japan's broader logistical support to international security activities.
These two areas exemplify Japan's new security policy, namely “proactive contribution to peace.”

Some Japanese and international news media focused exclusively on Japan's new “overseas
combat role for military” based on the passing of the security bills. For example, The New York
Times reported that “Prime Minister Shinzo Abe of Japan secured final passage of legislation on
Saturday authorizing overseas combat missions for his country's military, overturning a
decades-old policy of reserving the use of force for self-defense.”s Likewise, The Guardian
reported that “Japan has passed controversial security bills that will allow the country's troops
to fight overseas for the first time since the second world war, despite widespread voter
opposition and mass protests in central Tokyo.”4 This article also said that “The new laws
effectively ease constitutional restraints on the country's forces to allow them to exercise
collective self-defense, or coming to the aid of an ally, even if Japan is not directly threatened.”

However, this report of The Guardian is apparently misleading, since there are many hurdles to
clear when Japan exercises the right of collective self-defense. The new security bills stipulate
three new conditions to use military force. First, it is only “when an armed attack against Japan
occurs or when an armed attack against a foreign country that is in a close relationship with
Japan occurs and as a result threatens Japan's survival and poses a clear danger to
fundamentally overturn people's right to life, liberty and pursuit of happiness.” Second, Japan
can only decide to use force “when there is no other appropriate means available to repel the
attack and ensure Japan's survival and protect its people." Third, the use of force should be
limited to the "minimum extent necessary.” Therefore, unlike what The Guardian wrote, the
government of Japan cannot use force, “if Japan is not directly threatened.”
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Asia’s Great Powers and Regional Stability:
A New Trilateral Dynamic between the

United States, China and Japan
By Sheila A. Smith

October 2015

I. Introduction

he Forum on Asia-Pacific Security (FAPS) of the National Committee on American
I Foreign Policy (NCAFP) hosted two days of Track 1.5 meetings in Beijing from October 19-
20, 2015.
This report is not so much an effort to summarize the rich discussion at the trilateral meeting, as
it is an effort to analyze the complex and fragile nature of trilateral relations today and to offer
suggestions to all three sides for improvement in their ties with each other. In contrast to our
May report, which focused on the structural changes in the balance of power and the strategies
of China, Japan and the United States, this meeting focused on the interactions between and
among the bilateral relationships that comprise this trilateral and the policy agenda for
cooperation in ensuring stability in the Asia Pacific during this time of geostrategic change.

The participant list for the trilateral meeting appears in the appendix.

I1. Context

The U.S.-Japan-China trilateral meeting took place as diplomacy between Japan and China was
progressing slowly towards a restoration of trust and predictability between the two
governments. Political and business leaders from Japan were increasingly visiting China to
repair ties, and a third meeting between President Xi Jinping and Prime Minister Shinzo Abe
was anticipated for the fall. U.S.-China ties, however, were strained at the time of our meeting.
While President Xi and President Barack Obama had met in September in Washington, DC, the
summit was largely focused on the difficulties in the relationship, including sensitive issues of
cyberattacks on the U.S. government and commercial entities, the continued tensions in the
South China Sea and the growing U.S. concern over the Chinese discussion of a more restrictive
NGO law that suggested a crackdown on foreign journalists and NGOs and could even impinge
upon U.S.-China people-to-people exchanges, including students. At the time of our meeting,
the issue of the U.S. Navy’s plans to conduct Freedom of Navigation (FON) operations in the
vicinity of Chinese-claimed islands in the South China Sea was a conspicuous source of concern,
not only for China but also for Japan. Allied expectations of U.S. leadership in opposing China’s
land reclamation in the Spratly Islands (what Chinese refer to as the Nansha Islands) were high,
and the Obama Administration’s delay in conducting FON operations until after the summit
meeting frustrated many in Tokyo.
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As the May report of our trilateral discussion in New York suggested, the changing balance of
power in the region puts new pressures on the major power relationships of Asia. Governments
of all three—Japan, China and the United States—are finding it increasingly difficult to find
common cause, despite the sense that they all share an interest in maintaining and sustaining a
prosperous and stable Asia Pacific. Tensions and strains in both the China-Japan and China-U.S.
relationships seem unlikely to disappear despite efforts by leaders in all three capitols to
improve ties. Moreover, the U.S. and Japan are also finding that geostrategic change is
transforming their alliance, and raising new questions in Tokyo about Washington’s ability to
manage a rising China.

This year, the United States and China were at odds over a number of policy differences. Xi’s
visit to Washington in September created some hope for resolving these differences, but some
important challenges remain. In particular, tensions in the South China Sea highlight just how
sensitive many in Japan have become to how the United States manages its strategic
relationship with China, and demonstrates the policymaking challenges inherent in managing
these relations among these three Asian powers. While the state of bilateral ties between them
remains an important and immediate focal point for improvement, the increasingly complex
interactions between and among these bilaterals should not be overlooked or underestimated.
The following report is an effort to provide some context for assessing and analyzing the
trilateral relationship.

II1. Increasing Difficulties in Sino-American Relations

Since our last meeting, the United States and China have added new troubles to its policy
agenda. A cyberattack on the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) and growing tensions in
the South China Sea topped the list of concerns discussed during President Xi’s visit to the
United States in September. American reaction to the hacking of personal records on an
unprecedented scale has been harsh. Prior to Xi’s visit, President Obama spoke openly of the
strain this placed on the US-China relationship, and even suggested that the United States was
prepared to sanction China for commercial cyber activity against U.S. companies.! In the South
China Sea, land reclamation by China on islands contested by others in Southeast Asia also drew
American attention. The Obama Administration called on Beijing and other claimants in the
South China Sea to “stop land reclamation, construction of new facilities, and militarization of
outposts on disputed areas.” U.S. naval leaders in the Pacific openly accused China of creating a
“great wall of sand” in the waters of Asia,3 and continue to demonstrate U.S. interest in activities
there.4

The summit in September created opportunity for direct discussion over these two sensitive
security issues, and some initial effort to resolve these differences. On cyber, the United States
and China reached an understanding on the need to prosecute those companies and other
entities engaged in cyberattacks for the purpose of stealing proprietary information. A senior
experts group will discuss norms for state behavior in cyberspace, and hold a dialogue on how to
enforce domestic laws against commercial cyberattacks.5 While this marks a significant
departure for Beijing in recognizing the seriousness of the cyber threat to its commercial
relations not only with the United States but also with other global markets, the implementation
of this agreement remains to be monitored. On the South China Sea, however, China has taken
issue with these U.S. claims, arguing in particular that its activities are well within its rights
given the building that has taken place on other contested islands in the Spratly’s. Nonetheless,
at the end of his meeting with President Obama, China’s president noted that his country had no
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intention of “militarizing” the South China Sea.® Just how each country defines militarization,
and what behaviors the U.S. and China can agree are to be avoided, remains to be seen.

As more than one participant noted, there is a growing pessimism in the United States about the
relationship with China. Obama and Xi found common cause in many other issues that received
far less media attention, including an important agreement on how to manage military
interactions in the air, the effort to prevent unanticipated or mistaken clashes between the
American and Chinese militaries, progress on the bilateral investment treaty, and other
mechanisms for regional and global cooperation, including HA/DR and Afghanistan. Yet there is
a growing sense on Capitol Hill and beyond that U.S. and Chinese interests may not be
reconcilable. Many in the United States see Beijing as pursuing a clear strategy of overtaking the
United States as the dominant global power, while many in China argue openly for the accrual of
political influence commensurate with China’s economic achievement. The assumption that
these are the inevitable tensions between a rising and status quo power seem difficult to resist.

Yet participants were convinced that the United States and China must avoid a Cold War type
standoff, and must cultivate cooperation as a means of avoiding the Thucydides trap. As one U.S.
expert noted, pessimism is always the wrong approach to policy, as it leaves no policy options. A
Chinese expert noted similarly that there is much to be positive about, and argued that the Xi-
Obama summit successfully stabilized bilateral relations. Nonetheless, he warned that the
stability is fragile. Achieving progress on the issues that trouble the relationship the most will be
important to preventing a return of suspicion and reaction in the U.S.-China relationship.
Looking ahead, making demonstrable progress on issues of disagreement will be important.
Issues cited during our discussion included cyber security, economic integration and especially
bilateral investment treaty (BIT) and climate change.

Yet the dissonance remained over two important issues. The first is the now well-known
differences that have emerged over creating what the Chinese saw as a “new type of major power
relationship,” and the ultimate U.S. rejection of this concept for thinking about the relationship.
While at first, this approach seemed to suggest a mutual desire to avoid a Cold War standoff,
with time it seemed clear that this phrase masked rather than resolved some of their critical
differences over the future of the Asia Pacific. Obama Administration officials seemed willing to
give the phrase a try,” but it became increasingly clear to U.S. officials that this was being used
by Beijing to discredit U.S. commitments to its allies and to suggest that the United States had in
fact accepted quietly China’s role as Asia’s most leading power. Nothing could be further from
the truth, and while China’s leaders, including President Xi continue to define their efforts at
building closer relations with the United States in this way, the Joint Statement for the Xi-
Obama summit included no such reference.

The second issue of continuing difference also relates to the future of the Asia Pacific, and this of
course is the growing tension over the South China Sea. During the meeting, this difference
emerged early—even prior to the discussion over regional security perspectives, demonstrating
how much influence this issue has over the bilateral relationship. It is worth noting that the
tensions in the South China Sea was highlighted most strenuously by a Japanese participant,
revealing just how sensitive the maritime order in Asia is not only to China and the United states
but also to many of China’s neighbors and U.S. allies. Our meeting took place just a little over a
week before the USS Lassen (DDG-82) conducted its FON operation within the 12 nm of Subi
Reef, one of the islands being built up by China.8 The intention of the U.S. government to carry
out this type of operation and the Chinese discomfort with this were fully discussed, with one
Chinese participant warning that this would prompt China to declare its sovereignty and to draw
base lines around the islands to define its territorial waters. Ultimately, the underlying concern
about China’s growing coercive power leads to deepening suspicions as to what the land

98

——
| —



reclamation and building of structures on these islands is ultimately designed to accomplish.
While Chinese participants emphasized the commercial aspects of these islands (as resorts and
other tourism related businesses), others across the region see the beginnings of a more
assertive military presence in the Spratly Islands. As the preeminent Asian military power, the
United States is expected to counter this growing forward presence of China in the region and
beyond.

A final issue that came up in our conversations was the extent to which U.S. policy towards
China was predictable. The emerging debate among U.S. presidential candidates suggests that
foreign policy, and indeed China, will feature prominently in the coming months as Republicans
and Democrats seek to replace President Obama. Even Japanese participants wondered aloud as
to the future of the Obama Administration’s rebalance strategy and what the consequences of a
change in government in Washington might mean for U.S.-China relations.

IV. Improving Japan-China Ties

Japan-China relations have improved over the past months, and Chinese and Japanese
participants noted that their bilateral relationship was back on steady footing. As noted in the
last report, Prime Minister Abe and President Xi had met twice at regional meetings, first at the
APEC meeting in Beijing and again in June at the Bandung conference in Jakarta. Moreover,
private leaders from Japan were visiting China, accompanied by large delegations from the
Japanese business community. Another large delegation of Japanese industrialists led by
Chairman of the Japan-China Association on Economy and Trade Muneoka Shoji, Chairman of
the Japan Business Federation (Keidanren), Sadayuki Sakakibara and Chairman of the Japan
Chamber of Commerce and Industry Akio Mimura was due in early November.1©

Both Japanese and Chinese participants noted the accomplishments of this diplomatic effort for
restoring ties between their two countries. Most noticeable have been the increasing evidence
that the two economies are returning to their normal patterns of interaction. More and more
Chinese tourists were visiting Japan, demonstrating the renewed confidence at the people-to
people level in the relationship as well as contributing visibly to Japan’s economic growth. Thus
far in 2015, it is estimated that 4,283,700 Chinese tourists have visited Japan, helping Japan
meet its 2020 target for expanded tourism well ahead of time. Moreover, spending by Chinese
visitors accounts for nearly half of what foreign visitors spent in the country this year.:2Japanese
interest in investing again in China seems also to be increasing, although it remains below the
rate of growth witnessed prior to the island tensions in the East China Sea in 2012-13.23 Chinese
policymakers, including Xi himself, have again emphasized the benefits to their nation of a
restored economic partnership with Japan, and regional municipalities in particular are anxious
to gain access to greater Japanese investment.4

But participants also noted the continued strategic distrust between the two neighbors. The 7ot
anniversary of the end of World War II is coming to a close, but the discussion focused still on
the divergence in perspectives on how to look back. Japanese attitudes towards the past are
closely tied to this strategic distrust, as Chinese experts continue to point to what they perceive
as a tendency in Japan to downplay their wartime responsibility. But both Chinese and Japanese
also view contemporary military capabilities and behavior as another cause for concern. Japan’s
new military reforms drew particular attention from Chinese experts, suggesting that many
Chinese see Prime Minister Abe as leading Japan on a new and dangerous path of military
expansion. Japanese participants in contrast focused on what they see as assertive Chinese
behavior in and around islands claimed by others in the region, as well as the broader expansion
of Chinese maritime activities in the open seas.
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V. Maritime Stability and the South China Sea

The most sensitive issue of the conference was the South China Sea. A Chinese participant
issued a stern warning that the United States should not conduct FON operations near the
islands under construction by China in the Spratlys, arguing that it would push China into a
corner. The participant went on to point out that Beijing had not declared waters around these
islands as territorial waters, and had not drawn baselines, but a US FON operation would
require a response. In response, an American expert stated that the United States policy had
already been made, and it was just a matter of time (days or weeks) before the FON operation
would take place. A Japanese participant, while deeply critical of China for its island building in
the South China Sea, expressed frustration that the U.S. Navy had yet to conduct such
operations and stated his support for a Japanese FON if necessary. (As it turned out, the USS
Lassen transited the waters of Subi Reef just 9 days after our meeting.) Beyond these exchanges
over the anticipated U.S. FON operation, the larger question of Chinese military intentions and
the anxiety produced by China’s military activities continued to dominant the discussion. The
United States and China have made progress on their military-to-military risk reduction
agreements, as noted in our last report, but the Japan-China discussions on risk reduction in the
East China Sea have yet to conclude.

The differences over the South China Sea in many ways highlight the security dilemma for the
United States, China and Japan inherent in this moment of geostrategic change. For much of
Asia, the shifting balance of power in the region is unsettling, and no issue creates more anxiety
than the growing military power of China. How that power will be used, and to what impact on
China’s neighbors remains a deep concern. Chinese experts point to the fact that other claimants
in the South China Sea have already built structures there. One Chinese participant pointed out
that the U.S. did not take issue with those actions, and instead singles out China for criticism.
U.S. participants emphasized that China seemed increasingly willing to assert its maritime
claims rather than negotiate them, and this was perceived by many in the region as coercion.
Japanese participants noted their concern with future maritime security in Asia. Was China
increasingly going to challenge the norms and behavior of others through the use of its civilian
and military maritime forces? All participants noted the recently concluded military-to-military
agreements with the United States, and welcomed this effort to avoid miscalculation and reduce
risk of inadvertent conflict in the region. One American participant asked for an update on the
Japan-China military talks, but no progress report was forthcoming. But the smaller states on
China’s periphery have no military capabilities of their own and thus this approach is less
appropriate. Instead, a regional forum for dispute resolution and peaceful negotiation of
maritime interests is required. Can China move forward with others in the ASEAN on a Code of
Conduct that includes a multilateral mechanism for dispute resolution? If not, will China
embrace international regimes for resolving territorial and maritime differences, such as the
International Court of Justice or the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea
(UNCLOS)? The Philippine effort to encourage arbitration of these differences with China via
the UNCLOS Tribunal, for example, offers the opportunity for third party adjudication of
maritime boundary disputes in the South China Sea.
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VI. Conclusions and Policy Recommendations

For some time, the idea of a formal trilateral discussion between the United States, Japan and
China has been considered but not acted upon. Today, however, as the interactions among these
three major powers carry such significant implications for the future of the Asia Pacific, the need
for such a trilateral seems stronger than ever. Three aspects of the relationship between Beijing,
Tokyo and Washington seem to argue for a formal discussion on what must be done to ensure
the future prosperity and stability of Asia.

First, the security dilemma suggests that strategic distrust will be difficult to diminish through
bilateral diplomatic effort alone. Moreover, discord in one bilateral often spills over to affect the
health of another. When Japan-China relations deteriorated, U.S.-China relations were also
affected. Similarly, when U.S.-China relations are strained, it puts stress on Japan-China
diplomacy. While all three major powers may not be in sync at all times, the relationships have
become much more sensitive to each other and the fluidity of the balance of power increases the
propensity for policymakers in all three states to see their interests sacrificed in the service of
improvements in the other bilateral. Our conversation in Beijing revealed that experts from all
three of these nations continue to view each other with considerable skepticism, and view the
bilateral relations of the other two nations as potentially harmful to their interests. This kind of
zero-sum dynamic within the triangle of Japan-China-U.S. relations can only be mitigated
through sustained attention to lessening the causes of the security dilemma.

Second, the implications of this security dilemma extend far beyond the three powers
themselves. The state of relations between Japan, China and the United States will also
determine the fate of Asia Pacific multilateralism. Strategic competition among them would
likely end all serious effort to build a regional security and economic architecture. To date, the
ASEAN-based multilateralism has served the region well, providing frameworks for confidence
building and for building a consensus around the goals and behavior of all states in the region.
Major power competition in the region, however, undermines the ASEAN effort and threatens to
split Southeast Asian unity. The United States, Japan and China must invest in building these
institutions and in giving them primacy in the task of resolving differences in regional
governance. A trilateral effort to identify a path forward for regionalism in Asia would be a
valuable accomplishment, and could signal the mutual commitment to resolving differences
through negotiation and accommodation. It would, however, go a long way in regionalizing the
effort to avoid the Thucydides trap.

Finally, all three nations depend on and sustain the economic dynamism of the Asia Pacific, a
region that is rapidly becoming the core of the global economy. Together, these three leading
world economies must sustain and promote the prosperity of Asia. Consultations on how to
develop regional economic cooperation, particularly in investment and trade, will be critical, but
so too will be careful consideration of best practices for meeting the infrastructure and
development needs of other Asian economies. A trilateral conversation on how to develop
complementarity between existing institutions, such as the ADB and APEC, and new initiatives,
such as the AIIB and TPP, to coordinate their missions could promote the overall quality of
economic cooperation in the Asia Pacific region.

The relationship between the Asia Pacific's three great powers—the United States, Japan and
China—will define the international politics of the twenty-first century. It is impossible to
imagine a stable, peaceful and prosperous Asia if there is strategic confrontation or conflict
between the United States and China or between Japan and China.
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Some degree of strategic rivalry between these three powers is perhaps inevitable. But it is not
inevitable that this rivalry must lead to conflict.

The Asia Pacific's three great powers can and should work together to address rising tensions,
shared areas of concern and areas of potential cooperation. As the three largest economies of the
world and major military powers in the region, the three states have much to lose by not
working together.
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NCAFP Visit to Taipei, Beijing,
Seoul and Tokyo

October 13 — 27, 2015
By Donald S. Zagoria®

Introduction

4 I Yhe National Committee on American Foreign Policy (NCAFP) made its annual fact-finding
visit to Taipei, Beijing, Seoul and Tokyo from October 13t—27t to discuss the current
troubled security environment in East Asia with officials, scholars and think tanks.

The group was led by Ms. Grace Kennan Warnecke, Chairman of the NCAFP, and included:

Ambassador J. Stapleton Roy, Wilson Center; Rear Admiral (Ret.) Michael McDevitt, Center for

Naval Analyses; Mr. Evans J.R. Revere, Brookings Institution and Albright Stonebridge Group;

Professor Gerald Curtis, Columbia University’s Weatherhead East Asian Institute; Mr. Ralph

Cossa, Pacific Forum CSIS; and Ms. Rorry Daniels, NCAFP.

The NCAFP also co-hosted a trilateral U.S.-China-Japan Track II meeting in Beijing with our
Chinese colleagues and a separate report on that meeting will be issued shortly.

Overview

The National Committee on American Foreign Policy’s fact-finding trip occurred at a time of
remarkably intense diplomacy in East Asia. The U.S.-China summit took place as the group was
preparing to visit the region, and the summit meeting between President Obama and South
Korean President Park Geun-hye occurred while the group was in Asia. Shortly after the trip, the
first Republic of Korea-China-Japan trilateral summit in more than three years took place in
Seoul, as did the first-ever formal summit meeting between Japanese Prime Minister Abe and
Korean President Park, at which the two agreed to make efforts to mend ties. Soon after the
NCAFP visit, we witnessed the historic meeting between Taiwanese leader Ma Ying-jeou and
PRC leader Xi Jinping. Coming in the midst of all this diplomacy, the visit could not have been
timelier.

The group was also in the region during a time of rising tensions in the South China Sea as the
PRC continued to construct runways and other facilities in an apparent effort to expand and
enforce its territorial claims in the area, despite the strong opposition of its neighbors and
criticism from the United States, which sees China’s actions as a violation of international law
and a threat to freedom of navigation in these important waters.

* Several delegation members contributed to this report but not all members agree with each and every conclusion.
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All these developments served as dramatic backdrop as the group met with a broad array of
regional leaders, senior officials and military officers, diplomats, experts, scholars, and think
tanks in an attempt to better understand the forces shaping the region at this important
juncture. This report conveys the main impressions and conclusions of the group's visit to
Taiwan, the PRC, South Korea, and Japan.

Taipei

With a presidential election scheduled for January 16, 2016, the ruling Kuomintang (KMT) is in
disarray. Taiwan seems poised to elect opposition Democratic Progressive Party (DPP) leader
Tsai Ing-wen as the island’s first female president. Polls suggest the DPP also has a chance to
capture the Legislative Yuan (LY), which would be the first time in history that the opposition
has controlled these two branches of government.

The KMT’s difficulties spring from several causes, including generational change, nagging
economic difficulties, energy and educational policies that have alienated younger voters, a
belief in some quarters that the KMT has been too “pro-Mainland,” and the growth of a
“Taiwanese identity” among voters who increasingly see their futures—and Taiwan’s democracy
and autonomy—being put at risk by KMT policies that have reduced tensions with the Mainland
but increasingly put Taiwan into the Mainland’s economic orbit.

The NCAFP visit coincided with a KMT decision to oust its presidential candidate, Madame
Hung Hsiu-chu, who was widely seen by voters as too pro-Mainland. Party chairman Eric Chu,
the mayor of New Taipei City, replaced her. Chu has more popular appeal than Hung and he
may be able to keep the Legislative Yuan in KMT hands, although polls show him losing to Tsai
by double digits in the presidential race.

However, after being wiped out in the regional elections last November, there remains
widespread concern that the KMT is in serious danger of losing control of the LY. A KMT loss
will require the party to fundamentally reassess its message, its electoral strategy, and its
reliance on its traditional ability to manage cross-Taiwan Strait relations as the core of its
electoral appeal.

The KMT has lost the young people of Taiwan to the DPP. The reasons for this shift include a
strong distaste for the mainland political system, a growing Taiwan national identity (seeing
themselves as more Taiwanese than Chinese), lack of economic opportunity and a fear that a
closer relationship with the mainland would put them at a greater competitive disadvantage in
the competition for jobs. As a result the KMT seems resigned to being in the political wilderness
for perhaps the next eight years.

At the same time, a DPP victory, however large, will present a challenge to a party whose ability
to deliver on its promise to turn Taiwan’s economy around, and its ability to manage relations
with the Mainland, are both questionable. Almost a third of Taiwan’s economy depends on trade
with the PRC, and the Mainland is likely to oppose any attempt by the island to diversify and
modernize its economy if Beijing suspects that the DPP and Tsai are pursuing the independence
agenda traditionally associated with their party.
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A key aspect of the DPP economic strategy is to diversify by looking south to Southeast Asia. The
need to diversify has been on the economic agenda of Taiwan since the Lee Tung-hui days in the
late 1990’s. However, the lure of the Mainland has proved too strong, and these developments
may be path-dependent. In discussions with businessmen it was clear that such a strategy will
be difficult to implement now because of all the ancillary supporting contractors that have
grown up around Taiwan manufacturing facilities in China. Readapting to a new manufacturing
base is not only a matter of moving to lower-wage areas—one must also have the ancillary
facilities and support that are necessary to conduct trade. These exist in China; they do not in
many of the low-wage areas of Southeast Asia. In short, there was skepticism regarding the
ability to reorient the economy in any meaningful way.

There is also the possibility of a newly DPP empowered LY to create political mischief—and
concern in the Mainland—by pressing independence-related legislation. Newly elected LY
members will take office in February; the Presidential inauguration is scheduled for May. In the
case of a DPP sweep of the Presidential and LY elections, Tsai’s control of her party in this
interim period will be a critical factor, especially since many of the DPP faithful do not perceive
her as “a real politician.” On the other hand, newly elected legislators would know full well that
the DPP was elected on a platform of maintaining the status-quo. The DPP leadership has no
intention to countenance legislative actions that would be perceived as a repudiation of the
campaign pledges.

Beijing deeply mistrusts Candidate Tsai, who has refused to accept the so-called “1992
Consensus”—the understanding between Beijing and the KMT government that there is only
“one-China,” with each side free to interpret the meaning of that term in its own way. The artful
ambiguity of the 1992 Consensus has met Beijing’s requirement to describe Taiwan as “part of
China,” while also allowing Taiwan, or the Republic of China, to assert that there is one,
undivided sovereignty of China and it is the sole legitimate representative of that sovereignty.
This arrangement has served as the basis for the rapprochement between Taiwan and the
Mainland during the tenure of Taiwan’s president, Ma Ying-jeou, and the unprecedented period
of peace and cooperation across the Taiwan Strait seen during this period.

While Tsai and her pro-independence DPP do not accept the 1992 Consensus, she has been
careful during the campaign not to explicitly reject it. Instead, she has promised to “maintain
the status quo” across the Taiwan Strait and continue cross-Strait dialogue and cooperation. On
its part, Beijing has demanded that Tsai accept the 1992 Consensus and the one-China principle,
threatening that the foundation for cross-Strait cooperation will be destroyed if she does not. If
Tsai is elected, her major task will be to find a way to deal with the Mainland’s demand or risk a
possible crisis in cross-Strait relations.

The historic Taiwan-PRC summit took place recently in the context of this looming concern.
While some critics characterized the summit as a ploy to influence the election, this seems
unlikely, since polls show Tsai with a comfortable lead and there seems little doubt that a
transparent attempt to swing the election would have backfired against the KMT.

Instead, the summit was likely a calculated effort by the KMT and “Mr.” Ma Ying-jeou on the
one hand, and the PRC and “Mr.” Xi Jinping on the other (as they addressed each other at the
summit), to codify or “lock-in” the 1992 Consensus and the one-China principle as the basis for
future cross-Strait relations. This has created a mutually agreed floor in the relationship that a
DPP-led government challenges at its own risk.
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The summit also greatly expanded the frontier of possibilities in Taiwan-Mainland
rapprochement, to include summit-level encounters that have now all but acknowledged the
legitimacy of Taiwan’s leadership, and accepted the Republic of China’s president as an equal
and a dialogue partner. With the positive possibilities of future cross-Strait relations now having
been made clear, Taiwan’s likely next president will be under pressure to keep relations on this
established track, or to risk being blamed if relations deteriorate. In an important sense, the
summit has put Tsai Ing-wen in a “box.”

There was an increased salience of Japan in Taiwan’s strategic thinking. The efforts that Prime
Minister Abe has made to make Japan into a more “normal” nation have apparently created a
perception that over time Taiwan and Japan might be able to forge some sort of unofficial
strategic partnership that help insulate Taiwan from the mainland. Madam Tsai had recently
concluded an unofficial visit to Japan where she met with Abe as well as a number of far-right
Japanese who are very pro-Taiwan independence, and they may have conveyed an impression of
closet Japanese support that would emerge in a crisis. However, it is most likely that what these
Japanese want is to keep the Mainland from eventually gaining control of Taiwan as such a
scenario would be seen as a major strategic setback for Japan.

Beijing

Over the course of six days in Beijing, the group held frank and constructive discussions with a
range of Chinese officials, retired PLA military officers and dozens of Chinese scholars and think
tank analysts. The group encountered uncertainty about the outlook for U.S.-China relations,
deep concern about the potential for Sino-U.S. confrontation in the South China Sea, and worry
about the implications for cross-strait relations from a DPP victory in the Taiwan presidential
elections in January 2016. The group also explored the prospects for stabilizing Sino-Japanese
relations, the situation in the Korean peninsula and the implications of President Xi Jinping's
"one belt, one road" initiative. The group found the mood in China to be both complex and
fragile, a mixture of feelings of pride, self-confidence, defiance, vulnerability and nervousness
about what lies ahead.

China’s more assertive foreign policy predated Xi Jinping’s assumption of the top leadership
position, and was in large measure a product of the global financial crisis in 2008. That crisis
sharply narrowed the gap between the U.S. and Chinese GDPs; destroyed the widely held belief,
in China and elsewhere, that U.S. banks were the masters of the financial universe; and fostered
the assumption that the newly emerging major economies, with China, India, and Brazil in the
lead, were rapidly overtaking the declining economies of the United States, Europe, and Japan,
countries widely considered to be past their peak.

China’s new assertiveness has appealed to the nationalistic instincts of many Chinese, who are
proud of China’s growing status in the world. But it has created difficulties for China’s foreign
policy, since it has increased bilateral frictions with countries such as Vietnam and the
Philippines and enhanced the desire of many of China’s neighbors for a strengthened United
States presence in East Asia. China has sought to compensate for these negative factors by giving
increased attention to neighborhood diplomacy, but the contradictions remain unresolved.
Public opinion supports a more robust diplomacy commensurate with the country’s growing
military capabilities, but this push to modernize and expand its reach drives its neighbors into
the arms of the United States.
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Domestically, Xi Jinping is preoccupied with his effort to shore up the legitimacy of Communist
Party rule. His principal tools are the anti-corruption campaign, the crackdown on domestic
dissent, and his effort to sustain an economic growth rate that avoids high unemployment and
underpins a rising standard of living. The first two have fostered a climate of fear and caution
not seen in recent decades. The slower economic growth rate, characterized as the “new normal,”
has complicated Xi’s task and narrowed his margin of error.

In essence, Xi Jinping is struggling to cope with the principal contradiction at the heart of the
reform and opening process. Xi and his predecessors are seeking to modernize the country while
retaining a premodern form of governance. The world has moved beyond the days when kings,
or political parties, can claim the right to use their power as they please. All modern government
systems rest on two propositions: that the just powers of governance are derived from the
consent of the governed, usually expressed through an electoral process; and that power
corrupts and must be checked and balanced. Recognition of these factors is creeping into party
documents, but Xi’s generation of leaders is not ready to loosen the party’s grip on power,
fearing the fate of Gorbachev. Nevertheless, the more China modernizes, the more acute this
contradiction will become, as long as the country remains open to the outside world and its
economy continues to be embedded in the global economy.

Economics were discussed in the context of both China’s need to sustain growth and in terms of
potential areas of cooperation and competition between the U.S. and China for deepening
regional and global economic integration. Despite the conclusion of the Trans-Pacific
Partnership (TPP) trade agreement, there was skepticism on the U.S. side that such an
agreement can be ratified domestically and implemented in a timely manner. As the U.S. draws
further into election season, the prospect for Congressional agreement on a highly-politicized
trade agreement weakens. Nevertheless, there is a sense among scholars and experts that TPP
will inevitably come into force and that China has much to gain by joining the grouping, rather
than concluding a separate or competing regional trade agreement. Some assert that the TPP
standards and China’s goals for economic modernization are deeply compatible.

However, the United States is sending mixed messages on the TPP agreement as it relates to
China, and on China’s own attempts to advance an out-bound investment strategy through the
Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB) and the ‘One Belt, One Road’ (OBOR) project. The
lobbying efforts against participation in the AIIB and statements that present the TPP in zero-
sum terms give weight to voices inside China who see all U.S. policy as a containment strategy
aimed at preventing China’s rise.

Distrust of Tsai Ing-wen and the DPP runs strong in the PRC, but China nevertheless seems
resigned to the likelihood of her election. In Beijing, the group heard concerns that Tsai and the
DPP have “not given up their independence agenda.” But, importantly, the group also heard
expressions of willingness to work with a Tsai government if she adheres to the 1992 Consensus
or creates an alternative formulation that incorporates the one-China principle, which appears
to be the PRC’s bottom line.

In Beijing, NCAFP co-hosted two U.S.-PRC-Japan dialogues designed to enhance trilateral
cooperation and improve relations between Beijing and Tokyo. After several years of difficulties
and tensions over a sovereignty dispute regarding the Senkaku Islands (known as Diaoyu in
China) in the East China Sea, China-Japan relations are on the mend. Efforts are being made to
increase dialogue, and Japanese Prime Minister Abe has now had several meetings with senior
Chinese counterparts, including most recently with Chinese Premier Li Keqiang on the margins
of the ROK-PRC-Japan summit in Seoul.
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Improvement in China-Japan relations is partly a product of the shared realization in Tokyo and
Beijing that bilateral ties had deteriorated to a potentially dangerous degree. Economic factors
also played a role, as a precipitous drop in Japanese investment over the past year was creating
concern in Beijing, especially as the Chinese economy slowed. In addition, Beijing has by now
come to understand that bad relations with Tokyo negatively affect its ties with the United
States. While problems remain in PRC-Japan ties, including the territorial issue, the overall
trajectory of bilateral ties now seems positive for the first time in several years.

Discussion of the South China Sea dominated the conversations in China, including the
NCAFP's participation in the annual Xiangshan Forum—China’s equivalent of the Shangri La
Dialogue. In conversations at the Xiangshan Forum and in other fora, Chinese concern about a
possible accidental military confrontation between the United States and Chinese vessels was
palpable. China is concerned that rising tensions in the South China Sea are undermining the
outcome of a positive and constructive U.S.-PRC summit and a successful visit by Xi Jinping to
the United States. Nevertheless, Chinese interlocutors also complained that it is the United
States that is raising tensions in the area.

The NCAFP used its discussions on this subject to describe to Chinese interlocutors how
Chinese ambiguity on territorial claims, designed in part to avoid further exacerbating already
strained relations with ASEAN, is being contradicted by reporting in China’s state-controlled
media. In the Chinese press, there is a steady drumbeat of stories designed to convince a
domestic Chinese audience that the PRC is well within its rights in making expansive claims in
the South China Sea (even if such claims are not in accordance with international law) and
announcing its intention to defend these claims using military force.

There is also a contradiction between President Xi Jinping’s assurances in Washington that the
PRC would not “militarize” facilities being built on submerged rocks and reefs (so-called “low
tide elevations”), and the reality that runways, shelters for tactical fighter aircraft, radars, and
barracks are under construction.

The NCAFP reinforced with Chinese counterparts the fundamental importance to the United
States (and to U.S. allies and partners) of the principle of freedom of navigation and of
international access to these strategically important waters, and stressed the need for all parties
to adhere to the provisions of the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) in asserting
and justifying territorial claims.

The NCAFP encouraged the Chinese to work with their neighbors and other claimants on a code
of conduct in the South China Sea, and cautioned China not to overreact to or misinterpret the
periodic freedom of navigation operations conducted by the U.S. Navy. Such operations are
routine, the group noted, and are conducted even in areas claimed by friends and allies of the
United States in cases where the U.S., based on international law, disagrees with a claim that has
been asserted.

While the PRC’s reactions to the recent U.S. freedom of navigation operations were relatively
low-key, the potential for future confrontation or miscalculation still exists, especially now that
the United States has made clear its intention to regularize these operations. Meanwhile, China
seems determined to continue to press claims to all of the land features in the South China Sea
in order to maximize its control over most of the waters there.
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The South China Sea issue is likely to continue to be a problematic element in U.S.-PRC
relations for some time to come. It has already detracted from the positive atmospherics created
by the recent Xi-Obama summit. In doing so, it has served as a reminder that, despite the
summit’s modest accomplishments, fundamental challenges face Washington and Beijing as
they seek to increase trust, improve transparency, and put bilateral relations on a more
cooperative track.

On North Korea, Beijing is seeking to improve its shaky relations with Pyongyang, despite the
North’s continued development of nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles, and in spite of the
North’s unwillingness to comply with its denuclearization obligations. Beijing appears to believe
that better relations with its neighbor improve its ability to influence Pyongyang.

The PRC seems to have exercised such leverage by using the recent visit of Chinese Communist
Party Politburo Standing Committee member Liu Yunshan to convince North Korea not to carry
out a long-range missile or nuclear test. The price North Korea seems to have paid to secure
Liu’s participation in Pyongyang’s October celebration of the 70t anniversary of the Korean
Workers’ Party was to defer such tests. Whether, and for how long, North Korea will continue to
refrain from testing remains to be seen.

Some in Beijing believe a combination of sanctions, political pressure, and isolation has taken a
toll on North Korea, and that Pyongyang may be increasingly inclined to re-engage in dialogue
with the United States, and even return to the Six-Party Talks, which have been suspended for
seven years. The NCAFP group was told to watch carefully for signals from Pyongyang about its
interest in talks.

However, there seems to be no confidence in Beijing (or Seoul, for that matter) that Pyongyang
would be willing to discuss denuclearization or to resume implementation of the
denuclearization commitments it made in the Six-Party Talks. Beijing’s recent emphasis on
“stability” of the Korean Peninsula over denuclearization may be the PRC’s way of telling us that,
at least for now, serious engagement by the North on denuclearization is not in the cards.

Meanwhile, the NCAFP group also heard some sympathy in Beijing for Pyongyang’s argument
that it feels “threatened” by the United States. When one interlocutor took this one step further
and noted North Korea’s recent call for “peace talks” with the United States, the group
responded that the Six-Party Talks already contain a mechanism for a discussion of a peace
regime at an appropriate point. If Pyongyang desires such talks it should resume participation in
those talks. The NCAFP group also stressed that any dialogue aimed at bringing peace to the
Korean Peninsula must have as its central participants the two Koreas.

Seoul

The mood in Seoul after the U.S.-ROK summit in Washington was upbeat. Official Korea saw
the summit as a timely and important reaffirmation of the strength of U.S.-ROK ties,
particularly since it had taken place amidst a background of regional uncertainty created by the
threat from North Korea, tensions in the South China Sea, difficulties in U.S.-China ties, and a
problematic relationship between Seoul and Tokyo.

The delegation’s visit also occurred as the ROK was preparing to host the first ROK-PRC-Japan

summit in more than three years—a long-awaited and welcome step forward in efforts to mend
fences between Korea and Japan on the one hand and Japan and China on the other.
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The U.S.-ROK summit addressed a number of Korean priorities, including the desire to reassure
Washington that Seoul’s efforts to improve ties with China would not come at the expense of
U.S.-ROK relations. President Obama’s assurance to President Park that there is no
contradiction between a strong U.S.-ROK alliance and Korean efforts to strengthen ties with
Beijing was warmly welcomed in Seoul.

However, Koreans were struck by President Obama’s public admonition that the United States
would “expect the Republic of Korea to speak out” if China fails to abide by international norms
and rules. While this language discomfited some in Seoul, the NCAFP's official interlocutors
assured the group that on matters such as freedom of navigation in the South China Sea, in
which the ROK itself has a major stake, Korea will speak out. Nevertheless, in the context of an
increasingly complex U.S.-China relationship and amidst signs of growing Sino-U.S. rivalry,
Korea is feeling squeezed between its obligations as an ally and its desire to enhance ties with
Beijing.

The challenge posed by North Korea was a key focus of discussion in Seoul. The group heard
praise for the language used by President Obama (and in the U.S.-ROK Joint Statement)
emphasizing the strong alliance solidarity in dealing with the Pyongyang regime. The deterrent
message in the joint statement calling for “consequences” in the event of a North Korean
ballistic missile or nuclear test was appreciated. So, too, was the U.S. agreement to deal with the
North Korea nuclear issue with the “utmost urgency and determination.”

That language was important to Seoul because of lingering concerns that the U.S. has not made
the threat from North Korea’s growing nuclear and ballistic missile capabilities a sufficiently
high priority. There is also concern about the absence of multilateral dialogue over the past
seven years aimed at slowing or stopping Pyongyang’s pursuit of nuclear weapons and the
means to deliver them.

Koreans welcomed President Obama’s willingness to engage in direct dialogue with North Korea.
And they were frustrated at Pyongyang’s rejection of U.S. overtures to engage in unconditional
exploratory talks that might lead to a reopening of the long-stalled Six-Party Talks. Korean
experts were also displeased that Pyongyang had proposed “peace treaty” talks with the United
States that would exclude the ROK, and they appreciated that Washington had flatly rejected
this proposal.

As in Beijing, there is skepticism that Pyongyang will return to multilateral denuclearization
dialogue. One key contact said bluntly that North Korea has “no intention” to give up its nuclear
weapons program under any circumstances.

Despite the absence of progress on the denuclearization issue, North and South Korea held
family unification visits while the group was in Seoul. Korean newspapers carried emotional
images of family members meeting for the first time since the Korean War—and perhaps for the
last time.

There is hope in Seoul that additional such visits might be possible, as well as other exchanges.
Pyongyang appears more interested in dialogue with Seoul than previously, and the North has
softened the tone of its propaganda against the South. One contact speculated that North Korea
might be feeling the pressure of isolation—an assessment the group also heard in Beijing.
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The group also heard that North Korean leader Kim Jong Un may need to demonstrate
diplomatic progress to satisfy the rising influence of new elites who have been empowered by
economic reforms and the growth of markets. Kim also needs to find an alternative to his
unsustainable reign by terror. This could explain the North Korean shift from provocation to
dialogue. While Kim appears secure in power, one contact opined, newly emerging economic
forces and elites may be changing internal dynamics in the North. The DPRK also appears more
sensitive than ever to outside criticism of Kim Jong Un, perhaps reflecting a growing sense of
vulnerability in the North.

Finally, working-level official relations with Japan have improved considerably, including
important cooperation and coordination on defense and security issues. Nevertheless, until the
recent summit between President Park and Japanese Prime Minister Abe, the two sides’
inability to resolve the comfort women issue had been an almost insurmountable barrier to
improved ties.

With the agreement at the summit to accelerate bilateral dialogue on this issue, there may now
be, at long last, a potential path forward to better relations. Meanwhile, the number of former
Korean victims of sexual slavery is dwindling, and only 47 are now alive. One Korean
interlocutor, stressing this point, said that if a “good solution” can be had to the comfort women
issue, the ROK is prepared to resolve this issue “once and for all.”

Tokyo

The NCAFP visit to Tokyo occurred in the run-up to the first Japan-Korea-China trilateral
summit to be held in more than three years. As the NCAFP visited, Japanese and Korean
officials were also negotiating the details for the first formal summit between Prime Minister
Abe and President Park, which took place on the margins of the trilateral meeting in Seoul.

While some in Seoul had conveyed restrained hope that a resolution of the comfort women issue
was possible, the message the group heard in Tokyo was more cautious, even pessimistic. In
Tokyo, the NCAFP encountered more pessimism about Japan-Korea relations than it had
anticipated. The group was struck in particular by the degree to which “Korea fatigue” and the
belief that there was nothing Japan could ever do to truly satisfy Seoul had permeated the
political mainstream. The net effect of this “fatigue” or frustration with Korea has been to
narrow the space for compromise on the comfort women issue and reduce the incentive for
accommodating Korean concerns.

There is reluctance in Japan to show flexibility in negotiations with Seoul on the comfort women
problem absent Korean preparedness to treat the issue as finally closed if Japan makes a
concession. This concern is a mirror image of the Korean position that the ROK will not regard
the issue as resolved unless and until Japan can both make the concessions Korea demands and
assure Korea that a future Japanese leader will not question the settlement. At its core, this is a
problem of mutual mistrust that is likely only going to be resolved by the direct intervention of
President Park and Prime Minister Abe.

Fortunately, the two leaders are now engaged and have committed to each other to seek a
resolution. With wisdom, courage, leadership, and vision, they may find a way to do so.
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In Tokyo, as in Seoul, the group heard general agreement that the range of concerns facing both
governments, including the common threat posed by North Korea and the uncertainties
connected with China’s rise, argues for closer and more effective bilateral cooperation, as well as
trilateral cooperation with the United States. Nevertheless, experts on both sides also agreed
that the two sides’ continuing inability to overcome their differences over history and the thorny
comfort women problem remains a troubling barrier to expanded cooperation.

The group heard considerable concern about China, particularly the ongoing intrusions by
Chinese aircraft and ships into the airspace and waters around the disputed Senkaku/Diaoyu
Islands.

More broadly, the group heard cautious optimism that, despite their differences, Tokyo and
Beijing are finding ways to reduce tensions and normalize their interactions—echoing what the
group heard in Beijing.

Japanese contacts were universally upbeat about the state of U.S.-Japan ties. Nevertheless,
there are concerns about whether the United States fully appreciates the degree to which China
is prepared to challenge U.S. primacy in the region. One Japanese interlocutor opined that in
assessing China’s actions in the East and South China Seas, the rising in strength of the PLA, the
persistence of an anti-Western ideology in China, and the ongoing crackdown on dissidents,
NGOs, and those advocating increased freedom, one might be forgiven for drawing parallels
between contemporary China and the rising Japan of the 1930s.

Finally, the NCAFP group heard much about the progress that has been made in revising the
interpretation of Japan’s constitution to allow Japan to engage in collective self-defense and
expand its ability to be of assistance to its U.S. ally. However, the process of reinterpreting the
constitution and revising related laws has unleashed unanticipated resentment and popular
opposition in Japan. This phenomenon may limit Japan’s ability to do much in area of collective
self-defense in the years to come, despite the best of Japanese intentions.

Policy Recommendations
The United States should:

e Continue to encourage trilateral and bilateral cooperation between China, Japan and
South Korea. This also means privately prodding Tokyo to financially settle the comfort
women issue with the ROK without reservation.

e Continue to reassure Seoul that we understand the fact that they have to, and want to,
get along with China and that we do not begrudge their relationship with Beijing. Faced
with a growing threat from North Korea, the ROK wants to cultivate better relations with
Beijing. But Seoul well understands that the U.S.-ROK alliance is the principal source of
its security.
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¢ Regarding the South China Sea, continue to press for a rules-based regime in East Asia
and urge China and its neighbors to sign a code of conduct to regulate maritime activities.
We should push for all parties to seek outside mediation in settling territorial disputes in
the South and East China Seas. The U.S. should continue to discuss with Beijing the
implementation of the pledge made by President Xi Jinping at the summit with
President Obama not to militarize Chinese islands in the region.

e Continue to insist with both Beijing and Taipei that our primary interest in cross-Strait
relations is the maintenance of cross-Strait peace and stability. We should push for the
DPP and Beijing to reach an agreement that will respect the existing political framework
for cross-Strait relations built by Beijing and the KMT over the past eight years.

Conclusions

The NCAFP returned from its trip to Northeast Asia cautiously optimistic that the recent flurry
of diplomacy would be beneficial to regional stability in the short term but deeply concerned
about long term trends.

There are five complex issues that will need to be properly managed over the years ahead. These
are: China-Japan relations, Korea-Japan relations, the cross-Strait issue, the North Korean
nuclear problem and, most important, the U.S.-China relationship.

In the short-term, both China and Japan are looking for ways to calm tensions and develop
closer economic and trade ties. Over the longer term, however, the situation is very worrisome.
China's strategic objective seems to be to become the dominant power in East Asia and to
recover what it considers lost territories, including the Senkaku/Diaoyu islands now claimed
and administered by Japan. Japan, for its part, is determined to stand strong in denying China's
claim that there is a legitimate dispute concerning sovereignty over the islands. Prime Minister
Abe is energetically seeking to strengthen relations with countries on China's periphery in order
to balance China's growing power. This "security dilemma" between China and Japan could over
the longer run lead to a dangerous arms race and strategic rivalry between the two Asian powers
that could destabilize the region.

Relations between Korea and Japan are also brighter over the short term but more worrisome
over the longer run. Japanese and Korean diplomats appear to have brought the two sides closer
to an agreement on how to resolve the comfort women issue. But over the longer term, there are
many reasons for concern. One important trend is that Korea and Japan have very different
strategies for managing their relations with China. While the ROK seeks both to maintain the
alliance with the U.S. and to strengthen relations with China, this is widely seen in Japan as
"tilting" towards China. A fundamental difference in dealing with China overlaid with the bitter
feelings and mutual distrust generated by the comfort women issue and also by the territorial
dispute over Takeshima/Dokdo pose serious challenges to the long term management of Korea-
Japan relations.
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The cross-Strait issue also presents a fundamental long-term challenge. Although relations
between the Mainland and Taiwan have improved dramatically over the past seven years since
Ma Ying-jeou and the KMT took power, the prospect of a DPP victory in 2016 coupled with
strong trends in Taiwan’s public opinion will pose complex challenges to both sides. The DPP
does not accept the so-called "1992 Consensus" on the basis of which the Mainland and Taiwan
have developed their relations in the recent past. Unless the DPP and the Mainland are able to
work out a new, mutually agreeable formula for cross-Strait relations, tensions between the two
sides are likely to grow. Moreover, the sense of Taiwanese, as opposed to Chinese, identity grows
stronger by the year on Taiwan and the possibility of peaceful unification grows more and more
fanciful. But the Mainland is unlikely to abandon this fundamental long-term goal.

The North Korean nuclear issue also remains a barrier to long-term regional stability. Although
there are recent signs that the North is reaching out to the ROK and the United Nations for
dialogue, there are no signs that the DPRK is prepared to abandon its nuclear and missile
program.

Finally, and most important, U.S.-China relations remain the single most consequential
relationship in the region. There are pressures both for cooperation and competition. Among the
encouraging recent trends are: the growth of economic relations and trade, the strengthening of
the military-to-military relationship, the frequent meetings at senior levels, increased people-to-
people exchanges, and the clear desire of both governments to manage differences and increase
areas of cooperation on common interests such as climate change, anti-terrorism, nuclear
proliferation, and regional and global stability and prosperity. At the same time, there are
worrisome problems. The most recent such problem concerns what the U.S. regards as China's
aggressive and bullying tactics in both the East China and South China seas. The two sides also
have growing differences over cyber-security and although the recent summit meeting created a
senior experts group to discuss these differences, the implementation of the agreement remains
to be monitored. In addition, the U.S. and China have fundamental differences over regional
security architecture in East Asia. While the U.S. continues to regard its alliances with the ROK
and Japan as a fundamental pillar of regional security, Beijing regards these and other U.S.
alliances as a legacy of the Cold War and directed against China. Over the longer term, the two
sides will have to manage a growing number of differences over such issues.

Managing these five issues will require extraordinary leadership skills and a serious effort to
develop an inclusive Pacific Community.

KHRX
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Itinerary for the NCAFP Trip to Asia
October 14 — 26, 2015

MEMBERS OF DELEGATION

Mr. Ralph COSSA
(Tokyo only)
President
Pacific Forum CSIS

Ms. Rorry DANIELS
Deputy Director
Associate Project Director, Forum on Asia-
Pacific Security
National Committee on American Foreign Policy

Mr. Evans J.R. REVERE
Nonresident Senior Fellow, Center for East Asia
Policy
The Brookings Institution

Professor Gerald L. CURTIS
(Taipei/Beijing only)
Burgess Professor of Political Science
Director, Toyota Research Program
Columbia Weatherhead East Asian Institute

Rear Admiral Michael McDEVITT (Ret.)
(Taipei/Beijing/Seoul only)
Senior Fellow
Center for Naval Analysis

The Honorable J. Stapleton ROY
(Taipei/Beijing/Seoul only)

Distinguished Scholar & Founding Director Emeritus
Kissinger Institute on China and the United States
Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars

Ms. Grace Kennan WARNECKE
Chairman of the Board
National Committee on American Foreign Policy

| October 13-16, 2015 — Taipei

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 14

e Meeting at the American Institute in Taiwan/Taipei Office (AIT)

e Meeting with H.E. David Y.L. LIN, Minister of Foreign Affairs

e Luncheon hosted by H.E. David Y.L. LIN, Minister of Foreign Affairs

e Meeting with The Hon. Timothy Chin-Tien YANG, Senior Advisor to the President,

Republic of China

e Meeting with President MA Ying-jeou
¢ Meeting with Dr. Wen-Je KO, Mayor of Taipei City
¢ Dinner hosted by The Hon. Timothy Chin-Tien YANG, Senior Advisor to the

President, Republic of China

——
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THURSDAY, OCTOBER 15

¢ Breakfast Meeting with Dr. HO Szu-yin, Professor, Graduate Institute of
International Affairs & Strategic Studies, Tamkang University

e Meeting with Dr. James SOONG, Chairman of People First Party

e Meeting with Dr. TSAI Ing-Wen, Chairperson of Democratic Progressive Party (DPP)
and Candidate for the 2016 Presidential Election nominated by DPP

¢ Luncheon Hosted by Dr. CHU Yun-han, President of Chiang Ching-Kuo Foundation
for International Scholarly Exchange

¢ Meeting with H.E. Vincent SIEW, former Vice President of the Republic of China

¢ Dinner hosted by H.E. Vincent SIEW, former Vice President of the Republic of China

FRIDAY, OCTOBER 16
¢ Breakfast Meeting with Dr. Joseph Jaushieh WU, Secretary- General of the DPP
e Luncheon hosted by The Hon. Andrew Li-Yan HSIA, Minister of Mainland Affairs
Council (MAC) of the Executive Yuan
¢ Meeting with Dr. Morris CHANG, Chairman of Taiwan Semi-Conductor
Manufacturing Corporation Limited (TSMC)

| October 16-22, 2015 — Beijing |

Saturday, October 17
¢ Xiangshan Forum conference sponsored by the China Institute for International
Strategic Studies (CIISS)

Sunday, October 18
¢ Xiangshan Forum conference sponsored by CIISS
¢ U.S.-China-Japan trilateral conference hosted by China Institute of
International Studies (CIIS)
e Dinner hosted by Amb. SU Ge, President and Senior Research Fellow, CIIS

MONDAY, OCTOBER 19
e U.S.-China-Japan Track 1.5 Trilateral conference, co-hosted by the Institute of
Peaceful Development, Chinese Academy of Social Sciences (CASS)

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 20

e Breakfast Meeting with Ms. Lisa TAM, Mr. Dan BIERS, and Mr. Charlie DAVIS,
U.S. Embassy Beijing

e Meeting with Assistant Minister Zheng Zeguang, Ministry of Foreign Affairs

e Workshop and lunch with Amb. SU Ge and scholars, President and Senior Research
Fellow, CIIS

¢ Meeting with Vice Minister LI Jun, International Department of the Communist Party
of China
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WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 21
¢ Breakfast Meeting with Ms. Kaye A. LEE, Charge d’Affaires, U.S. Embassy Beijing,
Mr. Charlie DAVIS and Mr. Jonathan FRITZ, U.S. Embassy Beijing
e Workshop and lunch with Prof. ZHOU Zhihuai, Taiwan Studies Institute, CASS
¢ Meeting with Minister ZHANG Zhijun, Taiwan Affairs Office (TAO)
e Workshop and dinner hosted by President JI Zhiye and Vice President YUAN
Peng, China Institute for International Studies (CICIR)

THURSDAY, OCTOBER 22
e Workshop and lunch hosted by Maj. Gen. (Ret.) Gong Xianfu, Vice Chairman,
China Institute for International Strategic Studies (CIISS)

| October 22-24, 2015 — Seoul

FRIDAY, OCTOBER 23
¢ Breakfast Meeting with Mr. Marc KNAPPER, Deputy Chief of Mission, U.S. Embassy
Seoul
e Meeting with The Hon. HONG Yong-pyo, Minister of Unification
e Meeting with Mr. KIM Hong-kyun, Deputy Minister for Political Affairs
¢ Dinner hosted by Amb. HWANG Joon-kook, Special Representative for Korean
Peninsula Peace and Security Affairs

SATURDAY, OCTOBER 24
¢ Breakfast Meeting with The Hon. HAN Sung Joo, former Foreign Minister to the
ROK and former ROK Ambassador to the U.S.
¢ Meeting with Professor CHUNG Jae Ho, Professor & Director, Program on U.S.-
China Relations, Seoul National University
¢ Luncheon Meeting with Amb. Chong-Wook CHUNG, Vice Chairperson of the
Presidential Committee for Unification Preparation (PCUP)

OCTOBER 25-27, 2015 — TOKYO

SUNDAY, OCTOBER 25
¢ Dinner Meeting with Mr. Kiyoyuki SEGUCHI, Research Director of the Canon
Institute for Global Studies

MONDAY, OCTOBER 26
¢ Breakfast meeting with Mr. Jason HYLAND, Deputy Chief of Mission, U.S. Embassy
Tokyo
e Meeting with Vice Minister Akitaka SAIKI, Vice Minister for Foreign Affairs
e Dinner with The Hon. Yoriko KAWAGUCHI, former Minister for Foreign Affairs;
and Professor Yoshihide SOEYA, Professor of Law, Keio University
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