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THE NORTHEAST ASIA COOPERATION

DIALOGUE: INTRODUCTION

Susan L. Shirk and Christopher Twomey

ortheast Asia differs from other regions in a number of ways: numerous ideological and
territorial conflicts initiated before and during the Cold War have yet to be resolved;
four of the world’s most powerful nations—the United States, Russia, China, and Ja-

pan—have important interests in Northeast Asia and on the Korean peninsula; the region
lacks an institutionalized structure—or even an informal consultative process—with
which to address these conflicts. All of these factors raise the risk of military conflict, or
destructive instability in Northeast Asia.

However, within the broader Asia-Pacific area there is a new appreciation for the po-
tential value of multilateralism to supplement the bilateral relations that have traditionally
characterized the security politics of this region. Through a variety of statements the
Clinton Administration has expressed its strong support for such multilateral discussion.
Asian governments have also shown enthusiasm for such regional dialogue. A number of
current examples of such multilateral discussions exist, ranging in their complexity and
scope. Broad cooperation in the economic sphere is occurring through APEC (the Asia-
Pacific Economic Cooperation forum); cooperation on a more narrow geographic basis is
seen in the Southeast Asia security sphere through ASEAN’s PMC (the Association of
Southeast Asian Nations’ post-ministerial conference); and finally, region-wide security
cooperation is beginning to assume a concrete form through the ASEAN Regional Forum
(ARF). This leaves one major gap in the developing network of multilateral fora for dis-
cussion of security issues—Northeast Asia.

The Northeast Asia Cooperation Dialogue (NEACD) was conceived to address this
deficiency. It opened high-level consultations between the nations of Russia, China, both
Koreas, the United States, and Japan. The goal for this “track two” forum is to identify
issues that will benefit from regional cooperation and to do so with the active participa-
tion of each of the nations in the region.1 While the intent has been to focus on security
issues, the participants realize that cooperation on less confrontational issues, such as
economics or environmental problems, might build the trust needed to tackle more sensi-
tive security issues.

Based on this assessment of the regional situation and of the potential value coming
from the NEACD, the University of California’s Institute on Global Conflict and Coop-
eration (IGCC) founded this project in early 1993 and continues its organizing role. The
NEACD project is among our most exciting and promising efforts in exploring
                                                            
1In track two fora academic and business participants join with government members for informal, off-the-record di s-
cussions. All government members participate in their private capacities and do not represent the official views of their
governments.
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2  •  SHIRK AND TWOMEY

opportunities to promote international economic,
security, and environmental cooperation. It com-
plements our track two work in other regions, as
well as our academic research comparing differ-
ent regional approaches to preventing and man-
aging conflict.

IGCC views this project as a cooperative
venture, our partners being the participants them-
selves. The dialogue is not an attempt to impose
a set of rules, an institutional framework, or a
structure of relations on nations within the re-
gion. It is an attempt to bring together nations so
that a frank discussion of the future security un-
certainties in the region can proceed and ideas
for reducing this uncertainty can emerge. We
believe this can be best done through a multilat-
eral forum where all players have an equal voice,
and where each view is fully respected by the
other participants.2

With regard to the dialogue’s geographic
boundaries, IGCC and the individual participants
are committed to maintaining the current set of
six nations. There are other processes, most no-
tably the ARF, that deal with a broader selection
of nations and their security concerns. The goal
of the dialogue is to supplement this broad re-
gional forum, and others like it, with a sub-
regional approach: a group representing the six
countries with the most direct stakes in the secu-
rity situation in Northeast Asia.

Generally, four representatives from each
country participate in the NEACD meetings: one
each from the foreign ministry and the defense
ministry, plus two from private research facili-
ties, think-tanks, or universities. Participants
from the United States included deputy assistant
secretaries for East Asia and the Pacific from
both the U.S. Defense and State Departments;
government participants from other countries
have been of similar rank.

Turning to the actual history of the process,
the NEACD began in July 1993 with a La Jolla,
California planning meeting attended by partici-
pants from all six countries, who set the agenda
and level of participation for the subsequent
Dialogue sessions. Agreed topics for future dis-
cussions included: the national perspective of
each country on its regional relations in North-
east Asia; economics; environmental issues; and
confidence-building measures (CBMs). After
circulating background papers on economics and
environmental issues (available as IGCC Policy
Papers numbers 6 and 7), IGCC held the first full

                                                            
2The dialogue process, as well as each of its meetings,
operates strictly by the rule of consensus.

session of the dialogue in La Jolla in October of
1993, bringing together some 20 participants
from five of the nations in the region. While the
participants in the October meeting found the
discussion of economic and environmental issues
worthwhile, they focused on issues of security
cooperation. The participants agreed that a num-
ber of specific CBMs deserved continued discus-
sion in the future, including: maritime, nuclear,
and land-based CBMs; crisis prevention centers;
and issues of transparency.

The second meeting of Northeast Asian Co-
operation Dialogue was held in Tokyo in May
l994 under the co-sponsorship of IGCC and the
Japanese National Institute of Research Ad-
vancement. At this May meeting, each country’s
perspectives on Northeast Asian security, opin-
ions about measures to improve a sense of trust,
specific CBMs (as listed above), and how to pro-
ceed at future meetings were discussed. Back-
ground papers were prepared on a number of
these topics. In addition to the usual four partici-
pants, the May meeting for the first time also
included a uniformed defense officer from each
country. (See agenda, page 65 and participant
list, page 66).

North Korea is a founding member of the
dialogue, has been involved in all stages of the
project, and actively participated in the May
1993 planning meeting. Unfortunately and de-
spite our best efforts, no North Korean attended
the subsequent working sessions in October 1993
and May 1994, although North Korea sent sup-
portive notes to both these later sessions and
continues to communicate regularly with IGCC
about the progress of the dialogue. North Korean
participation is indispensable if this process is to
make a valuable contribution to the security of
the region; all dialogue members, therefore,
share a strong desire to see the North Koreans
resume their active participation in the process.

Through these various sessions two main
conclusions have emerged. First, a consensus has
arisen among the dialogue participants about the
need for mutual reassurance among Northeast
Asian nations. Each shares a general under-
standing that military confidence building meas-
ures appear to be conceptually too narrow for
this region. CBMs carry a strong connotation of
European institutions and experiences that might
not be applicable to Northeast Asia; participants,
instead, expressed support for Mutual Reassur-
ance Measures, or MRMs, as a better-suited con-
cept. MRM’s are designed to promote a base of
mutual confidence and reassurance and encom-
pass not only military CBMs, but broader meas-
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ures as well. This kind of reassurance seems
more appropriate than CBMs for the security
situation in Asia which is uncertain, but without
overt threats of conflict.

Second, a unanimous understanding exists
among the participants concerning the desirabil-
ity of continuing the Northeast Asia Cooperation
Dialogue process. There currently exists no other
channel, formal or informal, for this particular
set of nations to come together in a multilateral
setting. While in the long run this process may
move toward an official multilateral grouping
among the nations of the region, it is clear that
this would be premature for the near term. Thus,
we hope to continue with the track-two process.

The advantages of off-the-record contact be-
tween officials and senior academics will con-
tinue to be a valuable complement to the multi-
tude of other bilateral and multilateral contacts
that exist throughout the broader Asian region.

The following chapters were prepared as
background papers for the May 1994 meeting of
the Northeast Asia Cooperation Dialogue in To-
kyo. They neither represent a consensus of the
participants nor a summary of any part of the
discussions at any of the Dialogue meetings.
They are presented here in the hopes that other
readers outside of the Dialogue process will find
them to be as useful and thought-provoking as
did the hosts and participants of the NEACD.



LAND-BASED CONFIDENCE-BUILDING

MEASURES IN NORTHEAST ASIA:
A SOUTH KOREAN PERSPECTIVE

Cha Young-Koo and Choi Kang

e are living in an era of intriguing contradictions: power among nations is in-
creasingly diffuse, yet nations are more interdependent than ever; ancient ri-
valries are being played out by small and medium powers, yet with all of the

destructive potential of modern weaponry. Northeast Asia is not an exception. There are
various sources of conflicts and threats among the Northeast Asian states. Most Northeast
Asian states are spending more on defense and modernizing their armed forces.

Given the contextual and procedural characteristics of Northeast Asia, so-called
structural arms control measures seem premature, whereas there seems to be much that
can be achieved through CBMs. Given the geographical characteristics of Northeast Asia,
the applicability of land-based CBMs might seem very limited in scope., however, we
can identify at least four areas for their use the Korean peninsula, Sino-Russian boder,
Sino-Vietnamese border, and, to a certain degree, the “Northern Territories.” Among
these areas, the Korean peninsula stands out immediately. The stabilization of the situa-
tion in the Korean peninsula is the most urgent issue we must tackle.

The resolution of North Korean nuclear problem is a precondition for South and
North Korean arms control. Without satisfactory resolution of North Korean nuclear is-
sues, we cannot proceed with arms control negotiations including CBMs. Thus, right
now, we should do our best to solve the North Korean nuclear problem. Then we can in-
troduce CBMs as an intermediate arms control measure.

Since the two Koreas have already agreed on most declaratory CBMs and the guiding
principles for arms control, they should try to introduce and implement “transparency
measures” with some minor constraint measures. These include: 1) exchange of military
information; 2) notification of military movements, maneuvers, and exercises; 3) opera-
tion of hot line; 4) demilitarization and conversion of the demilitarized zone (DMZ) into
a peace zone; and 4) relocation of offensive weapons. By making each side’s military ca-
pabilities and intention transparent, we can reduce the chance of misunderstanding and
surprise attack.

Cha Young-Koo is  the Director of the Arms Control Research Center at the Korea Institute for Defense Analysis.
Dr. Choi Kang is an Associate Research Fellow at the Korea Institute for Defense Analysis. This paper was prepared
for delivery at the Northeast Asian Cooperation Dialogue, co-sponsored by the Institute for Global Conflict and Coop-
eration and the National Institute for Research Advancement, 16–17 May 1994 in Tokyo. The views expressed here are
those of the authors. They do not necessarily represent the views of KIDA or any of its sponsoring agencies.

W



6  • CHA AND CHOI

On the Sino-Russian front, some forms of
CBMs have already been introduced and imple-
mented. However, the content and details of
those CBMs remain secret. It is necessary for
China and Russia to institutionalize CBMs by
opening up the contents. Along with the Sino-
Russian border, China should engage in talks for
introducing CBMs to overcome imbalance of its
own approach toward other bordering countries
such as Vietnam.

Further, the normalization of Russo-
Japanese relations by solving their respective
territorial disputes is required to enhance the
stability and peace in Northeast Asia. The im-
plementation of the Joint Declaration of 1956
may be considered as a good starting point. In
the meantime, Russia can reduce the size of
troops and military instabillation deployed in the
Northern Territories.

We should avoid any wishful thinking.
CBMs are not a panacea and they are incre-
mental in nature. The utility of CBMs may be
very limited in scope. The most important fact to
bear in mind is that the effectiveness of any arms
control measures, including CBMs, is deter-
mined by the political will of the concerned
states. Political detente is required prior to mili-
tary detente. Arms control is the military cur-
rency of politics.

Introduction
With the eclipse of the Cold War East-West con-
flict, many policy-makers and ordinary citizens
around the world initially thought that there
would be no place in the new world for a major
power conflict, and that the end of the Cold War
would usher in a new era when resources wasted
in East-West confrontation would be diverted to
more constructive engagements such as welfare,
national development, and regional cooperation.
However, it is ironic to see the world teeming
with uncertainties and challenges of historic pro-
portions. This is a period of transition in which
the old form is gone and the new form has yet to
emerge. This transitional period may in fact be
more threatening to international security and
economic prosperity than was the relative stabil-
ity of the bi-polar standoff. Nationalism, regional
and ethnic antagonisms and conflicts within
states pose an increasing source of international
tension and instability. In other words, new
forms of threat to global and regional security
have been unleashed, joining more traditional
sources of conflict and confrontation. Conse-
quently, more nations feel less secure now than

during the Cold War. Despite the virtual deci-
mation of superpower rivalry, the breakout of
small-scale conflicts looms large. Notwith-
standing the overall shrinkage of the global arms
market and the success of arms control talks such
as Conventional Forces inEurope (CFE), Strate-
gic Arms Reduction Talks (START) I and II,
several conflict-ridden areas (notably the Middle
East and East Asia) have recently significantly
increased arms imports.

This is an era, therefore, of intriguing con-
tradictions: power among nations is increasingly
diffuse, yet nations are more interdependent than
ever; ancient rivalries are being played out by
small and medium powers, yet with all of the
destructive potential of modern weaponry.

We, however, cannot allow the new but un-
stable security environment and the potential for
conflicts between nations to dictate our future
and jeopardize the newly emerged opportunities
for security cooperation by allowing ourselves to
become the victims of uncertainty. We must
manage this transitional period by devising and
implementing proper measures to stabilize rela-
tions between states and to enhance cooperation.
From the perspective of military strategy, two
kinds of security measures that can help manage
this transition come to mind: structural arms
control measures and operational arms control
measures (or confidence-building meas-
ures—CBMs). Given the contextual and proce-
dural characteristics of Northeast Asia, the so-
called structural arms control measures seem
premature, whereas there seems to be much that
CBMs can achieve in Northeast Asia. However,
CBMs are incremental in nature and involve
painstaking negotiations. Furthermore, we can-
not import European CBMs without modifica-
tion. Northeast Asia is not Europe. It has a dif-
ferent set of security issues and has its own
distinctive security environment. Thus, security
perceptions of the concerned states, security is-
sues at stake, and the specific features and situa-
tion in the region must be taken into account in
any attempt to develop and implement CBMs.

Thus, at the outset, it seems necessary to
discuss major developments in Northeast Asia
and the nature of the security climate in the post-
Cold War era. After that, we will identify poten-
tial sources of threats and conflicts in the region.
Then we will review measures—especially land-
based CBMs—and assess their prospects for
effectively harnessing those threats and potential
for conflict. Finally, we will suggest a strategy
for introducing and implementing those CBMs.
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In order to clarify our approach, it is neces-
sary to define the concept of land-based CBMs.
CBM is a loosely defined term and that can
mean different things to different people. How-
ever, James Macintoch’s definition, which is a
hybrid construction, encompasses the essence of
CBMs. According to him, CBMs are:

• a variety of arms control measures
• entailing state actions
• that can be unilateral but which are more

often either bilateral or multilateral
• that attempt to reduce or eliminate misper-

ceptions about specific military threats or
concerns (very often having to do with sur-
prise attack)

• by communicating adequately verifiable
evidence of acceptable reliability to the ef-
fect that those concerns are groundless

• often (but not always) by demonstrating that
military and political intentions are not ag-
gressive

• and/or by providing early warning indicators
to create confidence that surprise would be
very difficult to achieve

• and/or by restricting the opportunities avail-
able for the use of military forces by adopt-
ing restrictions on the activities and deploy-
ments of those forces (or crucial components
of them) within sensitive areas.1

Land-based CBMs are perceived as meas-
ures to reduce or eliminate misperceptions and
misjudgement of ground military activities of
states, and/or to constrain the capability of sur-
prise attack on the ground. However, it is possi-
ble to include some naval and air activities which
may enable states to engage in a surprise ground
attack or raise suspicions over the consequences
of such activities of ground military activities.

The Changing Security
Climate in Northeast Asia

and Possible Sources
of Conflict

Northeast Asia is unique in many important
scores. As one of Asia’s three subregions,
Northeast Asia is probably the most heavily
militarized area in the world. Until recently no
                                                            
1 James Macintosh, Confidence (and Security) Buil d-
ing Measures in the Arms Control Process: a Cana-
dian Perspective (Ottawa, Ontario: Department of
External Affairs, 1991), 60–61.

multilateral security regime proposal has re-
ceived enthusiastic response in this part of world.
The Cold War in Northeast Asia was conducted
through a set of bilateral relationships such as
U.S.-China, U.S.-Soviet Union/Russia, U.S.-
Japan, U.S.-ROK, China-Russia, Japan-Russia,
Japan-China, etc. The resulting absence of a
European-style alliance has left the region with
few building blocks to reorient itself in the post-
Cold War environment.2 And there exist no fo r-
mal arms control agreements among the Asian
countries comparable to those in Europe.3 Fu r-
thermore, despite the recent worldwide relaxa-
tion of tensions, defense expenditures have
tended to grow faster in both Northeast and
Southeast Asia than in other regions, something
made possible by the region’s economic dyna-
mism and vitality.4

Among recent trends and influences that
have far-reaching security implications for
Northeast Asia, at least three stand out.5

First and foremost is the relative decline of
the influence and security role of the United
States and Russia in the post-Cold War era. The
United States is trying to retain its traditional
political-military leadership as the balancer in
the region and is determined to prevent the
emergence of any other regional hegemon. How-
ever, in order to meet the new security environ-
ment of the post-Cold War period and to cope
with domestic problems, the United States is
modifying its overall military strategy and re-
ducing its scope of military involvement. For the

                                                            
2“Asia Pacific Security: The Dawn of Multilatera l-
ism?” Disarmament Bulletin 24 (Spring 1994): 1; and
Yuji Miyamoto, “Toward a New Northeast Asia,”
Pacific Review 6, 1 (1993): 1–7.
3For a useful discussion of the recent arms race in Asia
and the multilateral security regime, see Gerald Segal,
“Managing New Arms Races in the Asia/Pacific,”
Washington Quarterly 15, 3 (summer 1992): 83–101;
and also his “New Arms Races in Asia,” Jane’s Intel-
ligence Review (June 1992): 269–71. For arms control,
see James A. Winnerfeld, “A Framework for Realistic
Dialogue on Arms Control for Northeast Asia,” Ko-
rean Journal of Defense Analysis (Summer 1992):
21–47.
4Desmond Ball, “Arms and Affluence: Military A c-
quisitions in the Asia-Pacific Region,” International
Security 18, 3 (winter 1993/94): 81–82.
5Gareth Evans, “Security in the Asia-Pacific Region,”
International Defense Review: Defense ’92, 41–44;
Robert Karniol, “Asian Build-up: Regional Powers
Strengthen Their Hand” and Young-Koo Cha, “The
Changing Security Climate in Northeast Asia,” Inter-
national Defense Review (June 1991): 611–13 and
614–16, respectively.
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last four decades, to deter Soviet expansion and
to promote regional as well as international sta-
bility, the United States has played the role of
security guarantor with military and economic
power. However, the disappearance of the Soviet
threat, which united the United States and its
regional allies, now requires a change in tradi-
tional security relationships. Consequently, the
United States is trying to modify its strategy to-
ward East Asia. Most importantly, re-
emphasizing the new U.S. overseas deployment
principle—”from a leading to a supporting role”
in regional defense—the United States envisages
a continued but reduced U.S. naval and air pres-
ence in the Asia-Pacific for the remainder of the
decade.6

While Russia continues to have impressive
military capabilities, the relative influence of
Russia has declined substantially and is expected
to continue this trend in the foreseeable future
due to its internal political, social, and economic
problems. While we cannot rule out the possibil-
ity of the country regaining its strength and in-
fluence, Russia will take at least twenty to thirty
years to overcome internal problems and to re-
gain superpower status. Until that time, Russia is
expected to play a limited role in Northeast
Asian affairs.

The second major trend is that Japan and
China are likely to wield greater influence in
determining the strategic environment in North-
east Asia. Japan, as the world’s largest creditor
nation, has emerged as the second largest econ-
omy next only to that of the United States. It has
the world’s third largest defense expenditure.7 In
this regard, Japan is already a potential major
military power to be reckoned with in any strate-
gic calculation of Northeast Asia. However, its
specific role in the political, security and diplo-
matic arenas will depend upon the prospects for
                                                            
6United States Department of Defense, A Strategic
Framework for the Asian Pacific Rim: Looking To-
ward the 21st Century (Washington, D.C.: US DoD,
April 1990); and A Strategic Framework for the Asia-
Pacific Rim: Report to Congress (Washington, D.C.:
US DoD, July 1992).
7Japan’s 1994 defense expenditure is approximately
$45 billion. It recorded the lowest defense spending
growth rate since 1960. However it allows Japan to
acquire advanced weapons such as AWACS, Aegis,
helicopter carrier, nine Multiple-Launch Rocket Sys-
tems (MLRSs), twenty-nine Type-90 battle tanks,
eight F-15s, and improvements to P3C anti-submarine
aircraft. See Chosun Ilbo, 11 April 1994; and Bilveer
Singh, “Redefining Japan’s Defense Policy in the Post
Cold War Era: Inner to Outer Perimeter Defense?”
Asian Defence Journal, (February 1992): 22–30.

change in U.S.-Japanese security relations, the
degree of progress in Russo-Japanese relations,
and the reaction of its neighboring countries to
the rise in its regional profile. But, at least, Japan
will take on more defense responsibilities and
political roles in regional affairs than ever be-
fore.

The prospective decline of the U.S. and
Russian presence in the region will also increase
the strategic importance of China. China is the
only Asian nation with strategic nuclear forces,
and it maintains the world’s largest military of
3.2 million troops, thus standing in a position to
effect a major change in the strategic environ-
ment in the region. Even if China poses no direct
security threat to the U.S. or Russia, it can wield
enormous influence on nearly every country in
Asia.

These trends in regional politics will bring
about a fundamental change in the regional sys-
temic structure of Northeast Asia: that is, transi-
tion from bipolarity to multipolarity as the con-
sequence of the relative decline of U.S. and
Russian power and influence on one hand and
the relative increase of the influence of Japan
and China on the other. It is very difficult to
judge which system is more stable.8 What is
certain now is that Northeast Asia is experienc-
ing a systemic structural change and that the old
form is gone and a new one has not fully settled
down.9

Whereas, the first and the second trends
suggest the issue of adjustment in the regional
structure and configuration of power, the third
trend is related to national level changes with
some regional implications: that is, the increas-
ingly self-reliant defense posture of Northeast
Asian states. Throughout the mid-and late 1980s,
regional defense expenditure increased at an un-
precedented rate. This trend is likely to continue

                                                            
8Karl W. Deutsch and J. David Singer, “ Multipolar
Power Systems and International Stability,” World
Politics 16, 3 (April 1964): 390–406; Kenneth N.
Waltz, “The Stability of a Bipolar World,” Daedalus
93, 9 (summer 1964): 881–909; Patrick James and
Michael Brecher, “Stability and Polarity: New Paths
for Inquiry,” Journal of Peace Research 25, 1 (1988):
31–42; and John Lewis Gaddis, “The Long Peace:
Elements of Stability in the Postwar International
System,” International Security 10, 4 (spring 1986):
99–142.
9For further discussion on this point, see Aaron L.
Friedberg, “Ripe for Rivalry: Prospects for Peace in a
Multipolar Asia,” International Security 18, 3 (winter
1993/94): 5–33.
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given the economic dynamism of Northeast
Asia.

What is more important than increases in de-
fense expenditure is that most Northeast Asian
states, along with Southeast Asian states, are
importing advanced weapons and technologies
which will definitely enhance their power pro-
jection capabilities. The more particular en-
hancements include:

• national command, control, and communi-
cations systems

• national strategic and tactical intelligence
systems;

• multi-role fighter aircraft such as F-16, F-15,
and Su-27

• maritime surveillance aircraft
• anti-ship missiles
• modern surface combatants
• submarines
• electronic warfare systems
• rapid deployment forces.10

To a certain degree, it may be desirable and
inevitable to have such a self-reliant defense
posture and weapons acquisition programs.
However, such programs of the Northeast Asian
states are proceeding in an atmosphere of uncer-
tainty and flexibility and in the absence of a
common threat.11 Thus, given the newly emerged
sources of conflict which we will discuss later,
we can simply conclude that such an arms spree
among the Northeast Asian states may increase
the possibility of armed clashes and become one
of the sources of conflict in itself since the acqui-
sition of such weapon systems enable states to
materialize their political-military claims by pro-
viding the means to achieve them. This final
point leads us to a review of possible sources of
conflict and threat in Northeast Asia.

                                                            
10Andrew Mack and Desmond Ball, “The Military
Build-up in Asia-Pacific,” Pacific Review 5, 3 (1992):
197–208.
11Desmond Ball identified 12 reasons for regional
acquisition programs in the Asia-Pacific region: eco-
nomic growth and increasing resources for defense;
the requirements of enhanced self-reliance; the draw-
down of US presence and capabilities in the region;
fears of the dragons; the increasing salience of re-
gional conflict; the requirements for EEZ surveillance
and protection; the broadening of regional securtiy
concerns; prestige; technology acquistiion and reverse
engineering; corruption; supply-side pressures; and,
action-reaction. See Desmond Ball, “Arms and Allu-
ence,” 81–94.

The Probable Sources of Threats
and Conflicts

The most urgent and threatening point in
Northeast Asia is the tension on the Korean
peninsula with respect to denuclearization, arms
reduction, and reunification. To be sure, North
Korea’s nuclear bomb and Rodong missile gen-
erate considerable anxiety in South Korea and
Japan which are within the range of that mis-
sile.12 Without a clear resolution of the North
Korean nuclear issue, there will be no progress in
security cooperation, and Northeast Asia will
suffer from a lingering nuclear cloud. Or, in the
worst case, we may have a kind of chain reaction
of nuclear proliferation. Right now, it is unclear
how, in which direction, and when the North
Korean nuclear issue can be resolved. But, it
requires multilateral cooperation and coordina-
tion among the concerned countries and should
also take into account South Korea’s legitimate
security concerns.

The second source, briefly mentioned above,
is the arms build-up in the region. Several factors
have facilitated this phenomenon. First, the
Northeast Asian states, along with the Southeast
Asian states, perceive a need to anticipate insta-
bility. The larger regional powers want to con-
solidate their power position and increase their
influence while small powers want to play a
more active role in the region. Second, a wide-
spread need to replace aging equipment is cou-
pled with the economic resources to permit do-
ing so with modern high-tech weapons.13 Third
is the supply-side problem: that is, the leading
weapon manufacturers in the United States,
Western Europe, and Russia are competing for a
contracting arms market to overcome their own
financial difficulties.14

In Northeast Asia, not only has China sig-
nificantly beefed up its air and naval forces in
recent years, but it is on a shopping spree for
advanced weapons system. The well-publicized
purchase of seventy-two Su-27 FLANKER
fighter from Russia will significantly shore up
Chinese power projection capability.15

                                                            
12It is reported that North Korea is developing Rodong
2 whose range is well beyond the current Rodong 1
whose range is from 1,000 km to 1,500 km. Rodong
2’s range is expected to be 2,500 km.
13Douglas M. Johnston, “Anticipating Instability in the
Asia-Pacific Region,” Washington Quarterly 15, 3
(summer 1992): 105.
14Desmond Ball, “Arms and Alluence,” 81–94.
15FEER, April 11, 1991, September 3, and November
12, 1992; and Paul Godwin and John J. Schulz,
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China’s shopping spree for advanced weap-
ons has brought about an immediate Taiwanese
reaction. To check any possible aggression by
China as it upgrades its armed forces, Taiwan
has launched its own arms build-up to match its
Chinese counterpart and to deny the achievement
of reunification of the two Chinas by force. In
the past, Taiwan has had serious difficulties in
procuring advanced weapons from the United
States and Western European countries due to
Chinese pressure. In a rapidly-changing post-
Cold War security environment, however, Tai-
wan’s capability to purchase advanced weaponry
and technology has been significantly enhanced.
Perceiving that the Taiwan Strait has been peace-
ful because Taiwan is able to maintain air su-
premacy over China, the Taiwanese government
is not likely to fall behind the Chinese military
build-up and modernization programs in any
way.

The new Sino-Taiwanese rearmament pro-
grams, if unchecked, are likely to touch off a
spiraling arms build-up that could involve the
whole of Northeast Asia. Limited in resources
and manpower, a re-armed and resurgent Taiwan
will end up provoking China into a more intensi-
fied weapons procurement spree with the help of
Russia and the Ukraine. This will, in turn, pro-
voke a Japanese arms build-u Japan is becoming
very wary of China’s increasing military power
and the dangers of competition between the two
countries. While it recognizes the dangers of
competition, Japan is likely to match the Chinese
military build-u The grand strategy of Japan calls
for maintaining control of the seas around Ja-
pan’s islands, dominating the land mass abutting
this area of control, being a reliable naval power
in the region, securing and maintaining control
of access to Japan’s mineral sources in South-
west and Southeast Asia by dominating the en-
tire Western Pacific and excluding all foreign
navies, and possessing reliable defense capabili-
ties commensurate with Japanese economic
power. Japan’s arms build-up will be directed
mainly toward the air and naval components to
defend its Sea Lines-of-Communication
(SLOCs). This grand strategy has not fully mate-
rialized due to the presence of U.S. troops in the
region. However, the expected reduction of total
U.S. forces and the imperative of burden and
defense responsibility sharing will lead Japan to
assume a greater role in regional military affairs

                                                                                   
“Arming the Dragon for the 21st Century: China’s
Defense Modernization Program,” Arms Control To-
day (December 1993): 3–8.

under the auspices of the U.S.-Japanese alliance.
It seems that Japan is ready to assume a greater
defense role.

In sum, nowadays Northeast Asia faces the
danger of arms races in every single dimension
which might foster mutual suspicion. Enhancing
each nation’s capability to materialize its respec-
tive security claims increases the possibility of
clashes between Northeast Asian states.

The third source is lingering territorial dis-
putes among Northeast Asian states which may
lead states to acquire more advanced weapons
and to use them in those disputes. Contending
states are:

• the PRC, Taiwan, Vietnam, Malaysia,
Brunei and the Philippines, over the re-
sources of and sovereignty over the Spratly
Islands in the South China Sea;

• Russia and Japan, over the Northern Territo-
ries;

• Japan and South Korea, over the Liancourt
Rock in the East Sea;

• China and Vietnam, over their mutual bor-
der;

• Japan and South Korea, with respect to
North Korea’s declared military zone of fifty
nautical miles; and

• the PRC and Japan, over the Diayudao
(Senkaku) Islands in the East China Sea.16

Among these lingering territorial disputes,
one requires special attention: that is, China’s
territorial claims. China carries the baggage of
territorial claims against virtually all its neigh-
boring countries.17 China’s forcible seizure of the
Paracel Islands and unilateral inclusion in 1992
of the Spratly and Senkaku Islands within its
territorial waters lead us to believe that China is
one of the key security concerns, just next to
North Korea’s nuclear ambition.18 However, as
long as China’s imperative of economic devel-
opment dictates a peaceful, stable, and benign
external environment, it is likely to abstain from
committing itself to any renewed local conflicts.

More ominous from a longer-term perspec-
tive is the possibility of economic failure in
China, which would lead to a more highly cen-
tralized leadership in Beijing and the adoption of

                                                            
16Desmond Ball, ibid., 88–89.
17William T. Tow, “Post-Cold War Security in East
Asia,” Pacific Review 4, 2, (1991): 97–108, especially
103–105.
18Alfred D. William, Jr. “China and the Region,” Arms
Control Today, December 1993, 12–16.
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a more assertive and hostile foreign policy. A
financially crippled and anti-Western China
would be more likely to reassert its sovereignty
and its interests along disputed border and terri-
torial waters such as Hong Kong, Macao, Tai-
wan, and the South China Sea.19

This point leads us to another source of in-
stability: that is, the internal stability of the re-
sidual socialist states—China and North Korea.
Both states are faced with the issue of genera-
tional change of leadershi It is uncertain how and
when generational change will occur. It is also
very difficult to assess the impact of generational
change on domestic stability of both states.
However, we can at least expect that domestic
unrest in these countries will affect the future
stability of the region.

 The Prospect for Land-
Based CBMs in Northeast

Asia
Against the backdrop of the above described

security climate and pending security issues in
Northeast Asia, many policymakers and scholars
have been suggesting confidence-building meas-
ures as a means to stabilize the regional security
environment and to solve security issues. They
have also emphasized the experience and lessons
of European CBMs as a model to follow. In
principle, their claims have merit. However,
given the maritime nature of the geographical
setting and the pending security issues, the les-
sons and experience of the European approach
might not be appropriate for Northeast Asia as a
whole. Region-wide CBMs should be more
maritime-oriented than ground-oriented.20

On the other hand, if we look carefully into
the regional setting of Northeast Asia, we can
easily identify some areas to which the European
experience and lessons can be applied: the Ko-
rean peninsula; the Sino-Russian border area;
and Sino-Vietnamese border area.21 The ge o-
graphical setting of these areas are quite similar
to that of Europe. Thus European CBMs, which

                                                            
19David I. Hitchcock, Jr. “East Asia’s New Security
Agenda,” 92–93; and Douglas M. Johnston, “Antici-
pating Instability in the Asia-Pacific Region,” 104.
20Mark Valencia, “Northeast Asian Perspectives on
the Security Enhancing Value of CBMs,” in United
Nations, Disarmament: Confidence and Security
Building Measures in Asia (New York: United Na-
tions, 1990): 12–13.
21We can add Russo-Japanese territorial dispute over
the Northern Territories.

are distinctively land-oriented, can be applied
with some modification.

The stabilization of these areas is very im-
portant in promoting region-wide stability and
can serve as a way to lay a firm ground for mul-
tilateral security dialogue and cooperation.
Wihtout resolution of these bilateral issues, we
cannot expect too much from multilateral secu-
rity cooperation and these can become obstacles
in introducing a multilateral security cooperation
regime in Northeast Asia. Among these bilateral
security issues, the Korean peninsula is pre-
eminent. Thus, let us begin with the discussion
of land-based CBMs in the Korean peninsula.

The Korean Peninsula
The Korean peninsula, in which 1.8 million

troops are deployed along the 155-mile long
Demilitarized Zone, constitutes the most omi-
nous security problem in Northeast Asia. The
north and south division of Korea with two large
military establishments confronting each other in
a concentrated area makes the DMZ the most
dangerous border in the world. Stability on the
Korean peninsula is not only a Korean concern.
The Korean peninsula is the sole place in North-
east Asia where the vital interests of three nu-
clear powers and one economic superpower in-
tersect. Until recently, inter-Korean relations
have appeared to be. The two Koreas signed the
Basic Agreement on Reconciliation, Nonaggres-
sion, and Exchanges and Cooperation Between
the South and the North in December 13, 1991
and the Provisions in September 17, 1992. Both
contain some confidence-building measures.
Article 12 of the Basic Agreement states:

“To implement and guarantee non-
aggression, the two sides shall set up a South-
North Joint Military Commission within three
months of the coming into force of this Agree-
ment. In the said Commission, the two sides
shall discuss and carry out steps to build military
confidence and realize arms reduction, including
the mutual notification and control of major
movements of military units and exercises, the
peaceful utilization of the Demilitarized Zone,
exchanges of military personnel and information,
phased reductions in armaments including
the elimination of weapons of mass destruc-
tion and surprise attack capabilities,



Table 1. Comparison of CBMs Proposals of the Two Koreas

South Korean Proposal North Korean Proposal
Mutual visits and exchanges of military personnel
Mutual disclosure and exchanges of military information
Restriction of military exercise
Notification in advance of all maneuvers or movements
by military units of certain size and invitation of observa-
tion teams

Notification of military exercises in advance

Establishment of hot lines Operation of a hot line for the prevention of accidental
conflicts and possible escalation

Genuine demilitarization of the DMZ Conversion of the DMZ into a peace zone
Declaration of nonaggression and renunciation of the use
of military force after restoration of politico-military con-
fidence

Declaration of nonaggression currently with arms control
measure

Territories subject to non-aggression are those that have
been respectively controlled by the South and the North
under the Military Armistice Agreement of July 27, 1953

Demarcation line of non-aggression is the military demar-
cation line established in the Military Armistice Agree-
ment signed on July 27, 1953

Observation of the Military Armistice Agreement and the
transformation of the DMZ into an effective buffer zone
as well as a peace zone

and verifications thereof. [Emphasis
added.]”22

And, in the Provisions on Nonaggression,
both sides agreed on:
• Renunciation of the use of force against

each other;
• Peaceful resolution of conflicts and preven-

tion of accidental armed conflicts;
• Demarcation line of Nonaggression; and
• Establishment of a Hot Line between the

two Defense Ministers.23

Both sides agreed to further negotiate issues such
as:

• Freezing the military build-up in and near
the DMZ;

• Suspending mutual reconnaissance activi-
ties;

• Renouncing air and naval blockade; and
• Granting security guarantees for Pyongyang

and Seoul.24

The Basic Agreement and the Provisions
actually reflect many aspects of military CBMs
proposed by the two Koreas. (See Table 1.)

                                                            
22National Unification Board, Office for North-and-
South Dialogue, The Basic Agreement on Reconcilia-
tion, Non-aggression, and Exchanges and Coopera-
tion Between the South and the North (Seoul, National
Unification Board, 1992): 13.
23Cho-sun Ilbo, 18 September 1992.
24The first three were raised by North Korea, and the
fourth was raised by South Korea.

It seemed that arms control negotiation talks
were on the right track. However, as the resolu-
tion of the North Korean nuclear problem has
become very complicated and difficult, the ten-
sion in the Korean peninsula has increased and
not all agreements between the two Koreas have
been implemented. By raising suspicions about
its intentions, the North Korean nuclear program
inhibits serious arms control progress—that is,
any actual arrangements to diffuse the military
confrontation between the two Koreas. No seri-
ous military confidence-building measures seem
likely to be introduced and implemented (or even
considered in detail) until the prospect of North
Korean nuclear weapons is actually seen to de-
cline.25 Thus, we can say that the resolution of
the North Korean nuclear issue is a precondition
for inter-Korean arms control.

Based upon satisfactory resolution of the
nuclear issue, we can introduce and implement
arms control measures including CBMs. As al-
ready mentioned, the Basic Agreement and the
Provisions have some CBMs. With the exception
of agreement on a Hot Line, most CBMs con-
tained in the Basic Agreement and the Provisions
are declaratory in nature and serve as guiding
principles for future CBMs. What is required
from now on is the development of more con-
crete and detailed CBM and of a step-by-step
approach and strategy.

                                                            
25Thomas J. Hirschfeld, “Building Confidence in K o-
rea: The Arms Control Dimension,” Korean Journal
of Defense Analysis 4, 1 (summer 1992): 26.



Table 2. Types of Confidence-Building Measures

Transparency Measures Constraint Measures
Information Measures

force composition
defense industry
defense budget data
personnel exchange
force deployment

Inspection Measures
observers during military movements, exercises, and ma-
neuvers
observers in sensitive areas and constrained facilities

Communication Measures
hot line
crisis management

Non-interference Measures
non-interference in NMT

Notification Measures
military maneuvers
military movements
mobilization

Physical Constraint Measures
personnel constraint
maneuver and movement constraint
limitations or bans on specific types of weapon test
equipment constraint limiting or prohibiting specified types
and/or offensive equipment

Observation and Verification
observation of military exercises, maneuvers, and
movements
code of conduct for provision of adequate opportu-
nities to observe

In order to accomplish such tasks, it seems
necessary to take into account the character of
each CBM, the security concerns of each side,
and to assess the probable effects of each CBM
on inter-Korean relations. Then we must priori-
tize CBMs implementation.

We can divide CBMs into two categories:
transparency measures and constraint meas-
ures.26 Constraint measures are intended to limit
a state’s ability to launch a surprise attack.
Transparency measures are designed to make
hostile purposes hard to conceal by adopting

                                                            
26It is possible to classify CBMs in different ways. For
example, Jonathan Alford organizes CBMs into three
categories: detection of preparations for war; con-
straints on preparedness; and clarifying measures.
Johan Jorgen Holst identified four types of CBMs
based on their respective functions: the exchange of
military information; prior notification; observation;
and stability. Lynn Hansen observed four types of
CBMs: information CBMs; Notification CBMs; Veri-
fication CBMs; and Constraint CBMs. See James
Macintosh, Confidence (and Security) Building Meas-
ures in Arms Control Process: A Canadian Perspec-
tive (Ottawa, Ont.: Department of External Affairs,
1990): 61–62; Johan Jorgen Holst, “Confidence-
building Measures: A Conceptual Framework,” Sur-
vival 25, 1 (January/February 1983): 2–15; Jonathan
Alford, ed., The Future of Arms Control. Part III:
Confidence-Building Measures (London: IISS, 1979);
Alford, “The Usefulness and the Limitations of
CBMs” in William Epstein and Bernard T. Feld, eds.,
New Direction in Disarmament (New York: Praeger
Publishers, 1981): 133–44.

measures to clarify the intent, purposes, and ca-
pabilities of the concerned states.27 Even if we
divide CBMs into two categories, they are not
completely mutually exclusive. Rather they can
mutually support and reinforce each one’s effec-
tiveness.

In addition to these two categories of CBMs,
we can think of the so-called “declaratory
CBMs” such as non-use of forces and peaceful
settlement of disputes as a separate category of
CBMs. Such measures are rather political and
symbolic in nature since these measures do not
require any concrete action. And they can be
considered as guiding principles for future
CBMs. In order to make such declaratory meas-
ures meaningful, it is necessary to introduce
more concrete and substantive CBMs as soon as
possible as we have seen in Sino-Soviet/Russian
case. Otherwise these measures can become
meaningless political and diplomatic propa-
ganda. (See Table 2.)

Since both Koreas have agreed on most de-
claratory measures, such as renunciation of use
of force and peaceful resolution of disputes and
prevention of escalation in crisis, in the Basic
Agreement and the Provisions, we can say that
we are now at the stage of introducing and im-
plementing more concrete and substantive meas-
ures.

                                                            
27James M. Garrett, “Confidence-Building Measures:
Foundation for Stability in Europe,” Journal of Strate-
gic Studies 15, 3 (September 1992): 284–85.
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Then we must ask what kind of measures are
required to stabilize and manage inter-Korean
relations carefully at the initial stage of inter-
Korean arms control talks, and to provide a firm
ground for future arms reduction.

It seems that at the initial stage of building
military confidence between the South and the
North, transparency measures accompanied by
some constraint measures should be applied first.
The reason that transparency measures should be
introduced first is that excessive secrecy can
damage relations between states by fostering
ever greater suspicions, hostility and worst-case
assumptions. Measures to promote transparency
in certain areas of military affairs can be consid-
ered as a useful corrective tool to this kind of
problem by providing opportunities for commu-
nicating non-hostile intentions and for allaying
unwarranted suspicions.28

Transparency, of course, is not a cure-all,
nor does it change military realities. Some forms
of transparency may tend to create instability and
feelings of vulnerability.29 Thus, what we try to
do is to obtain a better balance between secrecy
and transparency in the interest of fostering
common security and mutual respect for each
other’s legitimate security concerns.

Keeping these facts in mind, let us review
land-based CBMs in the first stage. The first
group of CBMs can be limited in scope, less in-
trusive, and, to a certain degree, voluntary in
nature. This includes:

• exchanges of military information,30

• notification of military movements, maneu-
vers, and exercises;

• operation of a hot line;
• demilitarization and conversion of the DMZ

into a peace zone; and
• relocation of offensive weapons.
• 

                                                            
28Prvoslav Daviniv, “Opening Statement,” Disarma-
ment Topical Paper 13: National Security and Confi-
dence-Building in the Asia-Pacific Region (New York:
UN, 1993): 6.
29Adam-Daniel Rotfeld, “Developing a Confidence-
Building System in East-West Relations: Europe and
the CSCE,” in Allen Lynch, ed., Building Security in
Europe: Confidence-Building Measures and the CSCE
(New York: Institute for East-West Studies, 1986):
112–17.
30The exchange of military information and the e x-
change of military personnel are usually paired. How-
ever, North Korea seems very reluctant to accept a
personnel exchange measure. Initially, we might start
with the exchange of military information only.

Among these land-based CBMs, the ex-
change of military information and the operation
of a hot line between the high military authorities
may be the easiest thing to achieve. In order to
prevent accidental armed clashes and to avoid
their escalation, both sides have agreed to estab-
lish a hot line between military authorities.31

However, until now, the agreement on the estab-
lishment of the hot line has not been fully im-
plemented and the details of operation have not
yet been discussed. So, we can expect that if
inter-Korean dialogue resumes after the resolu-
tion of North Korean nuclear issue, the issue of
operation of a hot line will become the first
agenda item to be dealt with; it seems to have
high feasibility. However, based upon our previ-
ous experience,32 using communications conf i-
dently and properly will be hard, especially be-
tween antagonists that have not communicated in
any routine way for nearly four decades (since
the end of the Korean War).33 Furthermore, the
intrinsic value of hot line lies in allowing na-
tional leaders to deal directly with each other in
emergencies, in a final effort to avoid conflict.
Thus, we can say that hot lines in Korea may be
of value once conflict has begun and one party or
both wish to terminate it without further escala-
tion.3434 In a word, the value of a hot line lies in
crisis management and termination. We can con-
clude that the establishment and operation of a
hot line between military authorities has limited
value in crisis prevention: that is, it has political
and symbolic meaning and significance rather
than purely military utility. Pre-arranged, routi-
nized, and reliable communications between
military authorities are likely to enhance confi-
dence between the two parties by providing the
opportunities for indirect contact until the ex-
change of military personnel is implemented.

Second, the exchange of military informa-
tion should be included in the first stage of
CBMs. However, regarding this measure, there
is a fundamental difference between South and
North Korea. North Korea has been very reluc-

                                                            
31According to Article 12, 13, 14 and 15, the two K o-
reas agreed to open the hot line within 50 days of the
coming into force of the Provisions, and agreed to set
up a steering working group of five people. Chosun
Ilbo, 18 September 1992.
32Based on the July 4th Joint Communique, the two
Koreas established a direct telephone line. However,
whenever there were conflicts and tensions, North
Korea cut off the line without prior notification.
33Thomas J. Hirschfeld, “Building Confidence in K o-
rea: The Arms Control Dimension,” 31–32.
34Ibid., 32.
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tant in this regard. North Korea may fear that
revealing military information could jeopardize
its own security, and may perceive that manipu-
lating secrecy in this area against South Korea
may work for its own interests. On the other
hand, South Korea cannot trust North Korea as
long as North Korea does not respond to the in-
formation exchange measures. Difference on this
issue can be overcome by limiting the range and
scope of information. For example, at the initial
stage, we can start with an exchange of, not de-
tailed information, but simple aggregate number
of troops, specific weapons,35 and defense
budget. Since such information is already avail-
able through Military Balance or SIPRI Year-
book, the exchange of such information does not
undermine each other’s security posture. Rather
it is likely to enhance military confidence be-
tween the two Koreas. From the South Korean
perspective, if North Korea adopts this kind of
measure, it can be perceived as a sign of North
Korea’s genuine willingness and sincerity to
reduce tension and to build confidence between
the two Koreas. Furthermore, by restricting the
scope and range of information, we can over-
come North Korea’s suspicion that this kind of
measure is to be used as an intelligence activ-
ity.36

Or we can utilize the UN Register of Con-
ventional Arms which invites members to submit
information on import/export of seven categories
of weapons, and background information re-
garding military holdings, procurement through
national production and relevant policies on a
voluntary base by April 30th of each year.37

Among the Northeast Asian states, only North
Korea has failed to file its report. Further delay
or inaction by North Korea may undermine its
own credibility. Thus, first of all, it seems neces-
sary for North Korea to take proper measures
                                                            
35On specific weapons, we can include: battle tanks,
armored combat vehicles, large calibre artillery sys-
tems, and attack helicopters which are four out of
seven categories used in the UN Register of Conven-
tional Arms.
36Thomas J. Hirschfeld, ed., Intelligence and Arms
Control: A Marriage of Convenience (Austin: Lyndon
B. Johnson School of Public Affairs, University of
Texas, 1988): 9–18.
37See UN General Assembly Resolution 46/36L of
December 1991, entitled “Transparency in Arma-
ments”; Ian Anthony, “Assessing the UN Register of
Conventional Arms,” Survival 35, 4 (winter 1993):
113–129; and Hendrik Wagenmakers, “The UN Reg-
ister of Conventional Arms: A New Instrument for
Cooperative Security,” Arms Control Today (April
1993): 16–21.

regarding the UN Register. And, before the sub-
mission of the requested information to the UN,
both Koreas can exchange its report as a way to
build confidence.

Based upon successful utilization and im-
plementation of the UN Register and sim-
ple/aggregate forms of information exchange,
both sides can expand the scope of information
exchanged and then introduce militarily signifi-
cant detailed information exchange measures.

In order to prevent either side from engaging
in a surprise attack, and to reduce the chance of
misunderstanding and misjudgment, it is neces-
sary to adopt notification measures. Notification
measures should be of interest to both sides. In-
crements of effective and timely warning are
very important for South Korea, whose capital is
only 45km away from the DMZ. On the other
hand, North Korea has considerable interest in
reducing exercises in scope and content, and
knowing about them far in advance.38

Since Article 12 of the Basic Agreement
only makes reference to “major” movements of
“military units” and exercises, what is required is
to determine the notification parameters. Given
the differences in the composition of military
units under the two governments, it could prove
difficult to predetermine the size of units requir-
ing notification. For example, North Korea is
likely to insist that this size be set at the division
level. On the other hand, South Korea would
most likely insist on pre-specification at the bri-
gade level, as the brigade is the unit most fre-
quently used by the North Koreans. One possible
way to overcome such a difference is to set up
different notification dates for different sizes of
military maneuvers, movements, and exercises
involving different sets of military equipment.

By setting up different prior notification
dates for different sizes of military activities, we
can include various kinds of military activities in

Table 3. Notification Measures

Number/Size of Troops Date for Notification
10,000 20
15,000 30
18,000 40
20,000 50
25,000 60

*Numbers shown in this table are arbitrary and hypo-
thetical. They can change depending upon the result of
negotiations between the two Koreas.

                                                            
38Thomas Hirschfeld, 30–31.
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notification. It is very comprehensive, and would
benefit both Koreas.

Demilitarization and conversion of the DMZ
into a peace zone is another important confi-
dence-building measure. The most important
objectives for the peaceful utilization of the
DMZ are the strengthening of its original func-
tion as a buffer zone (as described in the Military
Armistice Agreement), and the improvement of
confidence and cooperation, in essence making it
a “field of confidence.”39 Achievement of this
objective would require both sides to suspend
hostile activities in the DMZ and to correct armi-
stice violations. Especially, from the South Ko-
rean perspective, underground tunnels which
pass the DMZ should be identified and then de-
stroyed.40 Another measure we can apply here is
to clear up visual obstructions.

Unlike other measures, measures for de-
militarization and conversion of the DMZ into a
peace zone require mutual inspection and it
seems possible to do so. Both Koreas can jointly
inspect and verify the corrective measures. Or, if
it is not possible, we can utilize either UN Peace
Keeping Operations or the Neutral Nations Su-
pervisory Commission. However, it is desirable
to have representatives of both Koreas in any
case.

Along with the demilitarization of the DMZ,
we can employ some constraint measures: that is,
relocation of offensive weapons, such as river-
crossing equipment, long-range large calibre
artillery systems, battle tanks, and armored com-
bat vehicles, away from the DMZ. If not all of
these are possible, North Korea should relocate
its longer range large, calibre artillery systems
whose range is well beyond Seoul. If North Ko-
rea would guarantee the security of Seoul by
pulling its artillery systems away from their cur-
rent locations, it would enhance greatly South
Korea’s confidence. It may be the most effective
land-based CBM we can expect.

We have reviewed the first set of land-based
CBMs we can apply to the Korean peninsula.
They are: a) establishment and operation of a hot
line; b) notification of military movements, ma-
neuvers, and exercises; c) exchange of military
information; d) demilitarization and conversion
of the DMZ into a peace zone; and e) relocation
                                                            
39Man-Ho Heo, “Confidence-Building and Arms
Control Negotiations in South-North High Level
Talks: Issues and Prospects,” Korean Journal of Inter-
national Studies 24, 1 (spring 1993): 88.
40It is believed that North Korea has dug several u n-
derground tunnels. Up to now, three have been de-
tected.

of offensive weapons. Based upon successful
implementation of these measures in the first
place, we can introduce other CBMs which may
be more intrusive and constraining.

Other Areas for Land-based
CBMs: Sino-Russian Border, Sino-
Vietnamese Border, and the
Northern Territories

Previously, we have identified some other
areas which contain some potential for conflict:
the Sino-Russian border, Sino-Vietnamese bor-
der, and the Northern Territories. Among these
other areas of concern, the Sino-Russian front is
the core, since stability and peace in other areas
depend upon the fluctuation of Sino-Russian
relations in general.

On the Sino-Soviet/Russian front, arms re-
ductions and some form of CBMs have already
been introduced and implemented since the late
1980s. In April 1990, China and the former So-
viet Union signed an agreement on guiding prin-
ciples for the reduction of armed forces and the
strengthening of mutual confidence in the mili-
tary field including routine military exchange.
Since then, the two sides have conducted nego-
tiations on the concrete measures to implement
the principles. In May 1991 Dimitri Yazov,
when he visited Beijing, acknowledged that
China and the Soviet Union no longer perceived
a threat from each other. The two sides have by
now reached agreement on most issues. The
Joint Declaration issued by China and Russia in
December 1992 stated that the two sides should
reduce their armed forces in the border region to
the lowest level commensurate with the friendly
relations between the two countries. The two
sides also agreed to take concrete measures to
strengthen mutual confidence and maintain tran-
quillity in the border region. They reaffirmed
their commitment not to be the first to use nu-
clear weapons or to threaten to use nuclear
weapons against non-nuclear-weapon states and
nuclear-weapon-free zones under any circum-
stance. They also stated that neither side would
seek hegemony in the Asia-Pacific region or any
other region in the world, and that both sides
were opposed to any form of hegemony and
power politics.41

                                                            
41Sha Zukang, “Review of New Dimensions in Polit i-
cal and Military Postures in the Asia-Pacific Region,”
Disarmament Topical Paper 13: National Security
and Confidence-building in the Asia-Pacific Region
(New York, NY: UN, 1993): 38–39; and Gary Klint-
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The Sino-Soviet/Russian conflict, which
was once regarded inevitable and/or unavoid-
able, seems gone permanently. However, it is too
early to say that Sino-Russian relations will con-
tinue to improve and become fully institutional-
ized as for the case of the Conference on Secu-
rity and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE). The
problem is closely related to the domestic politi-
cal situation of both countries: that is, the politi-
cal leadership change. It is uncertain how and
when leadership change would occur and to as-
sess the character of the succeeding leadershi If
the next generation of political leaders in both
countries is more nationalistic and assertive, po-
litical and military detente between the two gi-
ants would not last long. In order to prevent such
things from happening, the current leadership of
both countries should strengthen and expand
CBMs they have already taken. What is more
important is that they formalize and publicize
what they have agreed to. We are very curious
about the content and details of Sino-
Soviet/Russian arms control measures. Opening
up the secrecy of Sino-Russian arms control
agreements would enhance other neighbors’ con-
fidence in China and Russia. Furthermore, mak-
ing these Agreements public will enable other
neighbors to predict and assess their own secu-
rity environment and to be prepared for it. Such
behavior would lessen international suspicions
and ambiguity over Sino-Russian detente. Now
is the time for China and Russia to strengthen
mutual, regional, and international confidence in
their non-aggressive intentions and military ca-
pabilities by making the contents of their CBMs
public and internationalized.

To a lesser extent, China and Vietnam
should engage in extensive negotiations for
measures to stabilize the situation along their
borders. It is necessary for China to apply to
Vietnam the same kind of land-based CBMs that
are adopted between Russia and China. By
striking a balance between the different border
areas, China could enhance its peace image and
sooth the fears of its neighbors. Consequently,
China could really contribute to regional stability
and peace. Furthermore, by stabilizing the situa-
tion along the Sino-Vietnamese border, China
can eliminate this potential source of conflict
between Russia and China. This kind of measure
is likely to strengthen Sino-Russian detente. In a
word, CBMs which are already adopted and im-
plemented along the Sino-Russian border should

                                                                                   
worth, “The Practice of Common Security: China’s
Borders with Russia and India,” in ibid., 117–20.

be expanded toward other border areas. If not,
China may raise the concerns of small states.

Finally, it is important to have stable and
cooperative relations between Russia and Japan
by solving the issue of “the Northern Territo-
ries.” From all aspects, improved Russo-
Japanese relations are essential for the stability
of the region. Without normalization of Russo-
Japanese relations, we can hardly expect a truly
cooperative concert of powers in Northeast Asia.
The discussion between Russia and Japan on
how to implement the Joint Declaration of 1956
is required.42 In the mean time, Russia should
reduce the size of troops and equipment de-
ployed there. Such Russian behavior can be per-
ceived by the Japanese as a sign of Russian
willingness to solve the territorial dispute with
Japan.

In sum, all the bilateral issues such as the
Korean peninsula, Sino-Russian border, Chinese-
Vietnamese border and Russo-Japanese territo-
rial dispute should be resolved between the con-
cerned parties. As we mentioned before, the
scope of applicability of land-based CBMs may
be limited but is very important to secure stabil-
ity on lands which can be direct and urgent
flashpoints for conflict. Land-based CBMs
should be accompanied by other CBMs, such as
maritime and nuclear CBMs. In a word, we
should adopt a synergistic approach.

Conclusion
Right now, the situation on the Korean pen-

insula is unstable and unpredictable because of
the pending issue of the North Korean nuclear
problem. It is very uncertain when both Koreas
will resume their talks in general and have the
first meeting of the Joint Military Commission in
which arms control measures, including CBMs,
will be discussed in detail. The resolution of the
North Korean nuclear problem is required for
introducing and implementing land-based
CBMs. Initial hopes and expectations for CBMs
applied to the Korean peninsula will probably
have to remain limited for some time to come.
CBMs are incremental and require patience.
And,in other areas of concern, we should en-

                                                            
42According to the Joint Declaration of 1956, Russia is
supposed to return the Habomai group and Shikotan to
Japan unconditionally. Both parties should engage in
negotiation on the issue of two other islands:
Kunashiri and Etorofu. See Yakov Zinberg and Rein-
hard Drifte, “Chaos in Russia and the Territorial Dis-
pute with Japan,” Pacific Review 6, 1 (1993): 277–84.
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courage the concerned parties to take a more
active stance with respect to CBMs.

In most cases, the increased openness in
military information is crucial to build confi-
dence. Secrecy cannot guarantee national secu-
rity. Rather we should try to achieve a balance
between secrecy and openness. In this regard, we
should try either to utilize the UN Register of
Conventional Arms or to create a regional regis-
ter of conventional arms. This kind of action will
increase predictability, assurance and certainty
which can, in turn, enhance confidence.

Verification is very important. One of the
defects of the UN Register is the absence of veri-
fication mechanisms. Of course, it is understable
that in order to encourage members to participate
the UN Register intentionally deletes verification
mechanisms. However, without verification
measures, information exchange has a danger of
becoming a cheating device. Thus, we should
adopt a minimum level of verification measures.
We have to make it clear that this is not intended
to replace intelligence activities, only to enhance
mutual trust and confidence. The watchword
must be: “Trust but verify.”

Notification of military activities is also im-
portant. Especially if these activities take place
near the border areas, it is crucial to have notifi-
cation far in advance. Along with notification
measures, it is necessary to reduce the size of
troops and withdraw some offensive military

equipment from the borders either unilaterally or
through bilateral negotiations. This kind of
measure can be a sign of the introduction of “de-
fensive defense” and will reduce surprise attack
capabilities and provide longer warning times.

By applying these kinds of measures in bi-
lateral relations, we can lay a firm ground for
multilateral region-wide CBM regime. The
resolution of bilateral issues can be considered as
precondition for introducing multilateral security
cooperation. Otherwise, even if we establish a
multilateral security cooperation regime, the ef-
fectiveness of such a regime will be constrained
by the presence of bilateral disputes such as the
Korean peninsula, Sino-Russian border, Sino-
Vietnamese border, and Russo-Japanese territo-
rial disputes. Rather this will become a place for
political propaganda and will complicate the
situation.

Finally, we should avoid wishful thinking.
CBMs are not a panacea. The utility of CBMs
may be very limited in scope. We should clearly
recognize the limits and the effectiveness of
CBMs. The most important fact that we have to
keep in mind is that the effectiveness of any arms
control measure, including CBMs, is determined
by the political will of the concerned states. As
many strategists and academics argue, political
detente is required prior to military detente.
Arms control is the military currency of politics.



MARITIME CONFIDENCE-BUILDING

MEASURES (CBMS) IN
NORTHEAST ASIA

Ji Guoxing

Support for Maritime Cooperative Security
ith the significant changes in the Asian-Pacific security environment in the
post-Cold War era, cooperative security in the region becomes both attainable
and necessary. Countries in the Asia Pacific have come to realize that apart

from the traditional bilateral security arrangements, multilateral efforts are needed for
dealing with common issues facing them so as to lay the foundation for a new balance of
regional security. “The conditions generated by the dissolution of the Soviet Union re-
quire the rethinking of strategic issues in every capital. The general trend is to build con-
structive cooperation among countries, especially on security issues, and to foster the re-
structuring of global and regional international institutions.”1 The reluctance shown by
the minority countries to participate in cooperative security arrangements might change.

Russia, China, North Korea, Japan and the U.S. share an interest in seeing conditions
of peace, progress and stability in Northeast Asia, especially on the Korean peninsula.
“The four (Russia, China, Japan and the U.S.) also share an interest in avoiding inadver-
tent incidents and preventing activities that could bring them into unintended conflict
with one another.”2 The existence in Northeast Asia of countries with different social
systems and paths of development is an objective reality formed in history; yet there are
advances in communications, transportation, and commercial transaction that serve to
integrate these disparate nations. The establishment of a cooperative relationship among
the six looks hopeful. The Pacific Ocean is a shared medium, used by all and vitally im-
portant to all. It is at sea that economic, political and security interests of regional coun-
tries intersect. This intersection further suggests that the timing might now be right to ex-
amine forms of maritime cooperation inconceivable before the Cold War’s thaw.

Ji Guoxing is a professor of political science and director of Asia-Pacific Department at Shanghai Institute for In-
ternational Studies. The views expressed here are those of the author.

                                                            
1“Cooperative Security in Northeast Asia,” a report of the center for International Security and Arms Control, Stanford
University, January 1993, l.
2James Goodby, “The Application of Confidence-Building Techniques to Northeast Asia and the Middle East,” Disar-
mament Topical Papers 7 (New York: United Nations, 1991), 78.
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Maritime activities might increase or reduce con-
flicts of interests between countries. At present,
except for a few bilateral treaties, no broadly
recognized procedures provide guidelines for the
conduct of maritime activities within the region.
Maintenance of the status quo in Northeast Asian
maritime affairs “ignores manifold signals of
approaching danger and invites mistrust, miscal-
culation, and miscue in the evolving regional
security environment.”3

As the idea of a Northeast Asian security re-
gime has been generally acceptable, maritime
security, an important dimension of security,
could act as a catalyst for establishing a security
regime. As some forms of maritime cooperation
could serve to overcome difficulties and improve
overall relationships, addressing maritime secu-
rity offers realistic prospects for viable and
meaningful regional security measures. “Despite
differences in cultures, religions, and political
persuasions, there is much in our common expe-
rience at sea that binds seafaring men and
woman together. In raging seas and Taifun
winds, there are no enemies, only survivors;”
“Professional sailors share a common maritime
heritage and unique way of life that provide fer-
tile ground for achieving broader international
goals.”4 Building on this shared background,
maritime cooperation can serve as a bridge to
broader security cooperation among nations.

Due to their predominant naval presence in
the Pacific Ocean, the U.S. and Russia assume
the main responsibility in maritime cooperative
security in Northeast Asia. It is encouraging that
the U.S., which opposed maritime CBMs (Con-
fidence-Building Measures) and naval arms con-
trol in the past in order to keep maritime superi-
ority, emphasizes now international cooperative
approaches to regional and global problems. An
American commander says, “The U.S. Navy’s
deployability, sustainability, and ability to oper-
ate in tandem with the forces of many other na-
tions make it a particularly suitable instrument to
achieve longer policy goals through cooperative
engagement.”5

                                                            
3Captain Skaridov, Commander Thompson, Lieute n-
ant Commander Yang, “Asian-Pacific Maritime Secu-
rity: New Possibilities for Naval Cooperation,” the
Center for International Security and Arms Control,
Stanford University, February 1994, 13.
4 Ibid., 10, 22.
5 Ibid., 11.

Maritime Security: A Topic
High on the Agenda

The Importance of the Sea in
Northeast Asia
The sea occupies an important position in North-
east Asia, and is the central component of the
region. The shores of Northeast Asian countries
are washed by the East China Sea, the Yellow
Sea, and Sea of Japan, the Sea of Okhotsk, the
Bering Sea, and in a broad sense by the Pacific
Ocean. Of strategic importance are the straits of
Tsushima, Tsugaru, and La Perouse, and the
Catherine, Osumi and Bering Straits. In terms of
ship movement, the seas and straits are among
the busiest in the world. In the Sea of Japan, a
significant volume of commercial and military
traffic is involved. According to a 1990 study by
the Washington-based Stimson Center, there are
more incidents in the Sea of Japan than any other
theater world-wide.6 Despite the end of the Cold
War, risk-prone “old practices” have continued.
In February 1992, for example, there was a po-
tentially dangerous incident involving the U.S.
submarine USS Baton Rouge and a Russian Si-
erra-class SSN. In March 1993, there was a colli-
sion between the U.S. Grayling and a Russian
Delta-class SSBN.7 In August 1993, there was an
incident between the Chinese navy and Russian
merchant ships in the East China Sea. Countries
in the region rely on the sea to develop trade and
foreign trade is still transported by the sea. U.S.
trade with Asia eclipsed that with Europe 12
years ago, and 50 percent more crosses the Pa-
cific than the Atlantic. Japan is a major trading
nation depending heavily on the sea for resources
and shipping of its manufactured goods. Russia
also has important SLOCs linking the Russian
Far East with the western part of the country, and
fifty percent of the trade between the two regions
travels by sea. Great powers in the region defend
their interests mainly with their navies. American
power in the Pacific is primarily maritime. U.S.
naval forces in the Pacific consist of 76 ships
(including six carriers, 23 combatants, 11 am-
phibious vessels, 21 submarines, and 15 support
units), 25 percent of which remain in the West-
ern Pacific, homeported mainly in Japan. U.S.
                                                            
6Barry M. Blechman, et. al., “The U.S. Stake in Naval
Arms Control,” Henry L. Stimson Center, Washing-
ton, D.C., 1990.
7See James Tritten, “A New Look at Naval Arms
Control,” Security Dialogue 4, 4 (Sept. 1993) for a
description of those incidents.
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capabilities in the Asia Pacific will decrease
some 20 percent over the next few years, in-
cluding one or two aircraft carriers. The capa-
bilities of the Russian Pacific Fleet have not been
reduced, although the fleet is increasingly bound
to home waters. According to an international
group of naval officers gathered at Stanford Uni-
versity in 1993 to consider naval cooperation in
the Pacific, “The United States and Russia are
maritime powers both in the Pacific and world-
wide, based on their maritime heritage, and the
size and capability of their navies. Although the
current size of their navies is largely the result of
Cold War competition, and both navies are being
reduced, yet both will retain sufficient naval
forces to support their future national interests.”8

A Russian captain says, “Based on historical
precedents, Russia as an independent state will
rise above today’s difficult internal economic
situation to maintain an effective combat-ready
fleet with the potential to accomplish its tasks in
all regions of the world.”9Russia “is mostly co n-
cerned with the security implications of the
American naval presence in the region adjacent
to the Kurile Islands and Kamchatka Peninsula,”
10 in which the major source of perceived threat
lies not so much in naval facilities as such, but
rather with naval-based American aviation which
may intrude into Russian airspace. On the other
hand, the larger part of Russian Pacific Fleet is
concentrated in the Sea of Japan which objec-
tively represents a threat to Japanese territory.
The outstanding Northern Territories disputes
between Russia and Japan involve control of the
Catherine Strait. In November 1991, the Soviet
Defense Ministry noted that giving up the two
most important islands (Kunashir and Iturup)
would give Japan control over the strategic strait.
This in turn would give both Japanese and
American submarines free access of the Sea of
Okhotsk. An Australian scholar Andrew Mack
wrote, “Access of U.S. hunter-killer submarines
(SSNs) to the Sea of Okhotsk has long been a
sensitive issue for Moscow since the Sea of Ok-
hotsk is a major deployment area for Russian
missile-firing submarine (SSBNs) which were

                                                            
8Captains Moreland, Ota, and Pan’kov: “Naval Coo p-
eration in the Pacific: Looking to the Future,” Center
for International Security and Arms Control, Stanford
University, February 1993, 13.
9 Skaridov et. al. 1994, 5.
10 Alexei V. Zagorsky, “Northeast Asian Security-and
Confidence-building,” Disarmanant Topical Papers 6
(New York: United Nations, 1991), 94

targeted for destruction by the U.S. Navy in the
event of even a conventional war.”11

Disputes over Maritime Rights and
Interests
Countries in Northeast Asia are going to pay
increasing attention to the exploration of marine
resources such as oil, gas, and fishery in the
process of developing their economies. The de-
fense of maritime rights and interests has become
a major task of Northeast Asian countries, who
will not easily make concessions in this regard.
The Proclamation of the UN convention on the
Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) in 1982 has exacer-
bated the competing claims for maritime juris-
dictional zones in the region. Apart from dis-
putes in the application of straight baselines,
overlapping jurisdiction in the exclusive eco-
nomic zones (EEZs) and the continental shelf is
an inevitable outcome of this new ocean regime.
The political and security dimensions of inter-
state relations in Northeast Asia have serious
maritime ramifications as a result. The EEZs of
most bordering states overlap with adjacent
neighbors, thus giving rise to boundary-
delimitation problems. Up till now, some frag-
mentary agreements regarding delimitation of the
continental shelf are in force in Northeast Asia,
but there even exist disputes over some of these
agreements among relevant parties. For example,
in 1974 Japan and South Korea signed an agree-
ment defining their continental shelf boundary
throughout the Korea Strait and the western en-
trance of the Yellow Sea. China has protested
against it, warning Japan and South Korea
against “infringing on China’s sovereignty,”
when “it stood to reason that the question of how
to divide those parts of the continental shelf in
the East China Sea involving other countries
should be decided by China and the related
countries through consultations.”12 Besides, there
are no accepted solutions regarding the delimita-
tion of economic zones in the region (except
U.S.-Russian delimitation of maritime zones in
the Bering Sea circa 1990). The situation is fur-
ther complicated by existing territorial disputes
that have direct relevance to maritime jurisdic-
tion. Firstly, there is the contention between
China and Japan over the Diaoyu Dao (Senkaku)
Islands. The total size of the area is about 7
square kilometers. China says the islands have
                                                            
11Andrew Mack, “Naval Arms Control and Conf i-
dence-Building for Northeast Asian Waters,” Korean
Journal of Defense Analysis 5, 2 (winter 1993): 146.
12Xinhua Monthly (Beijing), 11 Feb. 1974.
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been administered by China since the Ming Dy-
nasty (14th to 17th century), while Japan says
the islands were “occupied and administered” by
Japan in the Late 19 century. The Controversy
involves two dimensions: the sovereignty over
the islands and the relevant maritime jurisdic-
tional rights and interests. The disputes are
closely related with oil resources. They have
been intensified since the reported oil reserves in
its water areas in the late 1960s. Possession of
islands would confer title over about 11,700
square nautical miles of the continental shelf
landwards of the 200-meter isobath (depth-line).
“For Japan the Senkaku Islands represents access
to a potentially valuable section of the continen-
tal shelf of the East China Sea.”1313 Then there
is the contention between Japan and South Korea
over Liancourt Rocks (called Take Shima by the
Japanese and TOK-Do by the South Koreans),
causing the impossibility of delimiting the conti-
nental shelf boundary between them in the Sea of
Japan. “If South Korea or Japan were able to
gain exclusive title to these islets, they would
also secure title to surrounding seas measuring
18,545 nm.”1414 The conflict between Japan and
Russia over the Northern Islands is noteworthy.
Japanese regard them as an integral part of the
Japanese homeland. “In addition to sentimental
satisfaction, Japan would gain waters and seabed
extending for about 57,000nm.”15 For Russia,
retaining all the Kuril Islands makes the Sea of
Okhotsk a Soviet Sea. There exists also the con-
tention between China and Korea over the de-
limitation of the continental shelf in the Yellow
Sea, as they apply a different principal of inter-
national law (the natural prolongation of land
territory principle or the median-line principle.)

Ongoing Naval Arms Acquisition
Northeast Asia has become one of the most
heavily militarized regions in the world. Re-
gional maritime capabilities are not only large,
but also are expanding rapidly. In the near future,
there will be more navies of consequence on the
maritime scene. Regional maritime strike capa-
bilities will be significantly augmented by the
acquisition of new submarines during the course
of next several years. With the increase of naval
strike capabilities which tend, in general, to be

                                                            
13J. R. V. Prescott, “Maritime Jurisdiction in East
Asian Seas,” East-West Environment and Policy In-
stitute, Occasional Paper 4 (East-West Center, 1987):
57.
14Ibid., 47.
15Ibid., 60.

more inflammatory than other more defensive
capabilities, the risk of local misunderstanding
and miscalculation will be much higher than it is
at present.

Apart from the U.S. and Russia, Japan al-
ready has a substantial and very modern naval
force, ranking seventh in the world. Japan owns
some 120 maritime aircraft, 56 major surface
combatants (39 destroyers and 17 frigates), and
16 submarines. Japan will have some 15 new
Yuushino and Harushio submarines by the mid-
1990s. Moreover, as Australian defense scholars
Desmond Ball and Commodore W.S.G. Bateman
write (in a paper for the 1991 workshop “Naval
Confidence-and Security-Building Regimes for
the Asian-Pacific Region”),”[Japan] is planning
to acquire tanker aircraft to extend the range of
its air coverage, and is considering the acquisi-
tion of ‘defensive’ aircraft carriers.”16 Japan r e-
cently launched the first of at least three U.S.
$1.0 billion destroyers equipped with U.S. Aegis
radar surveillance and tracking systems.

The PRC’s navy is growing. It is improving
the amphibious capability of its fleets, acquiring
an air-to-air refueling capability for its naval air
forces, and upgrading its craft. China currently
has 92 non-strategic submarines (many of them
are in fact nonoperational), including four nu-
clear-powered Han-class and three improved
Ming-class submarines, and has 19 type 0-51
destroyers armed with two triple HY-2 SSM, and
37 type O-53J frigates carrying two twin HQ-61
SAM. China has been equipped with SU-27
Flanker fighters, the only truly modern fighter in
China’s air force.

South Korea now has 38 destroyers and
frigates, and four submarines. South Korea’s
Navy is acquiring 67 German-built T-209-1400
submarines and may acquire a further six ocean-
going submarines. South Korea plans to increase
its surface fleet significantly over the next dec-
ade by acquiring up to 17 new destroyers, more
frigates, and boosting its corvette inventory to
50. It also plans to build up to 68 fast patrol
boats.17

North Korea has 22 Soviet-built submarines
(18 Romeo class and 4 Whiskey class) plus some
40 midget submarines. It has one single frigate
                                                            
16Desmond Ball and Commodore W. S. G. Bateman,
RAN, “An Australian Perspective on Maritime
CSBMs in the Asian-Pacific Region,” paper for the
workshop “Havel Confidence-and Security-Building
Regimes for the Asian-Pacific Region” organized by
Peace Research Centre, ANU and ISIS Malaysia,
Kuala Lumpur, 8–10 July 1991, 7–8.
17Pacific Research, Nov. 1991. 3, 17.
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as well. It has plans for naval arms acquisition,
but the resources are probably lacking for such
acquisition in the near future.

Maritime Security Measures

Transparency
The new security environment has provided pos-
sibilities for regional maritime cooperative secu-
rity. The measures include transparency, CBMs,
and naval arms control. These measures may be
developed both progressively and alternatively,
depending on concrete conditions. Actually the
measures are overlapping to a certain extent, and
can complement and promote each other. “A
basic source of insecurity appears to be an un-
derlying mistrust, not the nature of a state’s
forces or intentions,” according to an interna-
tional group of naval officers,18 and mistrust is
usually fueled by a lack of transparency. While
there exist potential causes of conflict in North-
east Asian waters, there is a real risk of misun-
derstanding between maritime forces operating
in similar areas. The risk is heightened by the
presence of submarines and long-range missile
systems which require well-developed proce-
dures and effective command and control sys-
tems. To avoid errors and miscalculations and to
overcome mistrust, transparency is evidently
necessary. Some Northeast Asian countries have
no habit of transparency. They do not publish
defense white papers, and there is little transpar-
ency with regard to the motivations and inten-
tions of military buildup, especially current ac-
quisition programs. Maritime security will be
based on mutual understanding of the naval aims
of each country and their mutual involvement in
the process of safeguarding regional peace and
security. Broad dissemination of official naval
policy would facilitate cooperative dialogue.
Transparency measures through open exchanges
of information could include:

• defense policy
• military doctrine and strategy
• security concerns
• military organization
• force structure
• military expenditure
• military deployments
• prior notification of large-scale transfers of

combatants19
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Maritime Confidence-Building
Measures
An important component of maritime coopera-
tive security is the establishment of maritime
confidence-building measures (MCBMs). This is
an effective step to reduce the risks of maritime
conflicts and misunderstanding of maritime ac-
tivities at sea. Naval operations above, on, and
below the sea, even in support of routine peace-
time missions, have become increasingly sophis-
ticated and complex. The underwater environ-
ment is particularly opaque, and underwater
operations are particularly subject to uncertainty,
confusion, loss of control, accidents, and inad-
vertent escalation. MCBMs exactly meet the
requirements, and the introduction of submarines
and long-range and anti-ship missiles is best ac-
companied by MCBMs. The unique role of
peacetime naval activities will figure promi-
nently in these measures.

MCBMs consist of two types: information
MCBMs and constraint MCBMs. The term usu-
ally refers to information MCBMs, which may
include:

• reduction of the size and frequency of exer-
cises

• exchange of observers for exercises
• intelligence exchanges including oceano-

graphic, hydrographic, and meteorological
data

• exchanges of data on force levels and weap-
ons platform building programs

• “hotlines,” and direct communications be-
tween all Northeast Asian naval headquar-
ters

• dialogs on naval doctrines and strategy
• peacetime joint naval exercises and ex-

change of liaison officers
• cooperative maritime surveillance and

oceanographic research
• cooperative protection of shipping and dis-

aster assistance
• the settlement of territorial disputes and

other issues by peaceful means
• creation of international standards for mod-

ern ship-to-ship direct teletype communica-
tions and a naval traffic control regime

• creation of uniform standard operating pro-
cedures (SOP) to coordinate basic peacetime
missions and to limit the possibility of inad-
vertent combat or dangerous military activi-
ties. “SOP should be predicated on princi-
ples of equality and mutual benefit so that
all nations and all navies are accorded the
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formal respect due any sovereign nation, re-
gardless of size.”20

• organization of naval conferences and pro-
fessional seminars on issues pertaining to
UNCLOS 111, firstly on the rules governing
the demarcation of baselines and the transit
rights of warships through the territorial seas
of another state.

• the establishment of a forum for senior-
ranking officers of every navy to address
maritime security issues. Development of
personal and professional relationships helps
lay the foundation for increased under-
standing.

Constraint MCBMs refer to agreements not
to conduct particular types of maritime opera-
tions in a particular area or not to acquire certain
technologies of maritime warfare. In this sense,
they overlap with naval arms control measures
(see next section).

Naval Arms Control
For guaranteeing maritime security, naval arms
control has to be taken eventually. Due to the
high mobility of naval forces that can be easily
moved from theater to theater, naval arms con-
trol is ideally accomplished on a global basis; but
owing to the difficulty of global process, re-
gional naval arms control in Northeast Asia
should be encouraged to take the lead for global
naval arms control. The aim would be to initiate
a process of substantial reductions of both nu-
clear and conventional forces, involving all re-
gional countries that have acquired or are on the
verge of acquiring significant naval capabilities.
Naval arms control includes structural measures
to limit or reduce the quantity and capability of
naval equipment, as well as operational measures
to restrict particular types of naval activity to
particular geographical areas. It suggests that
each country feels a need to place constraints on
the other’s force structure and/or operations. For
example, transferring all the Russia Far Eastern
Fleets missile-firing submarines (SSBNs) to the
Atlantic seaboard of Russia would provide an
incentive for U.S. naval reduction in the region--
since the main threat of U.S. (and Japanese) anti-
submarine warfare (ASW) operation is directed
at the Russian SSBNs. “In the absence of the
Russian SSBNs there would be no need for the
current high level of U.S. and Japanese ASW
capabilities in the region.”21 Besides, the nuclear
                                                            
20Skaridov et al. 1994, 20.
21Mack 1993, 146.

issue in Northeast Asia is one of concern to all
regional countries. “All Northeast Asian states
are potential nuclear states--all have nuclear
power or research programs which could, rela-
tively quickly, serve as the basis for nuclear
weapons programs.”22

In seeking to ban, limit or otherwise control
naval equipment and operations, naval arms
control may include:

• regulation of naval arms trade
• limits on naval operations near international

shipping lanes and international straits
• bans on naval activities in areas of conflict

or tension
• limits on anti-ship missile acquisition
• limits on naval aviation and naval aircraft

acquisition
• restrictions on the number, operation areas,

equipment, and nuclear warheads of subma-
rines

• a negotiated reduction of nuclear attack
submarine (SSNs) numbers

• the control of the proliferation of weapons
of mass destruction (nuclear, chemical and
biological)

• “a standard set of Rules of Engagement
(ROE) must be developed and agreed upon
before embarking on any naval operations
where the threat of combat is involved.”23

• maritime nuclear weapon-free zones.

Maritime Non-Convention
Cooperation
Many non-conventional threats to regional secu-
rity come from the sea. Such transitional threats
are impossible for a single country to resolve;
thus multilateral maritime cooperative activities
are necessary. These activities may include
agreements for handling piracy, smuggling, drug
trafficking, illegal migration and refugee move-
ments, illegal fishing, international terrorism and
international criminal activity, and environmen-
tally damaging activities, including maritime
pollution and the depletion of maritime mammal
stocks. In cases of humanitarian operations or
natural disaster recovery operations, multilateral
naval cooperation is crucial. For example, the
U.S. and Russian navies may “Conduct joint
disaster relief operations in Alaska. ... Invite par-
ticipation by Canadian and Japanese forces. ...
Conduct Joint Sail Pacific. This operation is en-
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23Skaridov et al. 1994, 19.
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visioned as a small scale U.S.-Russian Navy
force that would circumnavigate the Pacific Rim
conducting both humanitarian and small-scale
exercises with Pacific states. Other countries
could participate in selected portions of the trip
as desired.”24

Present Feasible Measures

Measures Already Achieved
The CBMs currently applicable to Northeast
Asia are mostly the result of global agreements
between the former Soviet Union and the United
States. These agreements are not insignificant,
and in some cases they have their great relevance
in Northeast Asia. Though the U.S. was particu-
larly skeptical about ex-Soviet proposals for na-
val CBMs, these proposals clearly include Mari-
time CBMs, which constrain the navy’s ability to
conduct certain types of operations.

Such bilateral agreements include:

• The 1972 Soviet-United States Incidents-at-
Sea Agreement (INCSEA). Since geo-
graphically Northeast Asia is mostly ocean,
the agreement is extremely important for re-
gional confidence building, especially in
confined sea areas such as the Sea of Japan
and the Sea of Okhotsk.

• The 1988 Soviet-United States Agreement
on Notifications of Launches of Interconti-
nental Ballistic Missiles and Submarine-
Launched Ballistic Missiles. “This Agree-
ment is more relevant to Asia-Pacific than to
any other region in the world since both su-
per-powers use the Pacific Ocean as a mis-
sile splashdown site.”25

• The 1989 Soviet-United States Agreement
on the Prevention of Dangerous Military
Activities, which seeks to extend the Inci-
dents-at-Sea Agreement to land activities.

• The 1989 Soviet-United States Bering
Straits Region Commission, which is em-
powered to deal with unintentional border
crossings and minor incidents in the area.

• 
What is heartening is that there are some

proposals and negotiations now for establishing
CBMs in the region. The two Koreas are now

                                                            
24Moreland, Ota, and Pan’kov 1993, 17.
25 Trevor Findlay, “Edging Towards Confidence-
Building in the Asia-Pacific Region,” Disarmament
Topical Papers 7 (New York: United Nations, 1991):
131.

both proposing classic CBMs, such as making
the demilitarized zone truly demilitarized and
establishing formal government-to-government
hot lines. Russia and China are holding talks to
establish, in effect, a demilitarized zone between
them. However, Northeast Asian states have
made little headway with maritime CBMs, which
are much needed there. “While South Korea has
invited the North to observe its military exer-
cises, including naval exercises, this has been
declined on the grounds that it would help le-
gitimize the division of the Korean peninsula.”26

The ex-Soviet proposals for an “open seas”
agreement, including the exchange of informa-
tion about the movements and armaments of
naval vessels and submarines,27 for anti-
submarine-warfare-zones, for withdrawal of nu-
clear-armed ships from parts of the Pacific, etc.,
are yet to be discussed.

Measures to Be Taken at Present
Maritime security cooperation is a gradual and
incremental process. Those areas where conflu-
ent interests evidently exist may serve as first
steps, and maritime CBMs just meet the needs in
this regard. As Northeast Asian countries are
heavily dependent on seaborne trade, and the
security of shipping is of primary importance,
the following three regimes might be taken first
in the process of establishing regional MCBMs.

The first regime would cover regional
avoidance of incidents at sea. This would reduce
the potential for incidents or accidents involving
naval forces operating in Northeast Asian waters.
The 1972 agreement (INSCEA) between the
United States and the Soviet Union to prevent
incidents on and over the high seas is an excel-
lent example of a practical MCBM. A review of
that agreement has identified several reasons for
its success: mutuality of interests; involvement
of professional naval officers; consistency with
agreed customary international law; a working
and workable agreement; and a bilateral forum.

Incidents-at-sea agreements between re-
gional navies would constitute a desirable
MCBM in Northeast Asia. Maritime activities
that could be covered by the agreement include:

• Entry into the national territory (internal
waters and territorial sea and the airspace

                                                            
26 Ibid., 134.
27 Proposed by then Russian Foreign Minister Eduard
Shevardnadze at the Open Skies Conference held in
Ottawa in Feb. 1990, New York Times, 13 Feb. 1990,
10.
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above) of the other party unintentionally, or
through force majeure.

• The restriction of maritime exercises to par-
ticular areas.

• Minimum approach distances for naval ships
and maritime aircraft.

• The potentially harmful use of lasers.
• Potentially harmful interference with com-

mand and control networks.
• Communications procedures to avoid or

resolve peacefully any activity covered by
the agreements.28

Countries in the region have shown more or
less enthusiasm toward such measures, as the
need for such North Pacific INCSEA-type
agreements is clear. In October 1991, the Japa-
nese and Soviet foreign ministers agreed to begin
a bilateral dialogue on security involving mili-
tary and foreign officials. From the point of view
of maritime security, the most important aspect
of the agreement was that negotiations would
begin on a treaty aimed at the prevention of acci-
dents between naval ships, modeled on the 1972
U.S.-Soviet INCSEA agreement. Though the
negotiation was stranded for more than two
years, it has been lately resumed between Russia
and Japan. Once signed, this would be another
significant incidents-at-sea agreement in the re-
gion. Further, it was said that the South Korean
government has also moved in that direction, by
agreeing to negotiate an INCSEA agreement
with the Russians.

The second regime would cover regional
maritime surveillance and safety regime. This
would provide a useful peacetime mechanism for
enhancing maritime safety along the busy ship-
ping routes in the area. An initial step in the es-
tablishment of the regime should be the delinea-
tion and acceptance of the objectives of the
regime and of the geographic area it would
cover. Initially, operations would still be con-
ducted on a national basis, with a relatively un-
fettered exchange of maritime surveillance in-
formation—probably through a regional
surveillance coordination center staffed by per-
sonnel from participating countries. The estab-
lishment of such a regime would be a clear dem-
onstration of the preparedness of regional
countries to act together to ensure the security of
the region and to prevent threats. The Australian
defense analysts Ball and Bateman conclude

                                                            
28Ball and Bateman 1991, 39.

It is unlikely that, at least in the first in-
stance, any regional country would agree to
the regime extending into sovereign waters.
This may be possible in the longer term as
countries develop joint operating procedures
and gain confidence in the region. But in the
shorter term, countries should at least per-
ceive benefit in the regime providing data to
national surveillance centers on the move-
ments of vessels entering and leaving archi-
pelagic waters and territorial seas.”29

The third mechanism would be a peacetime
maritime non-conventional regime to deal with
humanitarian operations, disaster relief recovery
operations, counternarcotics and antipiracy op-
erations, fisheries patrols, and oceanographic
research. It is in this realm that naval forces in-
teract most frequently, and where the imperative
for closer naval cooperation is likely to be most
evident.

The three regimes outlined above provide
opportunities to strengthen ties between all
countries and serve a longer positive goal for the
region.

China and Maritime
Cooperative Security

China’s Interest in a Maritime
Security Regime
China is a big country bordering the Yellow,
East China, and South China Seas. China will
never forget that it suffered maritime invasion by
foreign troops seven times during the 18th and
19th centuries. Concerned with its maritime se-
curity, China has full interest in regional coop-
erative security. The view that China “has almost
no interest in maritime confidence-building re-
gimes,”30 is not in conformity with the facts.

With a total coastline of 18,400 kilometers,
some 6,000 coastal islands, and more than 3 mil-
lion square kilometers of territorial waters, con-
tiguous zones, EEZ, and continental shelf in its
maritime jurisdictional zone, estimated to en-
compass 10 billion tons of oil reserves, 1,000
trillion cubic feet of natural gas, 0.44 billion tons
of offshore mineral deposits, 1 billion kilowatts
of marine energy reserved, and an annual turnout
of 5 million tons of fishery products, China has
important maritime interests. The bulk of its for-

                                                            
29Ibid., 32.
30Mack 1993, 136, 140.
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eign trade is realized through maritime transpor-
tation, including more than 600 oceangoing ves-
sels with a total tonnage of 17 million tons; the
country has also developed large-scale seaborne
oil survey and exploitation from Bo Hai in the
north to the south China Sea in the south.

Safeguarding China’s maritime interests de-
pends firstly on its naval forces, secondly on
regional maritime cooperative security arrange-
ments. There is a growing recognition that re-
gional maritime cooperative security arrange-
ments are the most effective and the least
expensive means to defend national maritime
interests. The situation now is different from the
18th and 19th centuries when a naval power
practicing “gunboat diplomacy” could reign over
others; and also from the bipolar Cold War pe-
riod when the two superpowers could readily
assert their wills. Under the new conditions of
multipolarity, maritime cooperative arrange-
ments stand a better chance of enhancing secu-
rity.

There are disputes within China’s maritime
jurisdictional zone. The Chinese government is
committed to a peaceful settlement of all bound-
ary issues and territorial disputes, and will en-
deavor to seek a satisfactory solution to them
with the countries concerned. At a press confer-
ence during his visit to Vietnam in early Decem-
ber 1992, Le Peng said in regard to the territorial
disputes between the two countries:

The two sides have agreed to reach un-
derstanding first on the principles for the
settlement of these issues. As to issues com-
paratively easier to be solved, the Chinese
side puts forth the principle of mutual un-
derstanding and mutual accommodation,
fairness and equity. As to more difficult is-
sues such as the Nansha Islands, we put
forth the proposition of shelving the disputes
and of joint exploitation. Both agree to the
peaceful settlement of the territorial dis-
putes. Before the settlement, both sides
agree to adopt a positive attitude to speed up
the process of negotiated settlement. Both
sides agree to start as early as possible gov-
ernmental-level talks simultaneously with
the continuance of expert-level talks.

The Gulf of Beibu (Tonkin) is the gulf
shared by China and Vietnam. Both sides
agree to hold delimitation talks, and before
the settlement of the delimitation, either side
will not be engaged in exploitation activities
in disputed areas. As to the oil contract issue
at Wan’an Tan of the Nansha Islands, both

sides will endeavor to seek certain provi-
sionary solutions acceptable to them.31

What Li Peng says embraces maritime
CBMs and naval arms control elements, and the
guiding principles are applicable to other dis-
puted sea areas. It reflects China’s sincerity and
enthusiasm in participating in regional maritime
cooperative security arrangements.

The Chinese chief delegate to the Bandung
meeting on the Nansha (Spratly) Islands in 1991
was a signatory to the workshop’s Joint State-
ment, issued by participants on July 1, 1991 and
calling for: “Cooperation to promote safety of
navigation and communication, to coordinate
search and rescue, to combat piracy and armed
robbery, to promote the rational utilization of
living resources, to protect and preserve the ma-
rine environment, to conduct marine scientific
research, and to eliminate illicit traffic in drugs
in the south China Sea.”

China’s Offshore Defense Maritime
Strategy
In terms of the number of craft, the Chinese navy
is big. China has atomic submarines with sea-
launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and it is the
Asian nation with the largest conventional sub-
marine flotilla. However, on the whole, it is still
an obsolescent force, limited in size, scope, en-
durance, and sophistication. There are two op-
tions open to the Chinese navy. The first is to
modernize the navy in a limited scale for defense
needs, and the other is to preserve the status quo.
In consideration of China’s role in Northeast
Asia and in the whole Asia Pacific and its antici-
pated participation in regional maritime security,
the first option is evidently conducive to regional
peace and stability. The Chinese navy’s maritime
strategy has changed its emphasis from coastal
defense (Jinan Fangyu) to offshore defense (Jin-
hai Fangyu) since the 1980s. In 1979, Deng
Xiaoping pointed out, “The Chinese navy should
be able to fight in offshore areas. The Chinese
navy is for defense, and defense certainly needs
combat capabilities.”32 Deng Xiaoping clearly
mentions here “to fight in offshore areas,” but
regretfully it has been misinterpreted as Deng’s
redefinition of the navy’s missions “from pri-
marily coastal defense duties to becoming a blue-

                                                            
31People’s Daily, China, 3 December 1992.
32 Xu Shiming, “My Viewpoints on China’s Navy
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water navy.”33 Recently, it is even reported that
the maritime strategy of the Chinese navy “will
be evolved from offshore defense strategy to
oceangoing defense strategy.”34 Offshore defense
means the defense of China’s maritime rights
and interests in its maritime jurisdictional zone.
As defined in 1989 by Admiral Zhang Xushan,
Vice-Commander of the Navy, its scope covers
China’s entire sea territories and the islands
scattered in these waters.35 “The offshore defense
strategy calls for preventing incursions by de-
fending as far forward of the 200-km limit as
possible ... as the 200-km defensive perimeter
provides some depth in defense.”36 The offshore
defense strategy means “that the Chinese navy is
a defensive regional navy, and that is is neither
an oceangoing offensive navy nor a coastal pa-
trol navy.”37 For effective offshore defense, the
Chinese Central Military Commission has made
the improvement of submarine fighting capabili-
ties its priority consideration. China’s limited
naval buildup will prove in the years to come to
be conducive to regional security. The assertion
that “In the 1990s the rise of the Chinese navy
may prove to be more of a negative than a posi-
tive influence on regional security”38 is misco n-
ceived.

China: a Blue-Water Power?
The prevalent view that China is embarking on
“a transition to a blue-water power” 3939 is pure
conjecture. China has neither the intention nor
the necessity to develop a blue-water navy--not
to mention that China is not economically quali-
fied to do so. China has no military bases on
foreign soil and has no interest in seeking
“spheres of influence.” This biased view more or
less exaggerates China’s abilities, and misinter-
prets China’s purposes. Personal views, which
do not reflect official policy, are often taken for
fact. For instance, Chinese magazines have set
forth an alleged three-stage development strategy
for China’s navy (saying that the first stage to
                                                            
33Tai, Ming Cheung, “Growth of Chinese Naval
Power: Priorities, Goals, Missions, and Regional Im-
plications,” Pacific Strategic Papers (Singapore: In-
stitute of Southeast Asian Studies, 1990): 5.
34Jane’s Defense Weekly, 26 February 1994.
35Huang, Caihong, “The PLA Navy’s Devleopment
Strategy,” Naval and Merchant Ships 4 (1989): 2.
36Tai 1990, 38.
37Xu 1990, 73.
38Tai 1990, 43.
39Ji, You, and You Xu, “In Search of Blue Water: The
PLA Navy’s Maritime Strategy in the 1990s,” Pacific
Review 4, 2 (1991): 147.

the year 2000 emphasizes the construction of
major warships; the second stage, between 2001
and 2020, calls for the building of several light
aircraft carriers; and in the third stage, from 2020
to 2040, the Chinese navy is expected to “be able
to conduct operations anywhere around the
world,” and “China’s naval capability [is] to be
that of a major sea power”).40 When there occ a-
sionally appears in some Chinese military publi-
cation the term “oceangoing capability,” the term
actually refers to naval operations in China’s
adjacent three seas. When Liu Huaqing, the then-
naval commander-in-chief, made known in 1987
the navy’s modernization plan, which included
“the transformation of the Chinese navy from a
coastal defense force into a force capable of lim-
ited oceangoing operations,”41 the term “limited
oceangoing operations” referred to operations in
offshore seas. According to Liu’s plan, “The
outermost defense approaches of the Chinese
navy will be spanned around the China seas: to
the Korean Strait in the north, to Liuqui islands
in the east, and to the Nansha islands in the
south.”42 These outermost defense approaches
are what “oceangoing capability refers to. Admi-
ral Zhang Xushan made clear that “offshore de-
fense shows China will not build a global offen-
sive navy. The Chinese navy will only operate in
offshore seas within the requirements of China’s
security and defense. Even if the Chinese navy is
modernized in the future, the defensive nature of
Chinese naval strategy will not change.”43 As to
the Chinese acquisition of an aircraft carrier, it
must be pointed out here that this issue has been
widely discussed among Chinese naval circles
for years, but it is still under study. Given
China’s lack of expertise in this area and the
huge monetary sum involved, the navy is likely
to proceed cautiously. The call for an aircraft
carrier reflects the long-cherished feelings of
naval officers and men for a stronger navy to
defend national maritime interests, but again they
refer only to an offshore naval capability within
China’s adjacent seas. China’s limited economic
interests in the world do not justify the need for
an oceangoing aircraft carrier, and China’s lim-

                                                            
40 See Bai, Kemin, “Orientation for Naval Develo p-
ment,” Naval and Merchant Ships 12, 8 December
1988, 2–4, cited in Tai 1990; and Xiao Jun, “Priority
and Balance,” Naval and Merchant Ships 11 (1989):
2–4, cited in Ji and Xu 1991, 141.
41Shi Rongsheng, ed., “The Structure and Moderniz a-
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ited economic ability cannot sustain the mainte-
nance of a carrier group. The disintegration of
the Soviet Union was due to its economy, not to
its lack of oceangoing fleets. This is a sufficient
lesson for China. Given the carrier’s vulnerabil-
ity to submarines, surface ships, and missiles, a
carrier would require substantial protection. The
backwardness of the Chinese navy’s missile de-
fense and antisubmarine capabilities would leave
a carrier dangerously exposed. “While the local
shipbuilding industry (of China) is capable of
building capital ships upwards of 130,000 tons, it
lacks such crucial sophisticated technology as
catapult launchers and suitable aircraft.”44

China’s Defense Minister Chi Haotian, in his

                                                            
44Ibid., 27.

visit to Malaysia in May 1993, said, “China has
no intention of purchasing Russian or Ukrainian
aircraft carriers for expanding the scope of its
naval activities. ... The Chinese officers’ visit to
their carriers has been misinterpreted. ... There
isn’t such an allocation for the purchase in
China’s defense budget.”45 The Chinese navy is
enthusiastic about increasing contacts and ex-
changes with other navies in Northeast Asia. It is
anticipated that with the promotion of mutual
understanding and confidence, the Chinese navy
will actively participate in regional maritime
security dialogues and arrangements, making its
due contribution to maintaining together with
other regional navies a secure and peaceful re-
gional maritime environment.

                                                            
45World Journal (United States), 26 May 1993.
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A NUCLEAR-FREE ZONE FOR

NORTHEAST ASIA

Andrew Mack

Introduction
ortheast Asia is the only region in the world in which the technological potential
to make nuclear weapons is combined with deep-seated (though currently attenu-
ated) historical animosities. In Western Europe and North America the nuclear

capabilities exist but not the enmity; in other regions, enmity is not matched by capabil-
ity. In South Asia the technical potential to go nuclear has already been realised and
curbing vertical proliferation in India and Pakistan has become the name of the game.

It is a commonplace of strategic analysis that when political relationships deteriorate,
perceived threats become a function of the capabilities of adversaries. Thus the technical
capabilities of regional states to make nuclear weapons must be a concern of regional se-
curity planners in an uncertain strategic environment. This concern will exist notwith-
standing the fact that all regional states are now members of the Nuclear Non Prolifera-
tion Treaty (NPT).1 There are two reason for this.

First, NPT states can perfectly legally stockpile separated plutonium (Pu) and highly
enriched uranium (HEU)—as long as it is under International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA) safeguards. But, as North Korea’s announcement that it intended to quit the NPT
last March reminds us, there is no serious legal barrier to any NPT state stockpiling
enough fissionable material to build a sizeable arsenal of nuclear weapons and then with-
drawing from the Treaty. The plutonium can then, quite legally, be used to make nuclear
weapons. It is essentially for this reason that the U.S., Japan and South Korea have long
demanded the dismantling rather than the mere safeguarding, of the North Korean nu-
clear fuel reprocessing plant at Yongbyon. The UN Security Council has prohibited Iraq
from acquiring reprocessing or uranium enrichment facilities and the U.S. has ‘dis-
suaded’ Taiwan and South Korea from going down the enrichment/reprocessing track for
essentially the same reason.

Second, proliferation concerns inevitably increase when very large amounts of spent
fuel from power reactors are reprocessed, since it is difficult to verify with a high degree
of certainty that no significant quantities of plutonium are diverted during the separation

Andrew Mack is Professor in the Department of International Relations, Australian National University.

                                                            
11 Taiwan’s position is anomalous. It has signed the NPT but is often not treated as a state party to the Treaty since it is
not considered by many to be a state. Taiwan’s nuclear facilities are, however, under IAEA safeguards though Taiwan
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process. The IAEA accepts that not all material
which undergoes reprocessing can necessarily be
accounted for at the end of the process. The re-
cent controversy over some 70 kilograms of ‘un-
accounted for’ plutonium in Japan’s Tokai Nu-
clear Fuel Fabrication Plant illustrates the
sensitivity of this issue.2 The current concern
over North Korea’s nuclear program, by contrast,
relates to the possible diversion of a small frac-
tion of this amount.

If, over a period of years, tens of tons of
spent fuel were being reprocessed, as will be the
case in Japan and could be the case in South Ko-
rea,33 the diversion of relatively small amounts
(1-2%) of plutonium could in principle escape
detection. Cumulatively, this ‘material unac-
counted for’ (MUF) would be sufficient for a
considerable number of nuclear weapons. The
fact that undetected diversion could take place is
bound to lead conservative ‘worst case’ security
planners in rival states to suspect that it may be
taking place—and to plan accordingly. The fol-
lowing sections examine the proliferation pro-
pensity of key regional states.

Japan
This section devotes considerable attention to
Japan’s nuclear program not because I believe
that the Japanese government has any intention
of acquiring nuclear weapons—I do not. But
aspects of Japan’s involvement with the pluto-
nium economy may be interpreted by suspicious
outsiders as evidence that the Japanese are con-
sidering the nuclear option. It is regional percep-
tions of Japan’s nuclear program, as much or
more than the program itself, which may encour-
age moves towards proliferation elsewhere in the
region.

                                                            
2In fact, as Japanese officials were quick to point out,
the plutonium in question was neither “unaccounted
for” nor “missing” as some media reports suggested.
Both the IAEA and the plant operator were aware that
the plutonium—in dust form—had accumulated in the
plant. It has been suggested that the IAEA had become
increasingly irritated with the failure of the plant op-
erator to recover the accumulated plutonium and that
IAEA officials may have leaked the story to the press.
The plant operator, according to the IAEA, had failed
to recover the plutonium because it wished to “mini-
mise radiation exposure to its maintenance personnel.”
See “Japanese Nuclear Material Under Full Safe-
guards,” IAEA Press Release, 25 May 1994.
3South Korea is bound by a 1991 Denuclearisation
Declaration between North and South Korea not to
reprocess spent fuel, but this agreement may not hold.

According to an authoritative recent study of
global plutonium stocks, Japan will produce in
excess of 9,000 tonnes of spent power reactor
fuel containing more than 80 tonnes of weapons-
useable plutonium (Pu) during the 1990s.4 (This
compares with approximately 100 tonnes of
weapons grade plutonium in the U.S. military
fissile material inventory at the end of 1990.)
Just under 50 tonnes of Pu was produced in Ja-
pan in the 1980s. Plutonium-containing spent
reactor fuel is exported and is currently being
separated overseas and returned to Japan either
in its pure form, or as MOX (mixed ura-
nium/plutonium oxide). On current projections
some 49 tonnes of plutonium will be exported
from the UK and France to Japan by the year
2000.5

By way of contrast, South Korea’s power
reactors are expected to produce some 23 tonnes
of (unseparated) plutonium between 1991 and
2000; Taiwan 11 tonnes; China 5.1 tonnes and
Russia 50 tonnes.6 North Korea has no power
reactors but if its nuclear program is not stopped,
its graphite-moderated reactors could have sev-
eral hundred kilograms of weapons-grade pluto-
nium by the end of the decade.

There is no evidence that Japan’s present
government has any intention of producing nu-
clear weapons—and there are many reasons why
it should not wish to do so. Yet there is no doubt
that Japan’s commitment to the plutonium econ-
omy causes real concern in the region, and not
just in North Korea. The concern arises in part
because of the sheer amounts of plutonium
which will be imported into Japan or produced
indigenously over the next two decades, and in
part because there does not appear to be any
compelling economic or energy security ration-
ale for Japan’s continuing embrace of the pluto-
nium economy. U.S. officials admit that Japan’s
reprocessing program ‘complicates’ U.S. anti-
proliferation policies in the region.

Some supporters of the plutonium economy
argue that there is no reason for concern since
the plutonium which is produced in power reac-
tors (as against dedicated weapons-grade pluto-
nium-producing reactors) cannot be used to
manufacture nuclear weapons. This is not so.
Reactor-grade plutonium is a more hazardous
                                                            
4David Albright and Frans Berkhout, World Inventory
of Plutonium and Highly Enriched Uranium, 1992
(Oxford University Press, 1993), 80.
5These projections may have to be revised in view of
the recently announced cutback in the Japanese pluto-
nium program. See below.
6Albright and Berkhout 1993, 80.
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and less reliable material than weapons-grade
plutonium (93% Pu 239). It also has a lower
yield, but it can be used to make bombs in the
kiloton (Hiroshima) range. Even mixed oxide
fuel can be processed to make nuclear weapons
as the U.S. Department of Energy has admitted.7

Regional concern about Japan’s involvement
in the plutonium economy is rarely voiced pub-
licly except by the North Koreans who routinely
and bitterly denounce Japan for making nuclear
weapons. The North argues that the Japanese
have fabricated claims about a DPRK bomb pro-
gram to divert attention from their own nuclear
weapons program. Although the North’s state-
ments are predictably hypocritical, there is no
doubt that Japan’s involvement in the plutonium
economy provides the DPRK with a legitimating
argument for its nuclear weapons program. In
April 1994, a senior DPRK diplomat stated that
the 1991 inter-Korean agreement for a denu-
clearised Korean peninsula would become
‘meaningless’ if Japan chose the nuclear option.8

If this happened, he said, North Korea would
have to pursue its own nuclear weapons pro-
gram. This was the first time that the DPRK had
suggested that it was technically capable of
making nuclear weapons—previously former
DPRK leader, Kim Il Sung, had repeatedly de-
nied that the North had such a capability. Sec-
ond, this and other DPRK statements routinely
allege not that Japan may seek to acquire nuclear
weapons, but that it is already embarked on a
nuclear weapons program. In other words, the
North appeared to be rehearsing its excuses for
quitting the 1991 North/South denuclearisation
agreement should it feel that this were neces-
sary—it had already reiterated its threats to ‘un-
suspend’ its ‘suspended’ 1993 withdrawal from
the NPT.

North Korea’s self-serving accusations
against Japan lack credibility, but there is also
real concern in South Korea. In 1993, Prolifera-
tion Issues noted that the ROK Ministry of Sci-
ence and Technology had produced a secret re-
port which claimed that Japan had acquired the
capability to make nuclear weapons as early as

                                                            
7D. Albright, “Can Civilian Plutonium be Used in
Nuclear Explosives?” (Washington, D.C.: Federation
of American Scientists, 1984, reviews a range of
statements on the issue of “civilian” plutonium from
U.S. officials. See also Bette Hilman, “US and Russia
Face Urgent Decisions on Weapons Plutonium,”
Chemical and Engineering News, 13 June 1994.
8KCNA broadcast monitored by the BBC and reported
in Reuters “North Korea: Envoy Says DPRK Will Go
Nuclear if Japan Does,” Reuters, 11 April 1994.

1980, and that Japanese nuclear policy was in-
tended to strengthen the country’s position ‘in
defence and diplomacy as a potential nuclear
state’.9 The South Korean media has frequently
raised the issue of Japan’s involvement in the
plutonium economy and its possible nuclear am-
bitions. In January 1992, for example, an edito-
rial in the Korea Herald argued that Japan’s plu-
tonium plans, ‘... deserve concern for all who are
anxious to see the post-Cold War era free from
nuclear proliferation’.10 The editorial noted that
any prospect of a nuclear-armed Japan would
mean that ‘ongoing efforts to make the [Korean]
peninsula nuclear-free would turn out to be less
than wise’.11 In other words there was an implied
warning that Japanese moves towards acquiring
nuclear weapons would require a similar Korean
response. South Korean security analysts fre-
quently reiterate both their concerns about Ja-
pan’s plutonium program and their resentment
that South Korea has been prevented by the U.S.
from acquiring its own plutonium via reprocess-
ing while Japan is free to do so.

From discussions in Japan and around the
region, as well as published sources, it seems
that concerns about Japan’s nuclear program
may be summarised as follows:

Although the Japanese government regularly
stresses its commitment to the NPT and dis-
avows any intent to acquire nuclear weapons,
past statements by leading Japanese politicians
and officials have suggested that these views
have not always been universally shared. For
example, Prime Ministers Kishi (in 1957), Ohira
((1979), Nakasone (1984) and the Japanese De-
fence Agency have all stated that the acquisition
of nuclear weapons is not prohibited by Japan’s
constitution—providing they are used for de-
fence not offence. Prime Minister Sato stated in
1967 that the three non-nuclear princi-
ples—which commit Japan not to produce or
possess nuclear weapons, or allow them to be
deployed on Japanese soil—were not immutable
and could be changed. And a Defence Agency
study produced in the 1970s said that Japan
could not rely indefinitely on the U.S. ‘nuclear
umbrella’ given America’s continued economic
decline, and recommended that Japan arm itself
with tactical nuclear weapons.12 In June 1993,
                                                            
9Proliferation Issues , 15 January 1993, 8–9. Emphasis
added.
10 Cited in FBIS-EAS-92-013, 48.
11 Ibid., 48.
12Citations for these statements are found in “The
Plutonium Trade: a Troubling New Era of Prolifera-
tion,” Greenpeace International, 1 March 1 1993.
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Japanese Foreign Ministry officials resisted U.S.
pressure for an indefinite extension of the NPT
when it came up for renewal in 1995 on the
grounds that so doing would ‘tie the hands of
future governments in Tokyo if new security
threats arise’.13 Tokyo later changed its line, but
in the meantime the region had once more been
presented with evidence that sections of Japan’s
foreign affairs bureaucracy—which had long
been critical of the NPT regime—appeared re-
luctant to forego the nuclear option. In June
1994, then Japanese Prime Minister, Tsutomu
Hata, declared in question time in Japan’s par-
liament that Japan already had the capability to
make nuclear weapons.14

It is politically difficult to persuade states
like North Korea—and indeed South Korea and
Taiwan—that involvement in the plutonium
economy is illegitimate and inappropriate for
them, but right and appropriate for their historic
enemy, Japan.

Regional concern about Japan’s involvement
with the plutonium economy was evident in the
response to the 1992 shipment of a 1.7 tonnes of
plutonium from France to Japan. Quite apart
from accidents, some regional security analysts
worry about the long term risks of a terrorist or
renegade state attempt to attack a shipment. A
Pentagon report on the security of sea shipments
in 1986 reported that:

no one can guarantee the safety of the
cargo from a security accident, such as an
attack on the vessel by a small fast craft, es-
pecially if armed with modern anti-ship mis-
siles.”15

The energy security argument which has
provided the central justification for Japanese
involvement in the plutonium/fast breeder reac-
tor economy no longer seems compelling to out-
side observers. This is not least because ‘ura-
nium prices have plunged making the breeder
reactors 5 to 15 times more expensive to run than
conventional nuclear power plants’.1616 There is

                                                            
13Selig Harrison, “A Yen for the Bomb? Nervous J a-
pan Rethinks the Nuclear Option,” Washington Post,
31 October 31 1993.
14Ben Hills, “Japan to Cut Back on N-Power Pr o-
gram,” Sydney Morning Herald, 25 June 1994.
15Stansfield Turner and Thomas Davies, “Plutonium
Terror on the High Seas,” New York Times, 28 April
1990.
16David Sanger, “Japan, Bowing to Pressure, Defers
Plutonium Projects,” New York Times, 22 February 22
1994.

currently a glut in the world uranium mar-
ket—and there is nothing to prevent the Japanese
stockpiling uranium if energy security is a major
concern. Quantities of the 500 tonnes of highly
enriched uranium, which will be released by
dismantling nuclear weapons in the former
USSR, could, for example, be diluted to safe
levels and exported to Japan.

When questions are raised about the dangers
of stockpiling large amounts of plutonium, Japa-
nese officials have responded by claiming that
they will not stockpile in large quantities, but
rather will import little more plutonium than is
necessary for current energy needs.17 Insofar as
this argument is true, it negates the whole energy
security argument. Stockpiling is the only way of
insuring against interruptions in supply—at least
until Fast Breeder Reactors (FBRs) become
commercially viable, which will not be for many
years, if ever. FBRs produce more plutonium
than they burn. Regional observers wonder why
Japan should be the last OECD country to persist
with FBRs. Britain, America and Germany have
all abandoned their FBR programs, France’s
program is on hold.

Regional scepticism about Japan’s energy
security argument for the plutonium economy
can only have been increased by a 1992 state-
ment by Takao Ishiwatari, President of Japan’s
Power Reactor and Nuclear Fuel Development
Corporation.18 Ishiwatari argued that given the
global over-supply of plutonium, Japan should
focus on ‘burning’ plutonium in its FBRs, not
breeding it. But breeding plutonium was the key
energy security rationale for Japan’s involvement
in the plutonium economy. Breeding plutonium
could, in principle, go a long way to addressing
Japan’s concern for energy security; creating
plutonium simply to ‘burn’ cannot achieve this
end.19

                                                            
17See David Sanger, “Japan’s Plan to Import Plut o-
nium Arouses Fear that Fuel Could be Hijacked,” New
York Times, 25 November 25 1991.
18“Tokyo Official Criticizes Nuclear Power Program,”
Washington Post, 22April 1992 and Ann MacLachlan,
“PNC Head Says Japan Should Burn, Not Breed Plu-
tonium,” Nuclear Fuel, 27 April 1992.
19Other Japanese officials, including Toichi Sakata,
the Science and Technology Agency’s nuclear fuel
division director, claimed that the change indicated by
Ishiwatari was not as dramatic as press reports had
indicated, but did not deny that the reactor in question
“also could consume plutonium.” See “Monju Will
Start Up as Breeder But Could Later Burn Plutonium,”
Nucleonics Week, 4 June 1992, 3.
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The economics of using plutonium in mixed
oxide fuel for Light Water Reactors, which Ja-
pan’s Atomic Energy Commission plans to do, is
also regarded with scepticism. It is simply not
cost-effective in either today’s or likely future
market conditions and, according to one recent
report, ‘Today even if the plutonium is free,
mixed oxide fuel costs $500 per kg more than
conventional uranium fuel, which costs around
$1,000 per kg’.20 Such sceptical views have wide
support. Deputy Director General of the Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency, William Dircks,
stated in April 1992 that, ‘the economic justifi-
cation for the use of recycled plutonium has se-
verely eroded’.21 A senior official in the Clinton
Administration stated in May 1994, that the eco-
nomics of ‘burning’ plutonium are such that ‘...if
you look at the numbers, there’s no way to jus-
tify going ahead’.22

If the energy security and economic argu-
ments for Japan’s involvement in the plutonium
economy are even less compelling today than
ever before, then it is hardly surprising if re-
gional states should ask what other motives Ja-
pan may have for creating so much plutonium.

There is no reason to believe that the present
Japanese government has any intention of mak-
ing nuclear weapons, and much of the scepticism
about Japan’s commitment to the plutonium
economy would be reduced if critics understood
the time horizons of Japan’s energy planners.
Arguments about the economic unviability of
MOX and FBRs may or may not be persuasive
today, but for at least some of Japan’s energy
planners they simply miss the point. As Satsuki
Eda, Director of the Science and Technology
Agency argues, ‘We have to look at the distant
future, at the 21st and even the 22nd century, and
think of the economics in these terms.’

There is little doubt, however, that the Japa-
nese government has become increasingly sensi-
tive to regional—and domestic—concerns about
its plutonium program. In May 1994, in response
to these concerns the Japanese government an-
nounced that it was scaling back its plutonium
program considerably.

I have argued that there is no evidence to
suggest that Japan’s security planners wish to
acquire nuclear weapons. They may, however,

                                                            
20Hilman, “U.S. and Russia Face Urgent Decisions,”
14.
21Cited in David E. Sanger, “Japan is Cautioned on
Plan to Store Tons of Plutonium,” New York Times, 13
April 1992.
22Thomas Lippman, Washington Post, 5 May 1994.

believe that demonstrating certain technical ca-
pabilities can serve a useful security purpose. It
is possible for nuclear deterrence (sometimes
called ‘recessive deterrence’) to exist without
nuclear weapons actually being produced. Japan
has demonstrated to the region that it has the
technology to make and deliver nuclear weapons
quickly, even though it has stopped well short of
actually acquiring them. Such capabilities can in
themselves be an effective deterrent and one
intended function of acquiring large stocks of
plutonium may be to reinforce this message in
the region. No one doubts the ability of Japan’s
nuclear scientists, and estimates of the time it
would take the Japanese to actually produce nu-
clear weapons vary from a few months to a year.
Japan’s highly sophisticated space-launch pro-
gram could swiftly be retooled to build interme-
diate-range ballistic missiles to carry nuclear
warheads.23

The logic of ‘recessive deterrence’ is clear
enough—but so too are the risks. If ‘recessive
deterrence’ makes sense for Japan, it makes
sense for other near-nuclear states too. Indeed
South Korean security planners and analysts are
demanding that South Korea acquire plutonium
separation capabilities for essentially the same
reason. The danger arises because in a climate of
deteriorating political relationships pressures to
realise nuclear potentials could become acute.

As long as it remains enmeshed in the U.S.
security relationship, Japan will have no need for
offensive weapons systems—including nuclear
weapons. But if the U.S. commitment to the re-
gion were to become increasingly questionable,
elements within the Japanese political and secu-
rity establishments would push hard for Japan to
become a ‘normal’ military power, like Britain
and France, and to acquire military forces with
an offensive as well as a defensive arm. Such a
force posture might include nuclear weapons—a
course long advocated by the so-called ‘Japanese
Gaullists’. This risk would be considerably in-
creased if Japan were concerned that other re-
gional powers, most obviously Korea, might also
be seeking to acquire nuclear weapons. Herein
lie the risks of ‘recessive deterrence.’

South Korea
South Korea, which is rapidly overhauling the
North militarily as well as economically, and
which is also ‘protected’ by the U.S. ‘nuclear

                                                            
23The only additional technology is that required for
the re-entry vehicle.
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umbrella’, has a clear interest in a denuclearised
Korean peninsula, providing the North does not
go nuclear and providing Seoul retains confi-
dence in its alliance relationship with the U.S.

The South sought to acquire the capability to
build nuclear weapons in the 1970s, but was dis-
suaded from doing so by threats of sanctions
from the U.S.. In 1984, Seoul again sought to
acquire reprocessing technology, this time from
Canada. But Ottawa was dissuaded from pro-
ceeding with the deal by Washington, causing
considerable resentment in Seoul.24 In the future
such pressures might not be so effec-
tive—especially if Seoul believed that vital na-
tional security interests were at stake. Indeed
South Korea has for some time been discussing
the possibility of reprocessing some its growing
spent fuel stockpile offshore—in the UK and
France.25 Today, South Korea is militarily and
economically more self-confident than previ-
ously—in part because of the extraordinary
growth of the ROK economy, in part because
Moscow and Beijing are no longer seen as
threats and the U.S. is therefore needed less as an
ally, and in part because the conventional mili-
tary balance on the peninsula increasingly fa-
vours Seoul.

But it now seems increasingly likely that
within the next few years North Korea will
emerge as a nuclear power and Leonard Spector
of the Carnegie Endowment for International
Peace is not alone in thinking that, if Pyongyang
goes nuclear, ‘the pressure for Seoul to follow
suit will be intense’.26

There is also a real possibility that at some
stage the regime in the North will collapse and
be absorbed by the South—the German model of
reunification. In this case the South would inherit
whatever clandestine nuclear weapons program
the North had been running—and would have a
huge stockpile of spent reactor fuel which could
be separated in the North’s reprocessing plant.
Seoul would come under intense pressure to de-
stroy the North’s nuclear weapons facilities if it
did inherit them. But there would also be reasons
for wishing to keep them intact, including:

                                                            
24Peter Hayes, “The Republic of Korea and the N u-
clear Issue” in Andrew Mack (ed.), Asian Flashpoint:
Security and the Korean Peninsula (Sydney: Allen
and Unwin, 1993), provides an excellent overview of
South Korea’s nuclear program.
25“Japan/South Korea: More Nuclear Cooperation,”
Nucleonics Week, 28 November 1991, 15.
26Tai Ming Cheung, “Nuke Begets Nuke,” Far Eas t-
ern Economic Review, 4 June 1992, 4.

• concern about the long term status of the
Korean-Japanese relationship;

• concern about Japan’s massive involvement
in the plutonium economy;

• concern about the long term reliability of the
U.S. as an ally;

• concern about the long term security future
of a united Korea surrounded by two major
nuclear powers (Russia, China) and con-
fronting a near-nuclear power (Japan).

Nuclear weapons are relatively low cost
‘strategic equalisers’ for small/medium powers,
their acquisition entails political and security
benefits which have to be weighed against the
perceived costs. The costs could include a rup-
ture in the alliance relationship with the U.S. and
the possibility, as a Japanese intelligence official
told the Far Eastern Economic Review in 1992,
that ‘If South Korea has nuclear weapons, then
Japan has to have such arms too’.27 This may not
be a consensual official view in Japan at the pre-
sent time, but it is one which could become
mainstream if Korean proliferation took place in
a context of deteriorating political relationships
between Seoul and Tokyo.

North Korea
Given North Korea’s somewhat paranoid threat
perceptions, there is little doubt that its security
planners believe that acquiring nuclear weapons
is a vital national security interest. The North
perceives itself to be under constant nuclear
threat from the U.S.. The military balance on the
peninsula is shifting inexorably in favour of the
South and Pyongyang understands that it has
effectively been abandoned by its traditional
allies in Moscow and—to a lesser degree—
Beijing.

Nuclear weapons offer the North a counter-
vailing deterrent against the perceived threat of
U.S. nuclear weapons, a ‘strategic equaliser’ to
balance the growing military power of the South,
and strategic compensation for the effective loss
of its Russian and Chinese allies. The nuclear
controversy is also the only issue which makes
the international community take North Korea
seriously. Without the bomb the North would
rank little higher in the world’s attention than
Albania.

Almost no analysts today doubt that the
North is seeking to manufacture nuclear weap-
ons, although Pyongyang’s motives for so doing

                                                            
27Ibid., 5.
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remain subject to conjecture. For more than three
years the North has stalled and hedged on the
vital issue of inspecting its nuclear facilities.
Optimists, whose number still includes much of
official Washington, have argued that Pyongy-
ang has been ‘playing the nuclear card’, that
once it has extracted the maximum concessions
from the international community it will concede
to IAEA demands to inspect suspect nuclear fa-
cilities. The optimists are almost certainly
wrong. Neither economic—nor politi-
cal—incentives are likely to prove tempting
enough to persuade the North to give up a nu-
clear program which it sees as vital to its secu-
rity.

If positive inducements are unlikely to per-
suade the North to give up its nuclear ambitions,
pressure is also a policy fraught with problems.
The much-discussed sanctions option, for exam-
ple, would likely fail—even if China could be
persuaded to go along, which seems most un-
likely. Sanctions will not affect the North Korean
ruling elite; they will hurt ordinary North Kore-
ans who have no power and who may well be-
lieve the relentless message of a state propa-
ganda machine which blames all of the nation’s
troubles on the machinations of the ‘imperialists
and their lackeys.’

Current estimates are that the North may
have diverted enough plutonium for one or two
nuclear weapons. The spent fuel unloaded in
early 1994 from the research reactor at Yong-
byon would, once reprocessed, provide enough
fissile material for four or five additional bombs.
In 1995/6, a new nuclear reactor will become
operational which will produce enough fissile
material for an additional ten or twelve bombs a
year. Herein lies the central problem with the
sanctions option. Sanctions take years to work
against totalitarian regimes—Iraq has been under
a tough sanctions regime since 1990 and has
been defeated in war, but shows no signs of be-
ing willing to agree to outstanding UN demands.
The fact that sanctions are so slow to work
against totalitarian regimes means that the North
could produce a sizeable nuclear arsenal long
before it reached breaking point. This prospect
gives rise to two scenarios which deeply worry
the U.S. First, that once the North has enough
nuclear weapons for its own perceived security
requirements it will start selling the excess pro-
duction—as well as the missiles to deliver
them—to ‘pariah’ states like Iran, Iraq and
Libya. Second, that a North Korean bomb will
impel South Korea and possibly Japan to go nu-
clear too. It is to forestall these possibilities that

some hawks in Washington and Seoul have ad-
vocated bombing the North’s nuclear facilities
before it is too late.

However, quite apart from being a gross
violation of international law, the bombing op-
tion is no more likely to succeed than sanctions
and would almost certainly catalyse a war on the
peninsula in which hundreds of thousands of
Koreans on both sides could be killed. While
military strikes could certainly destroy the
North’s declared above-ground nuclear facilities,
they could not, by definition, hit any secret un-
derground facilities which might exist—nor
could they destroy hidden stockpiles of already-
produced plutonium.

Moreover, it would be politically impossible
to resort to military strikes until all other options
had been tried and failed. But by then the North
might already have, not just plutonium, but de-
liverable nuclear weapons—or at least a nuclear
device assembled in a tunnel under the De-
Militarised Zone. Under these circumstances
conventional military strikes could trigger a nu-
clear war on the peninsula.

In the immediate aftermath of Kim Il Sung’s
death it is difficult to know what the response of
the new regime will be to the nuclear problem. It
does, however, seem highly likely that the U.S.
will in future be willing to cut a deal whereby the
North is permitted to keep whatever fissile mate-
rial it has already required in exchange for an
agreement to freeze plutonium production at
current levels. This would mean halting con-
struction of the second, large, reactor in the
North and stopping reprocessing of any spent
fuel. Evidence that the U.S. is thinking along
these lines came from U.S. Defense Secretary
William Perry, who stated earlier this year that
U.S. policy towards the DPRK ‘... has been ori-
ented to try to keep North Korea from getting a
significant nuclear-weapon capability’.28

Such a ‘capping’ deal would prevent the
North acquiring a sizeable nuclear arsenal and
getting into the fissile material export busi-
ness—thus meeting Washington’s major con-
cerns. It would allow the North to keep enough
fissile material for a very few nuclear weap-
ons—sufficient to a be a minimum deterrent
which is all the DPRK needs. Pyongyang would
also be able to bargain for a range of other con-
cessions—economic and political.

                                                            
28Cited in William Clarke, Jr., “A Few Are Okay,”
International Herald Tribune, 27 April 1994. Empha-
sis added.
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The idea of offering concessions to a state to
freeze rather than destroy a nuclear program is
not without precedent—the U.S. has offered just
such a deal to Pakistan. The DPRK case is dif-
ferent from that of Pakistan in that North Korea
is a member of the NPT. A ‘capping’ deal would
require either that the North quit the NPT—since
it would clearly have reneged on its NPT com-
mitments by acquiring even one nuclear weapon,
or that the U.S. turn a blind eye to what the
North has produced thus far. Such a strategy
would be facilitated by the fact that in early 1994
the North destroyed what was almost certainly
‘smoking gun’ evidence of fissile material diver-
sion at Yongbyon.29 It is however difficult to see
how the IAEA could possibly countenance a
‘capping’ deal since it would confer legitimacy
onto a gross breach of the North’s legal NPT
commitments.

Taiwan
Taiwan sought to acquire technologies necessary
for the manufacture of nuclear weapons in the
past but was dissuaded from proceeding by
strong U.S. pressure. There is some concern in
the region that Taiwan may still be pursuing a
clandestine nuclear weapons research program.
In 1988, a Taiwanese nuclear scientist, Colonel
Chang Hsien-Yi, who had been Deputy-Director
of the military’s Chungsan Institute of Science
and Technology, defected and informed the U.S.
that Taiwan was continuing to seek to make nu-
clear weapons. U.S. officials later said that Tai-
wan had been secretly building a plutonium ex-
traction facility but had closed it down.30 A
40MW research reactor capable of producing
high quality plutonium was closed down in 1988,
and since 1985 Taiwan had been obliged to re-
turn the plutonium-containing spent fuel to the
U.S.. Since Taiwan does not have access to en-
riched uranium, concerns that the nation’s secu-
rity planners might be seeking to make nuclear
weapons have abated since 1988.

However, the emergence of a democracy
movement in Taiwan which may push for inde-
pendence has greatly alarmed Beijing. The Chi-
nese government has made it clear that an at-
tempt by Taipei to seek independence would be
                                                            
29This happened when DPRK officials refused to a l-
low IAEA inspectors to monitor the withdrawal of
nuclear fuel rods during the unfueling of the research
reactor that has been the focus of all of the recent
controversy.
30Arms Control Reporter , Section 602, 11 March
1988.

one of four grounds for Beijing to use force
against Taiwan. Recognising that this is a possi-
bility and that Taiwan could not count on assis-
tance from the U.S., it would not be surprising if
Taipei’s security planners should again be giving
serious consideration to the nuclear option.

China
As both a nuclear and the biggest conven-

tional military power in Northeast Asia, China
has a clear strategic interest in regional non-
proliferation. China’s nuclear weapons were ac-
quired not because of regional security concerns,
but as a countervailing deterrent to the U.S. and,
later, Soviet threats. The only reason China
might have felt impelled to use nuclear weapons
against regional states would have been to strike
U.S. military bases on their territory during the
Cold War.

The international community has under-
standably been concerned during the past four
years about the possibility that North Korea may
acquire a few nuclear weapons. There is also
increasing concern, again wholly understandable,
about the horizontal proliferation consequences
of a North Korean bomb. There has by contrast
been almost no attention paid to the vertical pro-
liferation of China’s nuclear arsenal despite the
fact that China’s nuclear inventory has risen to
an estimated 450 nuclear weapons (300 of them
deployed) and may grow even bigger. A number
of official sources have suggested that China’s
nuclear arsenal has grown rapidly over the past
two decades—and one recent study suggests that
it could easily be ‘two or three times larger than
estimated’.31 China, which today is the only state
in the world not observing a nuclear test morato-
rium, has also been accused of transferring nu-
clear technology to countries of proliferation
concern—Pakistan, Iran, Algeria. The fact that
almost all of China’s nuclear weapons, including
its submarine-launched ballistic missiles, have
relatively short ranges means that they can only
strike at regional targets—a source of obvious
concern to regional states.

It is also both remarkable and unfortunate
that China has negotiated no nuclear confidence-
and security-building measures (CSBMs) with
the other nuclear powers—in contrast to the con-
siderable number of such agreements negotiated
between the U.S. and USSR during the Cold

                                                            
31R. Norris, et al., Nuclear Weapons Databook, vol. 5
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War.32 Nor have the Chinese revealed very much
information about their nuclear weapons inven-
tory—again in contrast to the U.S. and former
Soviet Union. Greater transparency on China’s
behalf with respect to a range of military activi-
ties would be an important regional confidence-
building measure.

The Security Functions of
Nuclear-Free Zones

The security functions of NFZs as envisaged by
the UN are: “... the establishment of regional
barriers against the outbreak of nuclear war...;
the prevention of nuclear attack or blackmail of
regional states from outside the region; and the
prevention of nuclear competition among zone
states. Beyond these immediate objectives, the
important global security contributions of NFZs
lay in the step-by-step process towards the com-
plete abolition of nuclear weapons and in
strengthening the nuclear non-proliferation re-
gime.”33

All the potential signatory states (Russia,
China, the U.S., North and South Korea, Taiwan
and Japan) to a Northeast Asian Nuclear-Free
Zone (NEANFZ) would already be members of
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.34 This
raises an obvious question. What can a NFZ do
that the NPT cannot? While both seek to prevent
the spread of nuclear weapons, there are in fact a
number of important differences between the
NPT and actual and potential NFZs as the vari-
ous existing (South Pacific and Latin America)
and proposed (Southeast Asia, Africa) zone
precedents indicate. These include:

• NFZs may prevent geographical prolifera-
tion. Unlike the NPT, NFZs may ban the
stationing of nuclear weapons on the territo-
ries of member states.

• NFZs may go beyond the NPT in requesting
the nuclear weapons states (NWS) to un-
dertake not to use or threaten to use nuclear
weapons against the zonal states.

• Following the South Pacific precedent,
NFZs may go beyond the NPT in banning

                                                            
32China and Russia have, however, signed a mutual
No-First Use Agreement.
33Michael Hamel-Green, “The South Pacific Nuclear-
Free Zone Treaty: A Critical Assessment,” Peace Re-
search Centre, Australian National University, Can-
berra, 1993, 10.
34Taiwan’s position, as noted earlier, is somewhat
anomalous.

nuclear dumping in the oceans bounded by
the zone.

• Following the precedent of the 1991 Denu-
clearisation Agreement between North and
South Korea, NFZs may ban the production
of fissile material in the zone.

• NFZs may be treaties of unlimited duration
from which it is difficult to withdraw, while
the NPT confronts a renewal conference in
1995 and withdrawal can be undertaken on a
mere 3 months notice.

• Unlike the NPT, NFZs are regional confi-
dence-building measures, not simply in the
obvious sense of being a legal mechanism
for member states to assure each other of
their peaceful intentions, but because the
very process of creating a NFZ necessitates
mutual regional cooperation. Such processes
may help create the ‘habit of dialogue’ and
multilateral cooperation which are necessary
conditions for resolving other regional secu-
rity issues.

The December 1991 ‘Joint Declaration
for Denuclearisation
of the Korean Peninsula’
In Northeast Asia there is already an NFZ in
place: ‘The Joint Declaration for Denuclearisa-
tion of the Korean Peninsula’ which was signed
by North and South Korea in December 1991
and which commits both sides to ‘not test, manu-
facture, produce, receive, possess, store, deploy,
or use nuclear weapons’. The agreement is both
stronger and weaker than other NFZs. It is
weaker than the South Pacific Nuclear-Free Zone
treaty (SPNFZ), for example, in that it does not
call on external powers to refrain from using, or
threatening to use, nuclear weapons against the
signatory states. It is stronger than any other
zone agreement in that the parties make an un-
precedented commitment not to ‘possess facili-
ties for nuclear reprocessing or uranium enrich-
ment’. This proscription is important because it
establishes that both reprocessing and uranium
enrichment may be a real proliferation con-
cern—even when they are subject to IAEA safe-
guards. The agreement does not in fact ban the
states from acquiring either plutonium or en-
riched uranium—simply from producing these
substances on the peninsula. This leaves open the
possibility that South Korea, like Japan, could
seek to have its spent fuel processed overseas
and the resulting plutonium shipped back home.

The 1991 agreement was also unprecedented
in that it provided for mutual national—not
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IAEA—inspections of nuclear facilities. It is, of
course, the failure to agree to inspections of sus-
pect facilities which has precipitated the current
crisis. In mid-1994 the North/South agreement is
moribund and the North has been threatening to
withdraw from it.

Analysis of the negotiations which led to the
South Pacific and Latin America NFZs and the
ongoing negotiations for an African and South-
east Asian NFZ, suggests that the following con-
ditions may need to be met if a zone is to be suc-
cessfully negotiated and implemented:

having a model and precedent to follow
• a working group of experts with the time

and experience to work out a detailed and
relatively foolproof zone proposal

• propitious political circumstances
• no looming proliferation concerns
• a regional organisation to initiate and coor-

dinate the zone proposal

In the case of the 1991 North/South agree-
ment we can see that none of these conditions
existed. The negotiators did not follow precedent
or use any of the pre-existing agreements as a
model—by contrast the SPNFZ treaty was used
as a working text in negotiating the African zone.
There was no working group of experts to work
out a detailed and foolproof proposal—with the
consequence that a number of serious mistakes
were made. Political circumstances were not
propitious. There were looming proliferation
concerns—in the African zone case proliferation
concerns had been assuaged by South Africa’s
accession to the NPT. Finally there is no regional
organisation in Northeast Asia comparable to the
Pacific Forum (SPNFZ) or ASEAN (SEANFZ)
which could provide a forum for the negotia-
tions.

The Korean case illustrates just how difficult
it is to successfully implement a NFZ when pro-
liferation risks are high, political relationships
are strained, verification procedures are both
critically important and difficult to agree on, and
no patient process of treaty negotiation has been
undertaken by an expert working grou What this
means is that progress towards a NEANFZ will
require the resolution of the issue of North Ko-
rea’s nuclear weapons program. How this might
be achieved is beyond the scope of this paper and
may not come about before the Kim regime in

the North collapses.35 It is, however, worth
thinking about what form a future NEANFZ
treaty might take since, as argued earlier, even if
the DPRK nuclear issue is resolved, the prolif-
eration risks in the region will remain and a
NEANFZ would be one means of seeking to
reduce them.

A Northeast Asian Nuclear-Free Zone
(NEANFZ)

Perhaps the most obvious NEANFZ would
be one which encompassed the two Koreas, Ja-
pan and Taiwan.36 As with other NFZs the n u-
clear powers would be required to sign certain
protocols and areas of their territory could be
subject to particular restraints—on the deploy-
ment of tactical nuclear weapons for example.

I noted above the utility of building on
precedents when negotiating NFZs. The South
Pacific Nuclear-free zone and elements of the
1991 Denuclearisation Agreement between
North and South Korea could provide useful
models for a Northeast Asian Nuclear-Free Zone.
Thus a NEANFZ might include the following
proscriptions:

1. A prohibition of the acquisition, testing,
use, etc., of nuclear weapons by the zonal
states. As with SPNFZ this is simply a reaf-
firmation of NPT obligations. All states in the
proposed NEANFZ are parties to the NPT.
2. A ban on the stationing of nuclear weapons
within the territories of zonal states. This re-
quirement would mean the U.S. giving up the
option of redeploying nuclear weapons to South
Korea. It would also raise the issue of the possi-
ble storage of nuclear weapons at U.S. bases in
Japan.
3. An undertaking by the nuclear weapons
states not to use, or threaten to use, nuclear
weapons against the zonal states. This is iden-
tical to the SPNFZ requirement. It would require
the U.S. to change its current policy and would
mean that South Korea and Japan would lose the
protection of the U.S. ‘nuclear umbrella’. This
would be politically difficult for all three coun-
tries—and could have the perverse consequence

                                                            
35Possible solutions are explored in Andrew Mack, “A
Nuclear North Korea,” World Policy Journal 11, 2
(summer 1994): 27–36.
36Negotiations which sought to include Taiwan could
be complicated by the sovereignty issue. But creative
ways have been found around this issue—e.g., Tai-
wan’s involvement with APEC. China, of course, has
a clear interest in a nuclear-free Taiwan.
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of pushing Seoul and Tokyo towards acquiring
their own nuclear deterrent to replace that of the
U.S.
4. A ban on dumping of nuclear wastes within
the zone. (The demarcation of the maritime
boundaries of the zone, which is beyond the
scope of this article, would not be easy given the
territorial disputes which still exist.) This pro-
scription would again follow the SPNFZ prece-
dent. A ban on dumping is particularly important
in Northeast Asia since this is a region where
Japan, South Korea and Russia are known to
have dumped nuclear waste. Russian dumping
has been the most serious with liquid radioactive
waste being dumped in nine sites in the Pacific
and solid radioactive waste—including two de-
commissioned submarine reactors—dumped in
four sites. Total Soviet/Russian dumping has
been twice the combined total of 12 other nu-
clear nations and is said by the Russians to equal
about 2.5 million curies of radioactive waste.
This compares with around 1.8 million curies of
residual radiation from the Chernobyl disaster.37

The Russian Navy continues to dump liquid ra-
dioactive waste in defiance of the 1983 ban im-
posed by the London Dumping Convention—of
which Russia is a member.

An additional waste hazard exists in Pacific
Russia due to the huge delays in decommission-
ing obsolete nuclear-powered submarines. In the
Pacific Fleet only half of the 35 nuclear subma-
rines now withdrawn from service have had the
fuel elements in their reactors removed. Russia
simply lacks the capability to decommission its
nuclear ships and submarines effectively. One
hundred and forty reactor cores from decommis-
sioned Russian submarines have already accu-
mulated; 20 more are generated each year by
retirements.38

5. A ban on the production or importation of
fissionable materials. Following the precedent
of the ‘Joint Declaration for Denuclearisation of
the Korean Peninsula’ the parties could agree not
to ‘possess facilities for nuclear reprocessing or
uranium enrichment’. But a NEANFZ ban could
go beyond the Joint Declaration by also banning
reprocessing offshore. Currently such a ban
would be unacceptable to Japan, but there is
                                                            
37William J. Broad, “Russians Describe Extensive
Dumping of Nuclear Waste,” New York Times, 27
April 1993.
38For an overview of the hazards posed by Russian
submarine reactors see Joshua Handler, “Trip Report:
Greenpeace Visit to Moscow and Russian Far East,
July-November 1992,” Greenpeace, Washington D.C.,
1994.

growing opposition to the plutonium economy in
Japan and eventually Japan may decide that the
non-proliferation benefits of giving up reproc-
essing are more important than the increasingly
dubious energy-security benefits.

It is obvious from the most cursory glance at
this list that some of the proscriptions of the pro-
posed zone agreement will be far more contro-
versial than others. But there would be nothing
to prevent a NEANFZ agreement being initially
little more than a regional reaffirmation of ex-
isting NPT obligations and of the particular dan-
gers of proliferation in Northeast Asia. Even a
modest and uncontroversial zonal agreement
based on the proscriptions outlined in point 1
above (i.e. reiterating NPT proscriptions) could
be valuable for both of the above reasons, and as
a ‘building block’ to a more far-reaching zone.
Indeed the treaty itself could include a range of
optional protocols embodying the sorts of meas-
ures outlined in points 2 to 5 which parties
would be invited, but not required, to sign. The
‘bare-bones’ core of the NEANFZ Treaty could
be made slightly tougher than the NPT if, like
SPNFZ, it had a withdrawal clause requiring a
year or more notice of withdrawal. This would
give far greater opportunities for diplomatic ac-
tion to try and prevent the withdrawal of a state
from the treaty than is the case with the NPT,
which only requires 3 months notice of with-
drawal. North Korea’s announced intent to with-
draw from the Treaty in March 1993 offers a
graphic recent reminder of the seriousness of this
issue.

The modest ‘bare-bones’ NEANFZ proposal
outlined above has two advantages. First, re-
gional willingness to accede to it should not be
too difficult to achieve since it does little more
than affirm NPT requirements to which all re-
gional states have agreed anyway. Second, via
the optional protocols, it enables those states
which wish to go further to do so unilaterally,
while creating an agenda for further steps which
may be discussed with other states.

Initiatives by Nuclear Weapons States
to Support Non-Proliferation

The nuclear-weapons states, together or
separately, could encourage and complement the
process of regional denuclearisation in Northeast
Asia, while still retaining a minimum strategic
nuclear deterrent, by negotiating the following:

1. A Comprehensive Test Ban. Nuclear testing
programs have long been a driving force of nu-
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clear modernisation programs—and hence the
arms race. The traditional arguments for nuclear
testing—that they are necessary for the moderni-
sation, reliability and safety of nuclear weap-
ons—are today either irrelevant or uncompelling.
Whatever residual deterrent needs remain in the
post-Cold War world are more than adequately
met by the large nuclear stockpiles which will
remain in place even after the current strategic
arms cuts are in place.

A comprehensive test ban treaty (CTBT)
would be a further step towards the delegitimi-
sation of nuclear weapons—a process which
should be encouraged if the spread of nuclear
weapons is to be contained. There now seems to
be a real chance that a CTBT will be negotiated,
with France and even China indicating that they
will sign. The Chinese may carry out a few more
tests before doing so, however.
2. Deployment Restrictions on Tactical Nu-
clear Weapons. U.S. tactical nuclear weapons
have been withdrawn from Korea, and both U.S.
and Russian naval tactical nuclear weapons have
been removed from ships and submarines fol-
lowing the Bush/Gorbachev initiatives of Sep-
tember 1991. In both the U.S. and Russia, tacti-
cal nuclear weapons are now kept in ‘central
storage’ locations. China’s estimated 150 tactical
nuclear weapons are not deployed at all accord-
ing to a recent study.39 However, the U.S. has
reserved the right to redeploy its tactical nuclear
weapons to its ships and overseas bases if it per-
ceives the need to do so. There is a strong case
for the former superpowers to eradicate their
stocks of tactical nuclear weapons altogether—a
measure which, like the Intermediate Range Nu-
clear Forces (INF) Treaty, would remove an en-
tire class of nuclear weapons. Low-yield ‘battle-
field’ nuclear weapons, which are quite
unnecessary for a minimum deterrent posture,
have long been criticised as destabilising. They
erode the ‘firebreak’ between nuclear and high-
yield conventional weapons and have been per-
ceived by some military planners as being more
‘usable’. Critics have argued that they were more
likely to be used for this reason.

While eradication of all tactical nuclear
weapons is not likely in the near future, an in-
terim confidence-building measure would be for

                                                            
39See Norris et al., Nuclear Weapons Databook, vol. 5.
“Tactical” here refers to very short range nuclear
weapons. Most of China’s nuclear weapons are
mounted on medium-range delivery platforms capable
of striking most Asia-Pacific states and Eastern Russia
but not Europe or the U.S..

China, Russia and the U.S. to undertake not to
deploy, or redeploy, their tactical nuclear weap-
ons within striking range of the NEANFZ states.
This would have the effect of creating tactical
nuclear weapon-free zones bordering those
states.
3. Dealing With the Coming Fissile Material
Glut. There is a very real potential proliferation
associated with the large stocks of fissile materi-
als which will be released by the ongoing strate-
gic arms reductions—up to 150 tonnes of pluto-
nium and 500 tonnes of weapons-grade uranium
could eventually be released as part of this proc-
ess. In Russia, where the economic crisis is in-
tensifying, where law and order is breaking
down and where smuggling is rife, there are real
grounds for concern that fissile material might be
exported to states like North Korea. Stealing and
smuggling fissile material is a proliferation risk
which is being taken increasingly seriously in the
West. Russian authorities report that there were
some 900 attempts to gain illegal entry into nu-
clear installations in 1993 alone; there were a
further 700 cases of workers caught trying to
smuggle nuclear material out of these installa-
tions.40 The potential profits involved in such
operations are huge and well organised criminal
elements have already developed sophisticated
smuggling networks to transport stolen goods out
of Russia. High-ranking individuals in foreign
and other ministries in the former communist
states are said to be involved in the traffic, as are
senior business figures.41

To monitor possible diversion, particularly
from Russia, where military reprocessing plants
and uranium enrichment facilities are not subject
to IAEA safeguards, the IAEA’s mandate should
now be extended to include monitoring of all
stored fissile material. Nuclear weapons states
(NWS) should be required to provide inventories
of the military Highly Enriched Uranium and
plutonium stocks and these should be subject to
regular IAEA inspections. Instituting such in-
spections would eliminate a major inequity in the
NPT since NWS signatories to the NPT, unlike
other signatories, do not have their nuclear fa-
cilities monitored by the IAEA. As noted above,
fissile material stockpiles will grow rapidly as
the process of nuclear weapon dismantling ac-
celerates. In the Asia-Pacific, an agreement to
produce inventories of military fissile material,
and to permit IAEA monitoring of those invento-

                                                            
40Michael Bond, “Europe Alert Over Threat of N u-
clear Terrorism,” European, 18–24 March 1994.
41 Ibid.
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ries, would require China to be far more trans-
parent about its nuclear weapons program than is
currently the case.

Given that a NEANFZ ban on reprocessing
and HEU production is unlikely to be acceptable
for the near future, additional, less intrusive,
measures should be considered to safeguard the
growing global fissile material inventories. The
various proposals for internationally monitored
and controlled storage of plutonium/HEU stocks
should certainly be revisited. Japan raised this
issue at the 1993 G-7 summit, but according to
Nucleonics Week, Tokyo was only interested in
control over stockpiles of military fissile mate-
rial—not of civilian stockpiles like Japan’s.42

Finally the problem of disposing of plutonium
released from dismantled nuclear weapons which
cannot be absorbed in commercial power reac-
tors needs to be addressed.

4. Nuclear CSBMs. As noted above, no nu-
clear confidence-building measures have been
negotiated between China and the U.S. and Rus-
sia. There are no nuclear ‘hotlines’ or equiva-
lents to any of the other nuclear CSBMs negoti-
ated during the Cold War between Washington
and Moscow. The impetus to negotiate such
agreements is currently weak because political
relationships between Beijing, Moscow and
Washington are no longer characterised by fear
and hostility. Such agreements are most useful in
times of crisis—but then the conditions are not
propitious for negotiations. It is precisely when
CSBMs are not needed that they should be ne-
gotiated. Once negotiated they will be in place
when needed.

Moreover, since ‘bolt out of the blue’ nu-
clear wars are almost inconceivable, the most
important nuclear CSBMs are those which re-
duce the risks of conventional war—since nu-
clear wars are most likely to erupt from conven-
tional wars. Preventing conventional war helps
prevent nuclear war. Once again the picture is
not encouraging—with the important exception
of the CSBMs negotiated between Beijing and
Moscow regarding troop deployments along
their common border. The only other discussions
of military CSBMs in Northeast Asia have been
those between North and South Korea. These are
currently stalled because of the nuclear issue.
5. Redeployment of Russian Missile-Firing
Submarines. During the Cold War, a key strate-
gic target of the U.S. Navy were the Pacific-

                                                            
42Ann MacLachlan, “ Blix Says IAEA has Entree in
North Korea Despite NPT Verdict,” Nucleonics Week,
22 April 1992.

based missile-firing submarines (SSBNs) of the
Soviet/Russian Navy.43 The U.S. anti-SSBN
mission was seen by many analysts as highly
provocative and creating a considerable risk of
nuclear escalation. The permanent elimination of
the U.S. Navy’s anti-SSBN mission and a reduc-
tion of risk of nuclear escalation in any possible
future conflict between the U.S. and Russia
could be achieved by the redeployment of Rus-
sian SSBNs from the Pacific to Russia’s Western
seaboard. It may be argued that such measures
are unnecessary in view of the non-antagonistic
relationship which now exists between Moscow
and Washington. This is not a compelling argu-
ment. If one assumes that relationships will re-
main benign for ever then Russia’s Pacific
S S B N s  c a n  b e  r e d e p l o y e d — o r
scrapped—anyway. If, on the other hand, one
assumes that there is a finite, albeit small, risk
that relationships could again deteriorate, and
possibly even lead to war, then the crisis stability
argument for SSBN redeployments remains rele-
vant.

The removal of Russian SSBNs from the
Pacific would not only eliminate a central ration-
ale of traditional U.S. Pacific strategy, it would
also mean that there was no longer a need for the
specialised forces which fulfilled this mission. In
other words, relocating Russian SSBNs would
contribute to the demilitarisation of Northeast
Asia. And if the U.S. no longer had an SSBN
mission to pursue this would deprive much of
Russia’s traditional defensive strategy in the re-
gion of its rationale—again permitting signifi-
cant force level reductions. An SSBN ban could
thus have positive arms reduction spin-offs, in
addition to its own intrinsic security benefits.

For the Russians, the security rationale for
retaining control over the so-called ‘Northern
Territories’—islands just to the North of Hok-
kaido which are occupied by Russia but also
claimed by Japan—would largely disappear if
Russian SSBNs were redeployed out of the Pa-
cific. The Soviet/Russian military have rejected
demands for these territories to be ‘returned’ to
Japan since the two main islands in contention
control one of a number of straits which provide
access to the Sea of Okhotsk from the East. If the
islands were returned to Japan it would be more

                                                            
43The anti-SSBN mission of the Navy was intended (a)
to shift the nuclear correlations of forces in America’s
favour, and (b) ‘pin down’ Soviet attack subma-
rines—by forcing them to seek to protect the threat-
ened SSBNs. This in turn would prevent those subma-
rines from attacking allied sea lines of communication.
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difficult for the Russians to control the ingress of
U.S. nuclear attack submarines into Russian
SSBN patrol areas in the Sea of Okhotsk.44 Thus
the removal of the security rationale for keeping
the islands would remove one impediment to a
solution of the territorial issue—which is the
major factor preventing a real normalisation of
relations between Moscow and Tokyo.

This proposal also makes a virtue out of ne-
cessity since block obsolescence of many of
Russia’s SSBNs will mean large reductions in
the Pacific fleet anyway. As Geoffrey Jukes has
pointed out in a recent study, a combination of
retirements due to obsolescence and to the re-
quirements of the START-2 agreement will
mean that by 2003 Russia’s entire seaborne nu-
clear deterrent will be carried on twenty SSBNs
compared with some sixty-two in 1992. The
most modern Russian SSBNs—six Typhoons
and twelve Delta-IVs—are based in the Mur-
mansk area in the East of Russia. None of them
are based in the Pacific. The Pacific SSBN fleet
is made up of ageing submarines, most of which
will be retired by the end of the decade.45

Conclusion
The traditional—and mostly American—argu-
ment against nuclear-free zones was that they
encouraged the ‘nuclear allergy’ and in so doing
undermined deterrence. In the post-Cold War era
this argument is no longer relevant. The instru-
ments of deterrence—the still huge nuclear arse-
nals of Russia and America—remain largely in

                                                            
44The strategic importance of the straits in question is
queried in Geoffrey Jukes’ valuable study, ‘Russia’s
Military and the Northern Territories Issue’, Working
Paper No. 277, Strategic and Defence Studies Centre,
Australian National University, October 1993.
45 Ibid.

place, yet the fear of aggression which provided
their only justification has almost completely
disappeared. The case for NWFZs today relates
to the modest role they may play in the global
campaign against nuclear proliferation. Ideally,
as suggested in the NEANFZ proposal outlined
above, the zones should be broad in scope with
the various elements acting synergistically to
reinforce each other.

While each of the technical provisions of an
NFZ is important in its own right, and while the
total effect should be greater than the sum of the
parts, the most important consequence of creat-
ing such regimes is ultimately political. It is the
enhancement of what the U.S. and its allies
sought throughout the Cold War to sup-
press—namely ‘the nuclear allergy’. NFZs are,
above all, about creating norms which delegiti-
mise nuclearism. The promotion of a NEANFZ,
initially modest in scope but with optional proto-
cols outlining an agenda for expansion, should
be supported not least as a means of generating
public debate on the dangers of proliferation in
the region. The anti-proliferation debate is too
important to be left to the arms control experts
who have too great a predilection for technical
supply-side solutions. In the last analysis ‘nu-
clear allergy’—the political mood which derives
from the belief that reliance on nuclear weapons
to promote national security in the post-Cold
War world is neither wise nor morally appropri-
ate—may ultimately prove a more effective
weapon against nuclear proliferation than a
dozen treaties.
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APPENDIX I: Nuclear Test-Limitation and Nuclear Weapon
Free Zone Treaties

1959 Antarctic Treaty: prohibiting, inter alia, nuclear explosions in the Antarctic area. (Entered into
force: 1961)

1963 Partial Test Ban Treaty: banning nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere, outer space and under
water. (Entered into force: 1963)

1967 Outer Space Treaty and 1979 Moon Agreement: both prohibiting, inter alia, the testing of any
type of weapon on the moon and other celestial bodies. (Outer Space Treaty entered into force
1967 and Moon Agreement in 1984)

1967 Treaty of Tlatelolco: establishing a nuclear weapon free zone in Latin America; subsequent ac-
cession to Protocol II by all five nuclear weapon states. (The Treaty is not completely in force, al-
though states which have ratified it have waived article 28(1), thus bringing it into force for those
states.)

1968 Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT): prohibiting the manufacture of nuclear weapons and, by impli-
cation, the testing of such weapons by non-nuclear weapon states. (Entered into force: 1970)

1971 Seabed Treaty: banning, inter alia, the emplacement of any facility designed for testing nuclear
weapons on the seabed. (Entered into force: 1972)

1974 U.S.-USSR Threshold Test Ban Treaty: limiting underground nuclear weapon tests to a yield of
150 kilotons. (Entered into force: 1990)

1976 U.S.-USSR Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty: limiting underground nuclear explosions for
peaceful purposes to a yield of 150 kilotons. (Entered into force: 1990)

1985 Treaty of Rarotonga: establishing a nuclear-free zone in the South Pacific; subsequent accession
to its Protocols II and III by China and the Russian Federation. (Entered into force: 1986)

1991 Cartegna Agreement by the Andean States: to renounce weapons of mass destruction.
Now Negotiations on an African Nuclear Weapon–Free Zone are well advanced and negotiations are

also underway on a South East Asia Nuclear Weapon–Free Zone.



CRISIS PREVENTION CENTERS AS

CONFIDENCE-BUILDING MEASURES:
SUGGESTIONS FOR NORTHEAST ASIA

Arian L. Pregenzer

Summary

Functions of a Crisis Prevention Center
Relationships between countries normally lie somewhere in the grey area between

war and peace. Crisis prevention activities will be particularly important in this area, and
should have two goals: (1) stabilizing tense situations that could push countries toward
war and (2) supporting or re-enforcing efforts to move countries toward a state of peace.
A Crisis Prevention Center (CPC) will facilitate efforts to achieve these goals and its
functions can be grouped into three broad, inter-related categories: (1) establishing and
facilitating communication among participating countries, (2) supporting negotiations
and consensus-building on regional security issues, and (3) supporting implementation of
agreed confidence- and security building measures. Appropriate activities in each of these
categories will depend on the relations among participating countries. Between hostile
states, a CPC may have the very restricted role of preventing unintentional war, much
like the “Hot Line” communication system between the United States and the former So-
viet Union. For states struggling to stabilize relations, the CPC should facilitate resolution
of a broad range of contentious issues. As states enter into cooperative arrangements, a
much broader role could be expected, including the implementation of systems for ac-
quiring, analyzing, and sharing information obtained under the terms of confidence
building agreements or treaties.

The Role of Technology
Technology will play a critical role in a CPC. Technology is required for establishing

communication systems to ensure the timely flow of information between countries and
to provide the means for organizing and analyzing this information. Technically-based
cooperative monitoring can provide an objective source of information on mutually
agreed issues, thereby supporting the implementation of confidence-building measures

Arian L. Pregenzer is in Verification and Monitoring Analysis Department 9241 at Sandia National Laboratories,
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87185-0567. This work was supported by the United States Department of Energy under
Contract DE-AC04-94AL85000.
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Functions of a Crisis Prevention Center
War Peace

Pre-Negotiation Negotiations Implementation
Hot lines Hot lines Hot lines
Unofficial dialogue Limited information exchange Broad information exchange
Technical and cultural collabora-
tion

Military and technical collabora-
tion

Military and technical collabora-
tion

Education and training Cooperative military exercises
Designs of regional CBMs Data acquisition, integration,

analysis, and sharing
Unofficial dialogue

First Steps for a Northeast Asian CPC

Information Exchange Security Discussions Collaborations
Hot lines Unofficial dialogue Implementation of common trea-

ties
Troop movements in unstable
regions

Bilateral and multilateral discus-
sions

Environmental monitoring

Large military exercises Conferences and symposia on
regional issues (politico-military,
cultural and environmental

Joint military training for peace-
keeping or emergency response

 Regional disasters Planning for implementation of
regional CBMs

Ocean dumping of radioactive
waste

Press coverage of tense situations

Export control infrastructure

and treaties. In addition, technology itself can be
a neutral subject of interaction and collaboration
between technical communities from different
countries, thereby providing an important chan-
nel for improving relationships.

Crisis Prevention in Northeast Asia
Establishing a CPC in Northeast Asia does not
require the existence of an Asian security re-
gime. Indeed, activities that occur under the aus-
pices of a CPC, even highly formalized ex-
changes of agreed information, can increase
transparency, and thereby pave the way for fu-
ture regional cooperation. Major players in
Northeast Asian security are Japan, Russia,
China, North and South Korea, and the United
States.

Potential first steps for a CPC in Northeast
Asia should include establishing communication
channels and a dedicated communications center
in each country, together with an agreement to
use the system as a “Hot Line” in bilateral and
multilateral emergency situations. A central CPC
could also be established as a regional communi-
cations hub. The central CPC could coordinate a

number of functions aimed stabilizing regional
tensions and supporting confidence-building
activities, perhaps initially in an unofficial ca-
pacity.

If Northeast Asia moves in the direction of
regional cooperation on security issues, the
number of activities supported by a CPC would
increase. Planning for such activities, and estab-
lishing an architecture for their ultimate imple-
mentation will be critical.

Introduction
While the collapse of the Soviet Union and the
communist block has reduced the likelihood of
global war, it has increased the likelihood of
regional conflicts. Without the stability provided
by a system of states dominated by two super-
powers, local conflicts over resources, disputed
territory, mass immigration, and ethnic and po-
litical antagonisms can escalate into regional
wars. Regional wars can have global conse-
quences, particularly if the countries involved
possess weapons of mass destruction. Relation-
ships between countries lie on a spectrum rang-
ing from outright war to peace. Some degree of
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tension between countries is normal, and most
relationships lie somewhere in the grey area be-
tween the two extremes. Crisis prevention ac-
tivities will be particularly important in this grey
area, and should have two goals: (1) stabilizing
tense situations that could push countries toward
war and (2) supporting or reinforcing efforts to
move countries toward a state of peace.
Knowledge of, and information about, potential
adversaries are key elements of successful crisis
prevention. Tensions are reduced between po-
tential adversaries when they have adequate in-
formation about each other and understand each
other well enough to accurately interpret the in-
formation they obtain. Lack of understanding of
“the other,” regarding military capabilities, threat
perceptions, intentions, and values, has been a
major contributor to decisions leading to un-
planned war or escalation of war in this century.1

An understanding of the potential adversary is
important for government officials, who are di-
rectly responsible for critical decisions that can
lead to war or peace, and for citizens, whose
opinions often influence the behavior of deci-
sion-makers. Communication is an important
means of improving understanding and provid-
ing information, and can range from a very lim-
ited and formal information exchange about
jointly perceived major threats, to extensive
contact between countries. Two concepts closely
related to crisis prevention are “crisis manage-
ment” and “peace management.” Crisis man-
agement will be required when tensions escalate
uncontrollably, and war seems imminent. Al-
though stabilizing tensions will remain a primary
goal of crisis management, activities will occur
on a more rapid time scale and a different set of
tools will be employed, possibly including mili-
tary threats or coercion. On the other end of the
spectrum, peace management will focus on en-
forcing and supporting the state of peace, with
the goal of making peace irreversible. Figure 1
shows the relationship of crisis management,
crisis prevention, and peace management.

Functions of a Crisis
Prevention Center

A Crisis Prevention Center (CPC) will facilitate
efforts to reduce tension and to reenforce peace.

                                                            
1For example, see John G. Stoessinger, Why Nations
Go To War, St. Martin’s Press, New York, 1974.

Functions for a CPC can be grouped into three
broad, inter-related categories: (1) establishing
and facilitating communication among partici-
pating countries, (2) supporting negotiations and
consensus-building on regional security issues,
and (3) supporting implementation of agreed
confidence and security building measures.

Appropriate activities in each of these cate-
gories will depend on the relations among par-
ticipating countries. Among hostile states, a CPC
may have the very restricted role of preventing
unintentional war, much like the “Hot Line”
communication system between the United
States and the Soviet Union.2 For states stru g-
gling to achieve more stable relations, the CPC
should facilitate resolution of a broad range of
contentious issues. As states enter into coopera-
tive arrangements, a much broader role could be
expected, including the implementation of sys-
tems for acquiring, analyzing, and sharing in-
formation obtained under the terms of confi-
dence building agreements or treaties. Figure 2
shows the association of these functions and
their derivative activities with different stages of
a regional security process.

Establishing a CPC requires only that states
have a mutual desire to prevent the unintentional
escalation of events to the stage of conflict and
that they accept the tenet that better communica-
tion, even if it only entails sharing a limited set
of information, can enhance their security. It
does not require that states enter into a coopera-
tive security arrangement, nor does it preclude
war. Ample evidence of the value of crisis pre-
vention activities between inimical states is pro-
vided by agreements between the United States
and the Soviet Union during the 1960s and 1970s
aimed at preventing accidental war.3 These
agreements established direct communications
between the capitals of the two countries, estab-
lished commitments to improving security and
control of nuclear arsenals, and established pro-
cedures to prevent provocations. Implementation
was extremely formal, and involved little human
contact. They represent one end of the spectrum
of crisis prevention: establishment of communi-
cation channels and the exchange of a limited set
of agreed information.

Although the existence of a cooperative se-
curity arrangement is not a prerequisite for a
CPC, crisis prevention and cooperative security

                                                            
2 See “Hot Line” Agreements in Appendix A.
3Appendix A summarizes several of these agreements.
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Figure 1: Relationship of Crisis Management, Crisis Prevention, and Peace Management

War Peace

crisis management crisis prevention peace management

stabilizing tension reinforcing peace

Figure 2: Functions of a Crisis Prevention Center

War Peace

Pre-Negotiation Negotiations Implementation
Hot lines Hot lines Hot lines
Unofficial dialogue Limited information exchange Broad information exchange
Technical and cultural collabora-
tion

Military and technical collabora-
tion

Military and technical collabora-
tion

Education and training Cooperative military exercises
Designs of regional CBMs Data acquisition, integration,

analysis, and sharing
Unofficial dialogue

have overlapping goals.4 One goal of a cooper a-
tive security regime is to prevent threats from
arising by preventing the accumulation of the
means for serious, deliberate, organized aggres-
sion. By providing the infrastructure for ex-
changing information on potentially threatening
activities, and thereby preventing accidental es-
calation of tense situations, a CPC could be seen
as a first step toward meeting the conditions for a
cooperative security regime.5 The cooperative
security regime in Europe, known as the Confer-
ence on Security and Cooperation in Europe
(CSCE), and its associated Conflict Prevention
Center are summarized in Appendix B as an il-
lustrative example.

Incorporating both official and unofficial, or
“track two,” activities under the auspices of a
single Crisis Prevention Center would have sev-

                                                            
4 See, for example, Ashton B. Carter, William J. Perry,
and John D. Steinbruner, A New Concept of Coopera-
tive Security, The Brookings Institution, 1992; or An-
drew Mack, “Security Cooperation in Northeast Asia:
Problems and Prospects,” Journal of Northeast Asian
Studies, summer 1992, 21–34.
5Robert Jervis, “Security Regimes,” in International
Regimes, ed. Krasner, 177. According to Jervis, a
cooperative security regime has a good chance of
forming if three conditions are satisfied: all states
accept the status quo and modifications to it that can
be achieved by peaceful means; states believe that
other parties to the regime value mutual security and
cooperation; and bilateral or unilateral pursuit of secu-
rity is seen as prohibitively expensive.

eral advantages. Prior to initiating an official
security dialogue, or during times when the offi-
cial dialogue is stalled, “track two” efforts can
provide an important forum for continuing dis-
cussion. Unofficial discussions can provide a
source of new ideas to the official dialogue and
proximity of the two “tracks” will facilitate the
exchange of ideas and reduce the possibility of
interference of “track two” efforts with the offi-
cial process. An unofficial forum also provides
an opportunity for government officials, acting
in an unofficial capacity, to experiment with new
approaches. Finally, including a second “track”
enhances the ability for building confidence
among the citizens of the participating countries,
as well as among the governments, which is an
important element of the security process.

Technology will play a critical role in the
CPC, as shown in Figure 3. In the first place,
technology is required for establishing commu-
nication systems to ensure the timely flow of
information between countries and to provide the
means for organizing and analyzing this infor-
mation. Second, technically-based cooperative
monitoring can provide an objective source of
information on mutually agreed issues, thereby
supporting the implementation of confidence
building measures and treaties. In addition, tech-
nology itself can be a neutral subject of interac-
tion and collaboration between technical com-
munities from different countries, thereby
providing an important channel for improving
understanding. The following paragraphs pro-
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Figure 3: Roles of Technology in CPC
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vide a discussion of activities that support one or
more of the functions of a CPC and a brief ex-
planation, where appropriate, of the technical
requirements.

Communication Network
A communication network will be a central ele-
ment of the CPC. Although a central communi-
cations hub is not required, one could be estab-
lished to act as a point through which all
communications could be routed and to provide
a center for regional crisis prevention activities.
However, a first step would be to establish local
CPCs in each participating country, each with
agreed communications equipment and intercon-
nected by satellite and wire communication
links. Each country will require identical equip-
ment and capabilities to assure equal access to all
participants.

Relatively little equipment is required to
support the exchange of routine, formalized in-
formation. For example, equipment at the Nu-
clear Risk Reduction Centers in the United
States and Russia consists of computer monitors,
word processors, facsimile machines, phone
lines and printers; communication links are pro-
vided by satellite. Data transmission rates are
relatively slow: approximately one page of text
in thirty seconds. More sophisticated capabilities
would be required to collect and transmit data
from remote monitoring systems associated with
confidence building measures or other agree-
ments.

Topics for Information Exchange
The establishment of a communication network
implies that the participants have agreed to some
limited form of communication, perhaps only for
emergency situations. Deciding a larger set of
issues on which to exchange information could
be the next ste A centrally located CPC could be
the forum for these discussions, or they could
occur on an ad hoc basis at a series of meetings
in individual countries, as did initial discussions
of confidence building measures in Europe. In-

formation exchange on a wide-ranging set of
issues would encourage developing a “basket
approach” to regional security. Such exchanges
would both increase understanding and serve a
confidence-building function even in the absence
of formal agreements. If formal agreements are
attained, the CPC would be involved in trans-
mitting any agreed information, such as notifica-
tions and declarations.

The number of communication channels at
the CPC will depend on the number of different
categories of exchanged information. Separate
channels would be needed to support bilateral
and multilateral communications, official and
unofficial communications, and emergency and
routine communications. The number of required
staff will depend on the amount of information
exchanged and the urgency of the communica-
tions.

Countries should not conclude that use of
the communication network is a sign of weak-
ness of imminent threat. Establishing procedures
for routine use of the system will help prevent
this from occurring.6 Weekly routine commun i-
cation, rotating among the participating coun-
tries, would enforce the habit of consultation and
communication. Continuous test communication
patterns would also be required to provide confi-
dence about the state of health of the system.

To support unofficial dialogue, the network
could also be used by the academic and research
communities of the participating countries, both
for communication and as a research tool. This
communication could increase productivity and
invite new ideas about areas for cooperation.

Information Management and Analysis
An organized system for providing access to
exchanged information is highly recommended.

                                                            
6This lesson was learned during the tense period b e-
tween India and Pakistan in 1990, according to knowl-
edgeable participants in a recent discussion held at the
Stimson Center; Michael Krepon, private communica-
tion.
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Data bases with text search and retrieval capa-
bilities will be required for organizing basic in-
formation, such as points of contact in partici-
pating countries, the text of any mutual
agreements, and reports on inspections or fact
finding missions. If the CPC is involved in im-
plementation of treaties or confidence building
agreements, it could need data acquisition, inte-
gration, and analysis capabilities, which will
require more sophisticated communication and
software capabilities. Depending on the nature of
the confidence building measures and the re-
gional monitoring network, the CPC could re-
ceive data directly from the sensors deployed for
cooperative monitoring applications, or such data
could be transmitted to the CPC after being ini-
tially processed at local data acquisition centers.
The communication network, already established
as a first step for the CPC, could provide the
basis for data transmission and communication
of analytic results to local data centers in each
country.

Education and Training
Negotiators and decision-makers need adequate
knowledge about procedures and technologies
that could facilitate implementation of confi-
dence building measures or treaties. A CPC
could support educational efforts by providing a
forum for experienced countries and organiza-
tions to share their expertise, including practical
experience with basic monitoring hardware and
software systems. The CPC could also arrange
trips to other countries to facilitate the transfer of
this experience base. Where possible, education
should include hands-on experience with moni-
toring hardware and data, computer modeling
and simulations, and information management
and analysis techniques.

The CPC could also organize trial confi-
dence-building measures or exercises to increase
regional familiarity with procedures and tech-
nologies that might be used during a transition to
peaceful relations. Such exercises could be con-
ducted outside the region, perhaps in conjunction
with exercises taking place in other regions or
countries, to alleviate political concerns. Another
option would be to simulate such exercises at the
CPC, using either scripted procedures or com-
puter simulations.

Collaborative Efforts
Collaborations among technical, military and
cultural communities emphasize commonalities
within these communities and encourage coop-
eration. Any neutral subject, such as sports, the

arts, or science and technology, can be the basis
of confidence-building collaboration.
Because technology plays an important role in
crisis prevention, it can be a particularly fruitful
area for collaboration. Not only do technical
collaborations provide neutral ground for inter-
action among scientific communities, they may
also produce results that will aid in the imple-
mentation of future agreements. The work of the
Group of Scientific Experts (GSE) at the Confer-
ence on Disarmament (CD) in Geneva illustrates
this point. Long before there was a negotiating
mandate for a nuclear test ban at the CD, scien-
tists from all participating countries collaborated
on the technical issues associated with sharing
seismic data internationally. Now that a compre-
hensive test ban is being negotiated in Geneva,
the work of the GSE will provide valuable in-
formation about the structure of the verification
system of this treaty. Collegial relationships that
developed among participating scientists during
previous collaborations will ease implementation
of any agreed system.

Laboratory and office space will be required
at the CPC to support technical collaborations.
Laboratory equipment will depend on the spe-
cific application, whether it be the development
of new sensor hardware, the development of
more efficient algorithms for analyzing data, or
the development of better data display capabili-
ties. Computer and electronics laboratories
would almost certainly be required.

Conferences and Symposia
An important function of the CPC would be to
sponsor conferences and symposia to increase
understanding of a broad range of issues that
could affect present and future regional security,
and to provide an intellectually stimulating envi-
ronment for their serious consideration. As stated
previously, the issues for discussion should not
be restricted to the politico-military arena. Some
analysts believe that tensions over environmental
and resource issues may be at the top of the secu-
rity agenda in the coming decades.7 Terrorism,
uncontrolled immigration, and human rights
abuses are also appropriate candidates for dis-
cussion at a CPC.

A natural outcome of collaborative efforts
and joint conferences will be suggestions for

                                                            
7For a discussion of the relationship between env i-
ronmental and security issues, see Thomas F. Homer-
Dixon, “On the Threshold: Environmental Changes as
Causes of Acute Conflict,” International Security 16,
2 (fall 1991): 76–116.
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regional confidence building measures. Where
appropriate, the suggestions could also include
technical details for effective implementation
that evolved from collaborations and symposia.
The right mix of governmental, academic and
technical expertise in the discussions would be
essential for a viable set of recommendations.
Suggestions arising from an unofficial track
could lay the groundwork for subsequent official
discussions.

Since technology can be expected to play a
role in implementing agreements in both the
arms control and environmental areas some con-
ference activities should seek to promote com-
munication between the political and technical
communities. Such communication is important
for two reasons: (1) awareness of the capabilities
and limitations of monitoring technology can
influence the attitude of decision-makers toward
particular agreements and (2) knowledge about
the specific issues under discussion helps steer
technology down relevant paths.

Anticipating Future Needs
A shift to peace could bring a new set of regional
problems, or draw attention to existing problems
whose solution requires cooperation. For exam-
ple, when relations in a region improve, in-
creased economic activity could stress the al-
ready fragile environment. Similarly, when
people are no longer preoccupied with defending
their borders against military attack, they may
open their eyes to other potential crises, such as
illegal migration and environmental degradation.
Anticipating such problems and outlining a re-
gional framework for preventing them from at-
taining crisis proportions, could be an important
forward-looking function of the CPC. Managing
the peace could be its ultimate role. To do this
effectively, the infrastructure needs to be care-
fully planned to allow for communication and
storage of relevant quantities and types of data,
as well as its integration, analysis, and presenta-
tion to participants in a form that assists them
make rational decisions.

Staffing of the CPC
Staffing requirements become more complex
with an increasing number of functions at the
CPC. Computer hardware and software experts,
data processing and analysis experts, and com-
munications specialists will probably all be re-
quired. Staff with political and technical exper-
tise about multilateral negotiations across a
spectrum of issues will also be needed, and could
have either permanent or rotating assignments at

the CPC. Technical experts in monitoring tech-
nologies for arms control, environmental, and
other applications will be required to support
technical collaborations, as well as education and
training. Technical expertise could be supplied
by permanent residents of the center, sabbatical
programs, or association with local laboratories.
Representation of all participating countries
would be expected.

Crisis Prevention for
Northeast Asia

There is no established multilateral security re-
gime in Northeast Asia, and great skepticism
among all major players about the usefulness of
such a regime. Several issues complicate the
multilateral security dialogue in Northeast Asia.
Andrew Mack points out that Northeast Asian
security policy is heavily skewed toward deter-
rence, rather than reassurance which is a major
objective of a cooperative security regime. Next,
cooperative security stresses the need for mili-
tary transparency and openness, rather than se-
crecy, as a means of providing reassurance, and
there is no tradition of military openness in the
region. In addition, he notes that rather than be-
ing warm, relations among the countries in the
region range from cool to hostile. He also points
out that key Northeast Asian security issues are
bilateral, rather than multilateral, for example:
reunification of the Koreas, tensions between
China and Taiwan, border disputes between the
former Soviet Union and China, and the dis-
agreement between Japan and Russia over the
“Northern Territories.”8

It is worth noting, however, that crises re-
sulting from any of these bilateral disputes
would almost certainly have grave consequences
for the entire region. In addition, there are a
growing number of regional security and envi-
ronmental issues whose solution may require
multilateral collaboration. These include non-
proliferation issues such as the current crisis over
North Korea’s alleged nuclear weapons program,
and environmental issues, such as disposal of
radioactive waste in the Sea of Japan, air pollu-
tion across frontiers, depletion of fish in the
North Pacific and East Asian seas, and the inte-

                                                            
8For a good discussion, see Andrew Mack, “Security
Cooperation in Northeast Asia: Problems and Pros-
pects,” Journal of Northeast Asian Studies, summer
1992, 21–34. It is worth noting that many of these
issues also complicated East West relations in the
previous two decades.
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gration of sustainable development with rapid
economic growth in the region.9

In the remainder of this section, previous
proposals for an Asian security regime and pos-
sible reasons for their rejection are summarized.
Possible first steps for crisis prevention activities
in Northeast Asia are then discussed.

Proposals for an Asian Security
Regime
As early as the 1970s the Soviet Union proposed
the establishment of an Asian security regime,
modeled loosely on the CSCE and termed a Con-
ference on Security and Cooperation in Asia
(CSCA).10 Early Soviet proposals were vague in
terms of the charter of the organization, details of
implementation and membership. The United
States and pro-Western Asian countries rejected
these proposals, primarily because United States
military presence was considered to be the most
important stabilizing influence in the region, and
the Soviet proposals were aimed in part at re-
ducing the influence of United States. Asian re-
actions emphasized the distinction between Asia
and Europe and voiced indignation over the im-
plication that Western ideas could be imported
into their region, which they saw as implicit in
the Soviet proposals.

Since the end of the Cold War, Russian pro-
posals have become more specific. In 1990 and
1991, Gorbachev suggested that the Conflict
Prevention Center at the CSCE could be adapted
for the Asia-Pacific region.11 Gorbachev also
argued that a CSCA could help solve regional
conflicts, and would have value in resolving re-
gional economic, ethnic, social, and ecological
problems, all of which are tied to resolving re-
gional security dilemmas. He emphasized an
informal approach as a first step. In summer
1993, Russian Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev
called for creating a conflict prevention center
within the Asia-Pacific region to provide a

                                                            
9For example, see Peter Hayes and Lyuba Zarsky,
“Regional Cooperation and Environmental Issues in
Northeast Asia,” Nautilus Institute for Security and
Sustainable Development, 1993.
10For good discussions of CSCA proposals, see David
Youtz and Paul Midford, “A Northeast Asian Security
Regime: Prospects after the Cold War,” Public Policy
Paper 5, the Institute for East-West Studies, 1992; and
Andrew Mack, “Security Cooperation in Northeast
Asia: Problems and Prospects,” Journal of Northeast
Asian Studies, summer 1992, 21–34.
11See Appendix B for a discussion of the Conflict
Prevention Center of the CSCE.

mechanism for preventing crisis situations. Such
a center would presuppose exchanges of military
information, cooperation in settling dangerous
incidents, and consultation in the event of un-
usual military activity.12

Canada, Australia, South Korea, and Mon-
golia have also proposed Asian security regimes
of one kind or another. All proposals included, as
appropriate functions of a cooperative regime,
discussions of regional confidence building
measures and arms control and security issues.
They also emphasized the importance of estab-
lishing informal security dialogues, or “track
two” approaches, as the first step. The Mongo-
lian and South Korean proposals both empha-
sized the importance and precedence of bilateral,
relative to multilateral, discussions.

The United States, Japan, China and North
Korea have continued to reject proposals for a
CSCA. The United States has not wanted its re-
gional influence eroded and sees this as a prob-
able consequence of any multilateral regime.
Since the Gulf War, however, where a multilat-
eral approach proved valuable, the United States
has expressed the willingness to participate in
multilateral forums for specific issues on an ad
hoc basis.

As an ally of the United States, Japan has
not embraced proposals for a CSCA. Japan also
rejects comparisons between Asia and Europe
and has expressed the view that Asia is too com-
plex for a security regime. Japan’s security pol-
icy has been heavily focused on hostility to Rus-
sia, especially over the “Northern Territories.” It
has played a role in regional economic forums,
however, and has lately emphasized “economic
security” as an important dimension of “compre-
hensive security,” which could signal its readi-
ness to expand the multilateral dimension of its
security policy.

China maintains official skepticism on the
issue of a CSCA, and is thought to be particu-
larly skeptical about Russian intentions. China
has preferred bilateral channels to resolve its
territorial disputes, and emphasizes that there is
no simple East/West divide in Asia, as there is in
Europe. However, China is concerned about the
Korean peninsula and has recently participated in
multi-power consultations with the United
States, Russia, North and South Korea, China,
and Japan regarding the Korean problem. In spite
of its sensitivity to foreign interventions into its

                                                            
12Russia-CIS Intelligence Report, “Options of Asia-
Pacific Security System Eyed” 5 August 1993, Inter-
national Intelligence Report, Inc.
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internal affairs, China could become more open
to discussions about cooperative security.

First Steps for Crisis Prevention
Centers in Northeast Asia
As discussed previously, establishing a CPC in
Northeast Asia does not require the existence of
an Asian security regime. Indeed, activities that
occur under the auspices of a CPC, even highly
formalized exchanges of agreed information, can
increase transparency, and thereby pave the way
for future regional cooperation. One primary
objective of any crisis prevention activity in the
foreseeable future should be reducing the aliena-
tion of North Korea.

Major players in Northeast Asian security
are Japan, Russia, China, the two Koreas, and the
United States,13 and their participation in a r e-
gional CPC would be critical, even if only on an
ad hoc basis, or initially in an unofficial capacity.
Other countries could be invited to participate,
but limiting membership will prevent excessive
bureaucratization and improve chances for an
effective organization in its early stages.

Establishing a Communication Network
Establishing a dedicated communications center
as local CPCs in each country would be a first
step. Because of the bilateral nature of many
concerns in the region, restricting communica-
tion to bilateral channels should be an option. A
central communications hub also could be estab-
lished to permit communication on issues of im-
portance to more than two countries and to set
the stage for more multilateral communication in
the future. Establishing a central CPC would also
emphasize and promote multilateral cooperative
efforts.

Although the United States and Russia
would likely be participants, a central Northeast
Asian CPC should be located in an Asian coun-
try. Clearly, it would also be important to locate
center in a relatively open society that does not
unduly restrict the activities of either its citizens
or foreign visitors. Technical sophistication of
the host country would facilitate smooth func-
tioning of the center. Other considerations might
include whether or not the host country pos-
sesses nuclear weapons and the degree to which
it is a proactive player in international politics.
Locating the CPC in a non-participating, rela-
                                                            
13Continued United States military presence in the
region seems to be desirable to most countries and
makes United States participation in any regional se-
curity forum an important element.

tively neutral country, such as Singapore, might
also be considered.

Agreeing on Topics for Information Exchange
First steps might involve sharing information on
reports of movements of troops and military
equipment in potentially unstable regions, such
as the border between North and South Korea.
Similarly, notification of large regional military
exercises would help reduce the possibility of
misinterpretation of these events as offensive
developments. Other candidates for information
exchange include: notification of regional disas-
ters, advance notification of radioactive waste
dumping in oceans and seas, information about
indigenous export control infrastructure, and
advance notification of civilian space launch
testing activities. Not every country would nec-
essarily be required to participate in such infor-
mation sharing. Indeed, some exchanges might
be purely bilateral in nature. However, to pro-
mote regional openness, attempts should be
made to provide all countries with access to the
data, wherever possible.

Forum for Discussion of Security Concerns
Since many problems in the region are bilateral
in nature, discussion of bilateral problems at the
CPC should be a goal. Since some countries
have bilateral problems with more than one
country in the region, a central CPC could ease
access to multiple partners. Again, where possi-
ble, reports on the results of bilateral discussions
could be made available to the larger group as a
sign of openness.

Inviting multilateral discussion of bilateral
issues in an unofficial forum could also be a
fruitful source of solutions. Details for imple-
menting the agreed confidence building meas-
ures between North and South Korea is an ex-
ample, as are possible solutions to the territorial
disputes between China and the former Soviet
Union or between Japan and Russia.

Exploring Areas of Common Ground
The CPC could support activities required by
existing or future treaties and agreements to
which more than one of the Northeast Asian
countries are party. The Transparency in Arma-
ments Agreement, the Chemical Weapons Con-
vention, and a Comprehensive Test Ban fall into
this category. In addition to encouraging regional
cooperation, centralizing such activities could
reduce costs and improve efficiency for all
members by taking advantage of economies of
scale.
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In some cases, countries might want to en-
gage in joint planning for the implementation of
a treaty. For example, China, Japan, Russia, the
United States and South Korea all have legiti-
mate concerns about protecting proprietary in-
formation during inspections under the Chemical
Weapons Convention. They could engage in
joint trial inspections at a chemical plant in
preparation for official inspections and explore
the efficacy of certain procedures for protecting
privacy. The CPC could provide logistical sup-
port to such trial inspections, capitalizing on
United States and Russian experience.

Another example where countries could
benefit from collaborative approaches to existing
agreements is the enforcement of export controls.
Several export control issues have caused re-
gional tensions in the last year, including accu-
sations that a Chinese ship was illegally carrying
chemical weapons precursors, and the allegation
that Japanese citizens had supplied financial re-
sources to aid in the North Korean nuclear pro-
gram. Many countries have agreed to control the
export of sensitive technologies or materials but
lack the legal and physical infrastructure needed
for implementation and enforcement. A CPC
could provide a forum for discussing a coordi-
nated approach and providing technical support
to any agreed system.

Scientific, Military, and Cultural Collaborations
Collaborations among the military communities
are particularly recommended as a means of in-
creasing trust between potential adversaries.
Joint planning or training for extra-regional
peacekeeping activities, and joint training for
emergency response activities, such as the clean
up of oil spills, that could involve the military,
are possible first steps.

Collaborative efforts among the press could
promote balanced reporting of regional issues
and discourage rhetorical and sensational re-
porting. This is especially important for tense
situations such as that resulting from develop-
ments in North Korea.

Collaborations on technical monitoring sys-
tems could focus on areas outside the politico-
military regime as a first step. There already ex-
ist several regional initiatives for cooperation on
environmental issues,14 and the CPC could pr o-
vide technical and logistical support for recom-
mended activities. For example, the CPC could
coordinate the development of common moni-
toring methodologies and techniques and could

                                                            
14Refer to Hayes and Zarsky, op. cit.

support data acquisition and analysis for baseline
monitoring for acid rain and ecosystem impact
studies in the region.

Future Steps for a Northeast Asian
CPC

If Northeast Asia moves in the direction of
regional cooperation, the emphasis of the secu-
rity regime will shift from deterrence to reassur-
ance. To provide such reassurance, there will be
a push for military transparency and openness,
for confidence and security building measures to
reduce the risk of dangerous misunderstandings,
for arms control, and possibly for a reconfigura-
tion of armed forces to emphasize defense rather
than offense. Perhaps China will join Russia and
the United States in nuclear arms control treaties
and nuclear weapon dismantlement activities.
Ground forces might be relocated to reduce the
chances for border misunderstandings. Limita-
tions could be imposed on ballistic missile test-
ing. Greater military-to-military contacts and
planning dialogues could be expected, possibly
including common warning and intelligence
functions. All these activities could be supported
by a CPC. Planning for these activities and es-
tablishing an architecture for their ultimate im-
plementation will be critical.

Appendix A: Crisis Preven-
tion Agreements Between
the United States and the
Soviet Union During the

Cold War

The “Hot Line” Agreement
The Cuban Missile Crisis in October 1962

underscored the importance of prompt, direct
communication between heads of state of the
United States and the Soviet Union in times of
crisis to reduce the risk that accident or miscal-
culation might trigger a nuclear war. In June
1963, the two countries signed a memorandum
of understanding, known as the “Hot Line”
Agreement, agreeing to establish a direct com-
munications link between Moscow and Wash-
ington to be used in times of emergency15.15

Because its use is restricted to emergencies, the

                                                            
15Arms Control and Disarmament Agreements ; United
States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; 1990;
31–36, 122–28, and 314–18.
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“Hot Line” is regarded as being a tool for man-
aging crises, rather than preventing them.

The original agreement established a full-
time duplex wire telegraph circuit (Washington-
London-Copenhagen-Stockholm-Helsinki-
Moscow) and a full-time duplex radiotelegraph
circuit (Washington-Tangier-Moscow) between
the two capitals. The agreement was modernized
in 1971, by establishing provisions for satellite
communication links to replace the radio circuit.
Such modernization was intended to increase the
reliability and reduce the vulnerability of the
communication system. In 1984, the system was
upgraded to include facsimile equipment at the
terminals, in addition to the teletype equipment
stipulated in the original agreement. This in-
creased the speed of communications and al-
lowed for the transmission of graphic material
such as maps and drawings.

In the United States, the Hot Line is located
in the Pentagon, whereas in the former Soviet
Union it is located in the Russian Ministry of
Foreign Affairs. Its use is restricted to the heads
of state of the two governments. Although details
are kept highly confidential, the “Hot Line” has
been used on several occasions. For example,
during the 1967 and 1973 Arab-Israeli wars it
was used to prevent misunderstandings about
United States fleet movements in the Mediterra-
nean.

“Accidents Measures” Agreement
n recognition of the dire consequences of

accidents involving nuclear weapon systems,
both in terms of accidental detonations and in
terms of unauthorized use of weapons, the
United States and the Soviet Union reached an
agreement aimed at reducing such risks in
1971.16 The “Agreement on Measures to Reduce
the Risk of Outbreak of Nuclear War” addresses
three primary areas: (1) a commitment to im-
prove organizational and technical safeguards
against accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear
weapons; (2) arrangements for immediate notifi-
cation if such incidents should occur and pose a
risk of nuclear war, if unidentified objects are
observed on early warning systems, or in case of
any unauthorized or accidental incident involv-
ing possible detonation of a nuclear weapon; and
(3) agreement to notify in advance any planned
missile launches beyond the territory of the
launching party and in the direction of the other.
Originally, the “Hot Line” was designated as the

                                                            
16Ibid., 118–21.

vehicle for communication, but the Nuclear Risk
Reduction Center (NRRC) was given this re-
sponsibility upon its establishment in 1988. The
only information under this agreement that has
been transmitted from the NRRC is the notifica-
tion of strategic ballistic missile launches.

Incidents at Sea Agreement
During the 1960s the U.S. and Soviet navies

had several confrontations that raised concerns
on both sides about the need for measures to
prevent the escalation of such incidents. An
agreement on naval confidence building meas-
ures, known as the Incidents at Sea Agreement,
was reached in May 1972, and provided for
measures to enhance mutual knowledge and un-
derstanding of military activities; to reduce the
possibility of conflict by accident, miscalcula-
tion, or the failure of communication; and to
increase stability in times of both calm and cri-
sis.17 Among the provisions in the agreement are
specific steps to avoid collisions between ships;
the requirement that surveillance ships maintain
a safe distance from the object under investiga-
tion; and prohibitions against simulating attacks
at or launching objects toward ships belonging to
the other party. The agreement also provides for
advance notice of planned activities that might
represent a danger to ships or aircraft, and annual
meetings to review implementation of the
agreement. Since its establishment, notifications
have been transmitted through the NRRC.

This accord was promptly credited with im-
proving relations between the Soviets and
Americans and greatly reducing the number of
naval incidents. Before this agreement, danger-
ous incidents occurred at the rate of tens per
year. By 1990, the annual meetings between the
United States and the Soviet Union treated only
half as many. Both navies saw the Incidents at
Sea Agreement as being in their best interest,
which is a major reason for its success.

Nuclear Risk Reduction Centers
After a series of discussions on reducing the

risks of nuclear war in the mid-1980s, the United
States and the Soviet Union agreed to establish a
Nuclear Risk Reduction Center (NRRC) in each
capital and to establish special communication
links between these centers.18 The equipment and

                                                            
17Ibid., 142–49.
18Ibid., 336–44; and Harold Kowalski, Staff Director
of the Nuclear Risk Reduction Center in the United
States, private communication.
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communication lines utilized by the NRRC in
both countries are identical to those of the “Hot
Lines.” In the United States, the NRRC is lo-
cated in the State Department; in Russia, it is
located in the Ministry of Defense.

The centers became operational in 1988 and
are intended to supplement existing means of
communication (such as the “Hot Line” and
diplomatic channels) and to provide direct, reli-
able, high-speed systems for transmission of
notifications and communications required under
existing and possible future arms control and
confidence-building agreements. At their initia-
tion, there were no arms control agreements be-
tween the United States and the Soviet Union
and the NRRCs were used only to notify ballistic
missile launches required under the Accidents
Measures Agreement and the Incidents at Sea
Agreement. Now they are used to transmit in-
formation required under twelve different bilat-
eral and multilateral arms control treaties, in-
cluding the Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces
(INF) Treaty, the Conventional Forces in Europe
(CFE) Treaty, and the nuclear testing treaties.
They will also be used to transmit information
required under START, the Chemical Weapons
Convention, and the Open Skies Treaty. Separate
communication channels and work areas within
the NRRC are used for bilateral and multilateral
agreements. Bilateral communications also re-
quire a higher degree of confidentiality. The
center employs one watch officer for bilateral
communications with the Russians, two watch
officers for CSCE-related communications, and a
technical support person. The center is staffed
twenty-four hours a day.

The NRRCs may also be used to transmit
“good-will” messages as a confidence building
measure. The conditions under which such good-
will messages are appropriate are vaguely de-
fined, and neither the United States nor the So-
viet Union transmitted any such messages for the
first couple of years of operation. Such messages
have been transmitted on a few occasions in the
last few years, however. Although the nature of
the actual messages is regarded as confidential,
examples of appropriate subjects for good will
messages include notification of a large disaster,
such as the Chernobyl disaster, that affects the
international community, or notification of the
sinking of a nuclear submarine near the territory
of another party.

The NRRCs have a narrowly defined role
and are not intended to replace formal diplomatic
channels of communication or the “Hot Line”;
nor do they have a crisis management role. There

is no provision for voice communication; and all
routine written information is transmitted ac-
cording to exact, negotiated formats. Formalized
communications were favored because they
lessen the probability of misinterpretation and
remove personal bias from the system. Since
communications are in multiple languages, exact
formatting also makes possible computerized
translation of notifications and other information.

In recognition of the importance of fostering
understanding the United States and the Soviet
Union, original planning for establishing the
NRRC included provisions for research and dis-
cussion centers, in addition to the technical
communication centers. At the time, out of mu-
tual distrust, neither side was prepared to staff a
center with a broader mandate and Geneva be-
came the forum for discussions and consultations
relating to mutual security. As relations between
the two countries improved, the idea of a center
for joint research on security issues re-emerged,
but because of other existing forums neither side
has seen it as a matter of particular importance or
urgency.

Appendix B: The Confer-
ence on Security and Coop-

eration in Europe and its
Conflict Prevention Center

The Conference on Security and Coopera-
tion in Europe (CSCE),19 whose current me m-
bership includes 52 Atlantic, European, and
Eurasian countries, developed in the 1970s and is
an example of a cooperative security regime. The
goal of the CSCE is to reduce the risk of armed
conflict by promoting dialogue and decreasing
tensions between the East and West. It provides a
political context for European cooperation in
four major areas, or “Baskets:” (1) security is-
sues and confidence building measures; (2) sci-
ence, technology and economics; (3) humanitar-
ian and other fields; and (4) implementation of
current steps and additional negotiations. The
Helsinki Final Act, a political commitment to
make progress in the first three of these areas,
was signed in August 1975. This broad security

                                                            
19Arms Control and Disarmament Agreements, United
States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 1990,
319–35; Fact Sheet: Conference on Security and Co-
operation in Europe (CSCE), U.S. Department of State
Dispatch 3, 915(2), 28 Dec. 1992; Michael R. Lucas,
The Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, 32–34, November
1990.
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agenda, which recognizes the value to regional
security of cooperation across a wide range of
issues, became known as the “Helsinki Process.”
In recent years, several significant arms control
agreements have been negotiated in the context
of the CSCE in Vienna, including the Treaty on
Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) and the
Open Skies Treaty.

The Conference on Confidence- and Secu-
rity-Building Measures and Disarmament in
Europe (CDE) is a subgroup of the CSCE de-
voted to issues in “Basket One.” A major
achievement of the CDE occurred in September
1986 with agreement on a set of politically
binding confidence- and security- building
measures (CSBMs), designed to increase open-
ness and predictability about military activities in
Europe. The principle measures call for states to:
(1) refrain from the threat or use of force; (2)
provide prior notification of certain military ac-
tivities; (3) allow observation of certain military
activities; (4) provide annual forecasts of notifi-
able military activities; and (5) allow on-site
inspections from either the air or ground to ver-
ify compliance with the agreed measures. The
underlying premise is that such openness will
reduce the risk of armed conflict by providing
reassurance to all parties about the non-offensive
character of military activities in the region.

The CSCE Conflict Prevention Center
The CSCE Conflict Prevention Center

(CPC) was established in November 1990, and
located in Vienna, Austria.20 Initially, it was e n-
visioned as playing a large role in conflict pre-
vention, which included technical activities such
as establishing a communications network, and
supporting implementation of CSBMs, as well as
political activities such as providing a mecha-
nism for consultation and cooperation regarding
unusual military activities. In January 1992, the
political role of the CPC was enhanced: it was
named as the forum where CSCE States would
hold regular consultations on security issues with
politico-military implications and as the forum
for consultation and implementation of decisions
on crisis management. The CPC was also given
the authority to initiate, execute, and monitor
fact-finding missions as instruments of conflict
prevention and crisis management.

                                                            
20 John Borawski and Bruce George, MP, Arms Co n-
trol Today, Oct. 1993, 13–16; and private communi-
cations with William Wood and Jonathon Cohen of
the United States Department of State.

As with most large bureaucratic organiza-
tions, the CSCE has many sub-organizations
who compete for responsibilities and power. The
broad and independent mandate given to the
CPC in 1992 duplicated the efforts of other or-
ganizations and interfered with their authority.
Some argued that the CPC removed conflict pre-
vention activities from the broader political con-
text and that it prescribed an unrealistic, mecha-
nistic process for dealing with conflict. Such
considerations led to a marked reduction in the
CPC’s mandate in December 1993. It now func-
tions as a logistics support unit for other CSCE
activities, such as the six preventive diplomacy
missions that have been established in regions of
conflict: Georgia, the former Yugoslav Republic
of Macedonia, Moldova, Estonia, Latvia, and
Tajikistan. The CPC is responsible for purchas-
ing, transporting, and maintaining equipment for
the support missions.

It is under the auspices of these six CSCE
missions that much crisis prevention actually
occurs. Each mission resembles a small embassy,
with between four and six staff officers, and a
few local support personnel. Staff officers pro-
mote regional confidence building, with an em-
phasis on human rights. They travel the country
and poll ordinary citizens, using the information
to make policy recommendations to govern-
ments. For example, recent activities in Latvia
have focused on the Latvian government’s policy
of sending expulsion notices to ethnic Russians.
Although Latvia apparently has no intention of
acting on these notices, the practice has produced
great tension with Russia, where it is regarded as
ethnic apartheid. Mission staff officers have gone
before the Latvian government and recom-
mended the termination of the practice, warning
of the possibility of armed conflict with Russia.
Their recommendations are influential, as they
represent the views of the 52 CSCE member
states.

In addition, the CPC prepares annual statis-
tical surveys about the implementation of agreed
CSBMs, takes part in CSBM-related activities
such as observation of military activities or visits
to airbases, and has established a data bank in
which CSBM-related information is stored and
easily retrieved. It also keeps up-to-date lists of
points of contacts to be used in cases of hazard-
ous military incidents and is connected to the
CSCE Communications Network which allows
for the quick transmission of all CSBM-related
information to CSCE capitals. It circulates this
information to participating states not connected
to the network.





A CRISIS PREVENTION CENTER AND

CENTER FOR STRATEGIC STUDIES

Vassili Dobrovolski

Motives: Pros and Cons
he Russian proposal to explore possibilities of creating a crisis prevention center
and/or a center for strategic studies for the Asia-Pacific region was motivated by
the following considerations:

• the Asia-Pacific region (APR) is undergoing rapid changes in the balance of national
strengths, interests—and in the very configuration of the system of international rela-
tions. As the history of diplomacy amply demonstrates, such processes are almost in-
evitably accompanied by tensions, conflicts and (in the worst case) even wars.

• the countries of the region belong to different cultures and civilizations. This makes
accommodation to new situations, adjustments of policy vis-a-vis partners, and adap-
tation of international standards of behavior in this area (such as the UN Charter) un-
easy and uncertain.

• different stages of development can be attributed to the countries belonging to the
Asia-Pacific Region; accordingly, they view the international environment in differ-
ent (and sometimes conflicting) ways. They possess different grades of maturity in
their foreign politics. An overview of foreign policy instincts and reflexes reveals a
wide variety—ranging from well-versed politicians who have behind them a millen-
nia-old tradition of skilled power diplomacy and multilateral alliances, to newcomers
with “friend-or-foe” schemes and perceptions. The various shades across this range
add even more color to the multifaceted picture considered characteristic of the politi-
cal situation in Asia.

• the end of cold war realities deprived a number of states of the very basis and ration-
ale of their ‘opposing camp’ foreign policy strategies. Their lack of experience in
multipolar balances of interests may give rise to irrational suspicions and fears that a
new structure is being designed to manipulate them.

Vassili Dobrovolski is Deputy Director, Second Asia Department, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the
Russian Federation
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• the international situation in the region is
burdened by the heritage of the past. Some
actors historically have resorted immediately
to force any time they believed that such ac-
tion would go unpunished. Some with newly
acquired might seek (consciously or subcon-
sciously) to show it—bordering on a “trig-
ger-happy” approach that applies equally
well to economics and trade.

• an additional obstacle to working out rules
formalizing and institutionalizing coopera-
tion among the Asian-Pacific states lies in
newly-emerging feelings of “asianness” and
self-identification as “Asian-Pacific” coun-
tries. Only forty years ago Indonesia and
Malaysia felt respectively closer to Dutch
and British cultures than to the “Asia-Pacific
Region,” “Southeast Asia” or “the Malay
world.” A reversionary fragmentation of the
Asia-Pacific region into sub-regions could at
any given juncture work as a brake on any
pan-regional drive.

• newly acquired self-confidence of Asia-
Pacific peoples, underlaid with memories of
former humiliations to national dignity,
guarantee immense difficulties for any at-
tempts to adapt or transplant the CSCE
model to the Asia-Pacific region.
All these difficulties notwithstanding, the

situation calls for some way to appease tensions,
create a framework for confidence-building, and
formulate a new means of tackling international
crises and hot spots in the region. As an integral
part of this process, it is essential to address the
task of bettering conditions for military informa-
tion exchanges. Too important things are now at
stake and too promising prospects can be lost.

In exploring possible ways of providing a
more secure peace for the Asia-Pacific region
one should always have in mind dangers of ne-
glecting the problem of control and prevention of
crisis situations. A crisis we fail to manage is
unpredictable. Due to the military potentials de-
ployed, an inadequate mechanism to regulate a
possible crisis creates a credible danger. Such a
crisis may have many starting reasons that serve
to trigger a chain reaction; such an eventuality
must be effectively averted.

The climate to contemplate and discuss pos-
sible models of Asia-Pacific cooperation and
security is relatively favorable. The end of the
Cold War brought up the necessity of an active
quest for adequate security mechanisms, not only
in a global but also in a regional context. It is no
coincidence that quite a number of far-reaching

proposals have been made nearly simultane-
ously—there are initiatives from Canada, Aus-
tralia, and the ASEAN countries, among others.
One must also point out that the U.S. admini-
stration has pronounced in favor of “collective
security” for the Asia-Pacific region in the fu-
ture.

Description
The Russian proposal outlines a low-key in-

formation exchange medium which would not
demand anything law-binding of the participant
states. The idea was to create a mechanism that
would serve as a kind of data base for all inter-
ested countries. This small mechanism (analo-
gous to the European crisis prevention center)
would be a modest, cost-effective, unambitious
project. The main parameters and levels of in-
formation to be submitted to the proposed crisis
prevention center by participating countries, as
well as the timing of such submission, would be
discussed and decided in the process of creating
such a center.

Meanwhile, in a strategic studies center, a
small team of experts and technical personnel
dealing with collecting, sorting, verifying and
distributing information concerning military po-
tentials, armaments (including arms transfers),
strategies and military doctrines could play an
important confidence-building role by providing
a necessary degree of transparency.

An important built-in feature of our proposal
was its high adaptability to different counter-
proposals and modifications. If the idea is
adopted by several states, the project could be
started in the first stages as data-collecting com-
mon enterprise. Then, after a reasonable proba-
tion period, with the consent of all the partici-
pants the project could be expanded horizontally
(geographically) and vertically (assuming sig-
nificant new functions: analysis and prognosis,
recommendations, venue for consultations, etc.).
Thus, the center would constitute a nucleus
which at any moment of need could be “un-
folded” and “deployed” to exercise new duties.

Thus the proposed institution would be
something for all seasons. It could equally be a
modest library of national appropriations bills
and data on military forces; and an integral part
of cooperative security system in the Asia-
Pacific region in which the behavior of states is
regulated by a certain code of conduct.
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Specifics: From First Try to
Reaffirmation

The idea of an Asia-Pacific regional crisis
prevention center and center for strategic studies
was originally put forward during Mr. Yeltsin’s
visit to Seoul in 1992. It clearly demonstrated
Russian adherence to multilateralist ways of
dealing with problems in the Far East.

In July 1993 the proposal to establish an
APR crisis prevention center and a center for
strategic studies was repeated by Minister of
Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation Mr.
Kozyrev at the ASEAN annual post-ministerial
dialogues. There it was further defined and
elaborated. The Russian minister, when speaking
about his vision of the CPC, explained that it
could be instrumental in the stage-by-stage proc-
ess of forming a mechanism of intergovernmen-
tal dialogue to prevent possible crisis situations
in the region. Thus the invitation to ASEAN to
work together on this project was accompanied
by a statement that further on this institution
would deal with much wider area than the geo-
graphical scope of Southeast Asia.

The proposed functions of the crisis preven-
tion center at the initial stages were described as:
promotion of military information exchanges for
better transparency and predictability, consulta-
tions in cases of unusual military activities, co-
operation to settle military incidents endangering
peace, and provision of conclusions and recom-
mendations for governments based upon analy-
ses of the factual data.

Further, the idea of a center for strategic
studies was formulated in a very general way, to
set the ball rolling. It was said that possibly, one
of the strategic/international studies institutes in
the countries of the region could try to rally the
efforts of numerous scientific institutions in the
region. Even technically, such an attempt is
worth pondering. Dozens of institutes in many
countries are duplicating each other in their re-
search work. (The number of regular seminars
and round tables that discuss virtually the same
topics seem to be over twenty.) Ideally, a future
“crown” of the process would be to have an in-
stitute like we Europeans have in London and
Stockholm—but with a more distinctly pro-
nounced “international” feature.

Recent developments in the sub-region show
that a multilateral approach to new challenges
may prove to be the reasonable one. In its state-
ment dated March 24, 1994, the Russian Minis-
try of Foreign Affairs called for a multilateral

conference on a Korean settlement with partici-
pation by the two Koreas, the Russian Federa-
tion, the United States of America, the People’s
Republic of China, and Japan; plus representa-
tives of the UN Secretary General and the IAEA
Director General. This demonstrates that Russia
clearly stands for a comprehensive settlement of
the situation there. It may come only as a result
of painstaking, purposeful and concerted actions
on all sides involved—including their capacities
as guarantors, sponsors, offerers of good offices
etc.

So, the idea is still there. If positive changes
in the Korean settlement follow, and if the coun-
tries involved start to seriously contemplate ways
and means of pacifying the sub-region by creat-
ing institutional frameworks of crisscrossing
obligations, guarantees and force reductions, a
center may prove to be a good option.

Conclusion
Analysis of the first reactions to the Russian

proposals show that the attitude is more or less
positive. No country has rejected the idea out-
right; many have pointed out that it runs in the
same direction as their own concepts. There is
even suggestion that some institutions in the
ASEAN states (including governmental bodies)
are contemplating the idea and thinking about
how they could “assimilate” it and adapt it to
pre-existing research bodies.

By putting forth proposals that may sound
somewhat vague, the Russian side is far from
being interested in imposing any worked out
formula on any participant of the dialogue on
peace and security in Asia. Rather, it hopes to
help start free discussion aimed at elaborating the
idea by joint efforts in ways acceptable to all
sides concerned.

It goes without saying that possible agree-
ment on the problem of creating crisis prevention
centers among interested countries and institu-
tions should be made in full accordance with the
national security interests and laws of each par-
ticipating side, as well as with international law
and other international regulations and obliga-
tions (including existing treaties dealing with
disarmament and strengthening of global and
regional peace and security).

Regarding a sub-regional approach to this
task (which in the course of time may prove to
be the most effective one), the exchange of views
on the problem of crisis prevention centers held
under the framework of the Northeast Asian Co-
operation Dialogue (having in mind its structure



64  •  DOBROVOLSKI

with participation of both government officials
and private individuals) may contribute largely
to preserving a more secure state of affairs as
well as more military confidence in this part of
the world.

Therefore, one may expect that depending
upon the course of discussion and routine con-

sultations this proposal will be jointly elaborated
and contain more specific ideas concerning the
structure, the duties and the proceedings of a
crisis prevention center and a center for strategic
studies.
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NORTHEAST ASIA COOPERATION

DIALOGUE MEETING AGENDA

Tokyo, Japan; May 16–17, 1994

Co-hosted by the National Institute for Research Advancement
and the Institute on Global Conflict and Cooperation

Monday, May 16

9:00-12:00 National Perspectives on Northeast Asian Security

China, Republic of Korea, Russia, United States, Japan, and Democratic People’s Republic
of Korea

12:00-1:00 Lunch

1:00-4:00 Measures for Enhancing a Mutual State of Security

What needs to be done to promote regional cooperation in Northeast Asia?

How to think about a broader definition of CBMs, especially the inclusion of economic issues,
and how to put this broader definition into practice (including transparency?).

7:00-10:00 Dinner

Tuesday, May 17

9:00-12:00 Military Confidence Building Measures

Crisis Prevention Centers

Maritime CBMs

12:00-1:00 Lunch

1:00-3:00 Military Confidence Building Measures (continued)

Nuclear CBMs

Land-Based CBMs

3:00-4:30 Conclusion and Plans for Future Dialogue Meetings

7:00-10:00 Dinner

The chairperson will rotate for each session among the participating countries, other than Japan)



66  •  AGENDA AND PARTICIPANT LIST

NORTHEAST ASIA COOPERATION

DIALOGUE PARTICIPANT LIST

Tokyo, Japan; May 16–17, 1994

People’s Republic of China
Mr. GUAN Dengming
Counselor, Asia Department
Ministry of Foreign Affairs
[Mr. HAO Yinbiao will attend as interpreter for Mr. Guan]

Commander GUAN Youfei
Asian Division
Bureau of Foreign Affairs
Ministry of National Defense

Professor LIU Liping
Deputy Director Division for International Exchange
China Institute for Contemporary International Relations

Professor JI Guoxing
Director, Asian-Pacific Department
Shanghai Institute for International Studies

Japan
Mr. NOGAMI Yoshiji
Deputy Director General, Foreign Policy Bureau
Ministry of Foreign Affairs
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NRI Nomura Research Institute, Ltd.

Professor SATO Seizaburo
International Institute for Global Peace
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Director
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Bureau of Defense Agency
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Colonel YAMAGUCHI Noboru
Joint Staff Office
Colonel Chief of Arms Control Section J5
Japan Defense Agency
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People’s Republic of Korea
(awaiting confirmation)

Republic of Korea
Mr. SONG Young-oh
Senior Coordinator for Policy Planning
Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Major General KIM Yong-Koo
Director, Arms Control
Office Ministry of National Defense

Brigadier General PARK Sung-Boo
Deputy Director of C5
Combined Forces Command

Professor AHN Byung Joon
Department of Political Science
Yonsei University

Dr. LEE Chung Min
Fellow
The Sejong Institute
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Deputy Director, Second Asia Department
Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Lieutenant General D.K. Kharchenko
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Major General A.N. Lukianov
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Dr. Alexander Savelyev
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Vice Director, Institute of Oriental Studies
Russian Academy of Sciences

United States
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Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of State
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U.S. Department of State
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