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Summary

A gap exists in our understanding of the East CBiea territorial dispute. This
dispute is concerned with the sovereignty of thek&ku/Diaoyu islands and the
contested jurisdiction over related maritime amgrasted under the UN Convention
of the Law of the Sea. Scholarship on the dispatebe divided into two camps. On
the one hand are scholars who analyse the impacatdrial and ideational interests
on escalation dynamics and dispute managemenhé®ather side are those who
have outlined several innovative delimitation siolu$ to the dispute, despite the lack
of political will in China and Japan to pursue thekbsent from this debate is an
understanding of the process by which Chinese apdnkse leaders pursue
cooperative policy choices over confrontationalsorigy exploring the cooperative
and confrontational dynamics of the East Chinadsgaute, this thesis aims to
identify the conditions under which the politicallwo pursue settlement may
emerge. This research aim is accomplished by a ansgm between two cases of
cooperation—over fisheries and marine scientifseegch—with two cases of
confrontation, both over the Chunxiao gas fieldewed through Harvey Starr’s
opportunity and willingness framework, the aimasdentify the conditions under
which China and Japan may develop the politicdl twikettle the East China Sea
dispute. In light of the nascent joint developmamteement reached in June 2008,
and the importance of joint development as a §irsp towards the settlement options
proposed by Ji Guoxing, Mark Valencia, and othenis, thesis is particularly timely
and provides a substantial contribution to thetaygsscholarly literature in the issue
area.
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Introduction

The relationship between China and Japan is ondhef most intriguing in

contemporary world politics. The two are culturaymilar in many ways, yet
incapable of moving on from historical tragedidseyt are economically integrated,
yet seem to be on the brink of a strategic rivally.the post Cold War period,
scholars have become increasing concerned thateinabsence of an overriding
common strategic objective, such as containmenhefUSSR, the two countries
might permit their myriad differences to undermitieeir spectacular economic
integration and development. How the two sides hanamaged to avoid conflict
under these conditions has been the subject oflegades of scholarly debate.

This thesis is concerned with how China and Jaae lzonfronted and cooperated
with one another over their maritime territoriagjplite in the East China Sea since it
began in 1969, and what lessons can be drawnsf@ettlement. Territory is integral
to nation-states; it is the source of a state’snenuc power, arguably the source of
its identity, and it forms the physical basis updrich a state is foundéd\ations of
peoples without territory, such as the Palestinianshe Kurds, aspire to have it.
Historically states have fought wars to acquireefend it Unsurprisingly, large-N
studies of war have found a high correlation betwesritorial disputes and the
decision to go waftThis is not to say that all territorial disputead to war; indeed,

most do not. But given the focus of the literatarehow territorial disputes lead to

! This description stems from Yinan He, "Ripe foroperation or Rivalry? Commerce, Realpolitik,
and War Memory in Contemporary Sino-Japanese RektiAsian Security, no. 2 (2008), pp. 162-
197.

2 0On the final point see Benedict Andersbnagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and
Spread of Nationalisp® ed. (London: Verso, 1991), p. 6; E. J. Hobshavations and Nationalism
since 1870: Programme, Myth, Real{tyambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990),77.. On
debates surrounding the formation of national idgste Ernst B. Haas, "Nationalism: An
Instrumental Social ConstructionVlillennium: Journal of International Studi€?, no. 3 (1993), pp.
505-545; David BrownContemporary Nationalism: Civic, Ethnocultural aktlilticultural Politics
(London: Routledge, 2000). On the explicit relasibip between identity, territory and war see Manus
I. Midlarsky, "Identity and International Conflittin Handbook of War Studies kd. Manus |.
Midlarsky (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Pres2000), pp. 25-58.

% See K.J. HolstiPeace and War: Armed Conflicts and Internationati@r1648-1989Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1991); Malcolm Andergeontiers: Territory and State Formation in
the Modern WorldCambridge: Polity Press, 1996).

* John A. VasquezZThe War PuzzléCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993).
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war, perhaps the time has come to analyse instameesich they do not lead to war.

Indeed, despite globalisation, “borders matter”.

While the research program on territorial disputas a long pedigree, investigations
of state behaviour towards maritime territorial pdites remains in their infancy.
Maritime territorial disputes are distinct from thbased disputes in as much as they
encompass a dispute not only over land, generadlyps of rocks or islands, but also
the maritime jurisdiction which stems from ownepsloif that land. These disputes
have proven far more difficult to settle than otkerds of territorial disputes. Land-
based territorial disputes, as well as maritimenai&tion disputes have increasingly
been settled through treaty negotiations or throughd party arbitration®
Conversely, only two Asian maritime territorial piges have been submitted for
third party arbitration—the Sipidan/Ligitan disputetween Malaysia and Indonesia
and the Pedra Branca dispute between Malaysia enga®re. The remainder, such
as the Senkaku/Diaoyu island dispute, the Tokda&$hikna dispute, the Kurile
Island/Northern Territories dispute, as well as$ipeatly and Paracel islands disputes
continue to fester. Some scholars have hypothesiisgdnaritime territorial disputes
in the Asia-Pacific are rarely settled by formaliméation agreement because elites
derive a degree of political legitimacy from conigd low level tensions. Viewed this

way, settlement will come as these regimes evaite imore mature statésThis

® Harvey Starr, "International Borders: What They AWhat They Mean and Why We Should Care,"
SAIS RevieW6, no. 1 (2006), p. 9.

® Jianwei Wang, "Territorial Disputes and Asian S#guSources, Management and Prospects,” in
Asian Security Ordered. Muthiah Alagappa (Stanford: Stanford UnivgrBiress, 2003), pp. 382-423.
| use the term ‘maritime territorial dispute’ tdeeto disputes over offshore islands and theates
jurisdictional claims to maritime space. This istifict from a ‘territorial dispute’, which is deéd as

a conflicting claim by two or more states over thenership of the same piece of land which excludes
claims to contested maritime zones. Datasets thptay this definition conflate territorial disputes
with maritime territorial disputes and include difse island disputes such as the Senkaku/Diaoyu
islands, but do not include the resultant maritala@ms or simple delimitation disputes over the
location of maritime boundaries. See for examplagl RaHuth, Standing Your Ground: Territorial
Disputes and International Confli¢Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 199p. 26; Paul
R. Hensel, "Contentious Issues and World Polifidtee Management of Territorial Claims in the
Americas, 1816-1992hternational Studies Quarter5, no. 1 (2001), p. 90. However, this
conceptualisation risks downplaying the saliencthefmaterial value derived from ocean space,
which is often caught up in territorial politicaymamics, particularly in light of the expansion of
jurisdictional entitlements under the UN Conventimnthe Law of the Sea (UNCLOS). Thus, this
thesis defines maritime territorial disputes apdiss between two or more countries over the
sovereignty of offshore islands and their relateditime jurisdictional entittements. This definitio
excludes land-based territorial disputes, marititelémitation disputes such as the Timor Shelf er th
Gulf of Tonkin, as well as disputes over the statusffshore features, such as the Sino-Japanese
dispute over Okinotorishima islet.

" Jean-Marc F. Blanchard, "Maritime Issues in ASiae Problem of Adolescence," Asian Security
Order: Instrumental and Normative Featuresl. Muthiah Alagappa (Stanford Ca.: Stanford
University Press, 2003), pp. 424-457.
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investigation into the East China Sea dispute lwasesheuristic value because it
yields insights into how cooperation can be achdawea maritime territorial dispute,
which in turn indicates how other Asia-Pacific niane territorial disputes could be

settled.

Rather than settling their maritime territorial plises, Asia-Pacific policymakers
have endeavoured to cooperate on different aspédisputed maritime areas, such
as fisheries, environmental management or militeopfidence building These
efforts occur under a variety of international ctiods, which lie outside
explanations of how Asian states behave towards tharitime territorial disputes.
For example, Koo argues that economic interdepereddéras prevented maritime
territorial disputes from escalating to war, andstlviews these management efforts
as an extension of this phenomerbiEconomic interdependence explains the
disincentives for war, but not the incentives faoperation such as those which
occurred in the East China Sea over fisheriesdiation in 1997 and over marine
research activities in 2001. Alternatively, Chungrglysis of three Chinese territorial
disputes indicates that settlement is likely whemdstic political conditions permit
it; a two level game dynamic. The fact that botk flfsheries agreement and the
notification agreement occurred in light of domesfiressure in Japan for an
agreement is overlooked in Chung’s analysis how&\@imilarly, others argue that
elites attempt to balance the popular nationatigiulse for confrontation with their
own state building prerogatives. However, this doeisexplain the conditions under
which states choose to cooperate on disputed catitissues:* Generally, states
adopt a variety of initiatives to strengthen thewn claims, thereby escalating a
maritime territorial dispute, but also attempt tamage bilateral tensions and in some

cases arrive at win-win outcomes for resourcesoggpion or joint policing.

In an effort to explore how China and Japan haveperated on aspects of their

maritime territorial dispute, this thesis explotbe cooperative and confrontational

8 For a survey of these efforts in the region seekMaValencia, "Maritime Confidence and Security
Building in East Asia: Recent Progress and Probfe@esean Policy Studiesio. 3 (2006), pp. 27-45.
° Min Gyo Koo, "Scramble for the Rocks: The Doktok@ahima, Senkaku/Diaoyu, and Paracel and
Spratly Islands Disputes” (PhD Thesis, Universitfalifornia, 2005).

19 Chien-peng Chundpomestic Politics, International Bargaining and @his Territorial Disputes
(London: RoutledgeCurzon, 2004).

" Youngshik Daniel Bong, "Flashpoints at Sea? Legiation Strategy and East Asian Island
Disputes" (PhD Thesis, University of Pennsylvagiz0?2).
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dynamics of the East China Sea (ECS) dispute. digpute is focused on the
disputed sovereignty of the Senkaku/Diaoyu islasmils the contested jurisdiction in
the maritime areas they create under the UN Cororerdf the Law of the Sea
(UNCLOS), which entered into force in 1994. Theveyr of the territorial conflict
literature as well as much of the mainstream themaieliterature in International
Relations provided in chapter one indicates that EICS dispute can be seen as a
least-likely case of territorial cooperation. Theview identifies a gap in academic
study of the East China Sea dispute; the conditiorter which the political will to
solve the dispute may emerge. Studies have thdsdased on one of two areas. The
first develops solutions to the territorial disputecasionally recognising that the
political will to pursue these options is absenBiijing and Tokyo. The second is
preoccupied with explaining dispute managementrisffand escalation dynamics.
Perspectives on this question depend largely ois m@w of the driving force of the
dispute; the material value of the contested ocgmate or the ideational place the
disputed islands hold for Chinese and Japanesenadtidentity. This thesis aims to
fill this gap by identifying the conditions undemhigh the political will to cooperate

in, if not settle, the East China Sea dispute &itlerge in Beijing and Tokyo.

As chapter one argues, the East China Sea dispa&s gome interesting challenges
to conventional theories of International Relatiéh seems to embody all that is
sacred about territory, but has nevertheless defigrbctations that it will become
militarised. From a pessimistic realist perspectike nexus of disputed territory,
rising military power and growing energy needs tgsaa ‘perfect storm’ for
conflict.® From a pessimistic constructivist perspectiveoagl list of nationalist
grievances, as well as the erosion of Japanesdigpadentity and the rise of a
Chinese ‘Great Power’ identity may escalate attetal dispute which has become
increasingly prominent in each state’s nationatlistcourse* Optimistic realists

12 The paradigm typologies used here are derived faron L. Friedberg, "The Future of US-China
Relations: Is Conflict Inevitable?lfiternational Security80, no. 2 (2005), pp. 7-45.

13 Kent E. Calder, "China and Japan's Simmering RiyaForeign Affairs85, no. 2 (2006)., pp. 129-
139; Arthur S. Ding, "China's Energy Security Deagand the East China Sea: A Growing
Likelihood of Conflict in East Asia?,The China and Eurasia Forum QuarteBy no. 3 (2005), pp.
35-38; Michael T. Klare, "Fueling the Dragon: ChHin&trategic Energy DilemmaCurrent History
105, no. 690 (2006), p. 185.

! Thomas Berger, "Set for Stability? Prospects fonflict and Cooperation in East Asi&eview of
International Studie26, no. 3 (2000), pp. 405-428; Leszek Buszyn&kia Pacific Security- Values
and Identity(London: RoutledgeCurzon, 2003); Zhongi Pan, "Slapanese Dispute over the
Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands: The Pending Controversyfilee Chinese Perspectivdgurnal of Chinese
Political Sciencel2, no. 1 (2007), pp. 71-92.
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argue that Chinese and Japanese leaders recodmseatentially disastrous
implications of allowing a small territorial disguto escalate, particularly given the
role of the US as Japan’s security guarantor. Baths are deterred from escalation
by the potentially catastrophic resuft<Optimistic constructivists argue that identity
disputes between states are not pre-ordained andiamountablé® Indeed, the
emergence of a pan-Asian identity may create eapeons that disputes between the
two will be settled: cultural similarities betwe&hina and Japan run de¥Finally,
from the liberal perspective, the impact of ecormmierdependence has prevented
escalation but has not led to the kind of deeprdleigendence that is conducive to
lasting peacé® This is particularly unfortunate in light of cleapportunities to build
regimes on non-traditional security issues suchemgronmental managemett.
Chapter one elaborates on this discussion and sitgaethese theoretical insights do
not explain the process by which China and Japae harived at past cooperative
agreements in the East China Sea or explain how rieey overcome barriers to

cooperation in the future.

In light of these competing theoretical perspeajibe trend in Asia-Pacific security
studies scholarship has been to abandon paradgehetiates and employ different
aspects of each paradigm to a given subject ofy$fllin alternative proposal has

15 Michael McDeuvitt et al., "Sino-Japan Rivalry: A @NIDA, NDU/INSS, and Pacific Forum CSIS
Project Report,Issues & Insightd, no. 2 (2007); Mike M. Mochizuki, "Dealing withRising China,"
in Japan in International Politics: The Foreign Poks of an Adaptive Stated. Thomas Berger,
Mike M. Mochizuki, and Jitsuo Tsuchiyama (Bouldegd CLynne Rienner Publishers Inc., 2007), pp.
229-255.

16 peter Hays Gries, "Social Psychology and the Ige@bnflict Debate: Is a 'China Threat'
Inevitable?,"European Journal of International Relatioh4, no. 2 (2005), pp. 235-265; J.J. Suh,
"War-Like History or Diplomatic History? Contentisover the Past and Regional Orders in Northeast
Asia," Australian Journal of International Affair81, no. 3 (2007), pp. 382-402.

7 Austin and Harris, pp. 43-47. On the first poie¢ Kishore Mahbubani, "The Pacific Impulse,"
Survival37, no. 1 (1995), pp. 105-20.

18 Ming Wan, "Economic Interdependence and Econonsiep@ration: Mitigating Conflict and
Transforming Security Order in Asia," A&sian Security Order: Instrumental and Normativatees
ed. Muthiah Alagappa (Stanford: Stanford Univer§itgss, 2003), pp. 280-310.

19 Mark J. ValenciaA Maritime Regime for North-East Agilong Kong: Oxford University Press,
1996). Indeed, Northeast Asian states appear te &dopted a more utilitarian attitude towards
UNCLOS, which many viewed as a possible basis imadtime regime. For this debate see Jin-Hyun
Paik, "Law of the Sea and Stable Maritime RegimmeMaritime Security and Cooperation in the
Asia-Pacific toward the 21st Centymd. Dalchoong Kim, Seo-Hang Lee, and Jin-Hyurk FEzast
and West Studies Serig@eoul: Institute of East and West Studies, Yohkeversity, 2000), pp. 167-
175; Sam Bateman, "UNCLOS and lIts Limitations a&sRbundation for a Regional Maritime
Regime,"Working Paper #11{Singapore: Institute of Defence and Strategidigt) 2006).

2 See Denny Roy, "Realism and East Asighe Journal of East Asian Affaifst, no. 1 (2000), pp.
159-178; G. John lkenberry and Michael Mastandeds,,International Relations Theory and the
Asia-Pacific(New York: Columbia University Press, 2003); PeteKatzenstein and Rudra Sil,
"Rethinking Asian Security: A Case for AnalyticatlEcticism," inRethinking Security in East Asia:
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been to abandon conventional International Relatithreory all together and seek
new theoretical insights from other sourékm this tradition, chapter two proposes
an alternative theoretical lens for the analysithefEast China Sea dispute developed
from the territorial conflict literature. It outl@s the ‘opportunity and willingness’
framework developed by Harvey Starr which is infedrby the ‘menu-for choice’
perspective of Bruce Russett and the environmeuahbiics tradition of Harold and
Margaret Sprout. Used in large-N studies of statdaliour, the framework is
concerned with exploring the relationship betwetencsural and environmental level
developments on the one hand (opportunity), andsid&emaking process on the
other (willingness). In seeking to explain cooperatand confrontation over
territorial issues, scholars of East Asian Intaoratl Relations should examine the

issue through a territorial lefs.

Based on the above, the thesis aims to contribatavledge in three areas of
International Relations. First, at an empirical elevt seeks to contribute an
understanding of the circumstances under which &€amd Japan may move to settle
the East China Sea dispute in the future. Seconthe field of East Asian strategic
studies, it makes a theoretical contribution bytisgtout the ‘opportunity and
willingness’ framework as an alternative analytilgals for analysts to employ in the
evaluation of the many maritime territorial disputbat plague the region. Finally, it
seeks to contribute to the literature on terriforiksputes by employing the
‘opportunity and willingness’ framework in a qualive manner. The aim is to
ascertain whether the framework maintains its exqlary power when used
gualitatively and asks whether the use of a quad@aframework tell analysts

anything about the interaction between the oppdstamd willingness concepts.

Identity, Power an Efficiengyed. J.J. Suh, Peter J. Katzenstein, and AllédaRson (Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 2004), pp. 1-33.

% For example, David Kang has argued that East Astimte behaviour can be explained by its historic
preference for a hierarchic international orderviD&. Kang, "Hierarchy, Balancing and Empirical
Puzzles in Asian International Relationkyternational Security28, no. 3 (2003/04), pp. 165-180;
David Kang,China Rising: Peace, Power and Order in East Adlaw York: Columbia University
Press, 2007). Another scholar has employed insfgiiis the English School to the Spratly Islands
dispute. See Liselotte Odgaakdaritime Security between China and Southeast gd@ershot:
Ashgate, 2002).

2 For one such attempt see Jean-Marc F. Blanch@hin4's Peaceful Rise and Sino-Japanese
Territorial and Maritime Tensions," @hina's "Peaceful Rise" In the 21st Century: Dorcemtd
International Conditionsed. Sujian Guo (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2006), pf.-236.
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The primary contribution of the thesis is the idigrdtion of the conditions under
which the political will to solve the East ChinaaSdispute may emerge. This is
accomplished through the comparative analysis oberative and confrontational
dynamics in the dispute. As noted above, chapterangues that no one has explored
how China and Japan move between confrontationcanderation over the dispute
and by extension how they may become willing tosparsettlement negotiations.
This problem is well summarised by J.R.V. Presciitiere...has to be a compelling
reason..which will motivate the coastal states to commg ttonsiderablgolitical
will as well as human and financial resources requicedidiiver a successful

maritime boundary delimitatiorf*

The second area is a contribution to the theolétmalkit’ available to International
Relations scholars. Ming Wan has convincingly adgtieat the post-1989 Sino-
Japanese relationship seems to operate within erape defined by the variables
identified by International Relations theory. Irs hiiew, economic interdependence
and rational strategic calculation provide a flalorough which the relationship is
unlikely to fall. Simultaneously, the relationshig unlikely to move beyond the
ceiling created by divergent great power natiortkntities, as well as mutually
reinforcing poor public perceptions. The rivalrystimelationship creates, as well as
the potential for it to become beholden to secufitgmma dynamics and associated
arms races, means that while war is unlikely, Claind Japan are equally incapable

of a genuine improvement in the bilateral relatfopsn the medium terrff:

In between these two extremes however, the rekttipnfollows a series of peaks
and valleys. Although the International Relatiorsrgaigms outlined above can
explain the outer limits of the bilateral relatibis different theoretical tools are
required to explain changes within this spectrummisTis where this thesis seeks to
make a theoretical contribution to the InternatldRelations theoretical literature, by
employing the ‘opportunity and willingness’ framekcas a way of analysing the
confrontational and cooperative dynamics in Sinpad&se foreign policy, using the
case of the East China Sea dispute. By operatitwgelea this floor and ceiling, the

framework permits the analyst to focus on strudtienzel variables that affect foreign

2 J.R.V. Prescott and Clive Schofielthe Maritime Political Boundaries of the Warlehd ed.
(Leiden: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 2005), p. 2&3nphasis added.

%4 Ming Wan,Sino-Japanese Relations: Interaction, Logic, anarBformation(Stanford, CA:
Stanford University Press, 2006), ch. 13.
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policy decisions besides international power stmgctdynamics. The case studies
reveal that other structural and environmental diagtsuch as the ratification of
UNCLOS and the geological characteristics of thestHahina Sea seabed have
impacted cooperative and confrontational policy ick®. The ‘opportunity and
willingness’ framework has not been used in thghfan before, and the thesis seeks

to evaluate its analytical suitability under thediions described above.

The East China Sea dispute is suitable for thisawaolur for three reasons. First, as
chapter one argues the ECS dispute is a leasy-lideede of territorial cooperation, yet
has witnessed two cooperative agreements withrd, thver resource exploitation, in
an early stage. Second, as chapter three will agpley elites have found reasons to
pursue both cooperation and confrontation overSeekaku/Diaoyu islands as well
as the wider jurisdictional challenges in the E@kina Sea. Finally, unlike other
maritime territorial disputes in East Asia, the E@S§pute is the only bilateral dispute
that has witnessed both threats of military forsenell as multiple agreements on
disputed territorial issues. Hence it is well sdifer analysis of both cooperative and

confrontational outcomes.

The thesis’ final contribution, while bearing inmdithe perils of generalisation, is an
effort to comment on what has been learned abautoportunity and willingness’

framework. As chapter two will argue, the conceqts clearly interdependent, but
the nature of this relationship remains an areaoofsiderable debate. By exploring
them in a qualitative framework, the thesis willesigthen the understanding of this
relationship. For example, it is unknown which eéermn drives the other. Does
willingness lead policymakers to create policy apoaities, or does the existence of

a policy opportunity create the willingness to uars?

To achieve these aims, the thesis is guided byrEsgarch questions and makes two
comparisons based on four case studies. Therevaredse studies of cooperation
(chapters four and five) and two case studies offroatation, (chapters six and
seven). The first comparison, between confrontatiaand cooperative dynamics,

addresses the following two research questions:

Question One: Under what conditions do China apard&ooperate with or confront

one another over territorial issues in the Eash@lSea dispute?
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Question Two: What factors are responsible for shecess or failure of a given

confrontational or cooperative policy choice?

The second comparison is made across all four shsties and addresses the

following research questions:

Question Three: What factors create the conditioihgolitical will to pursue the
cooperative settlement of the East China Sea adi8put
Question Four: What factors can be expected toedfisture cooperative and

confrontational dynamics in the East China Sedtdeial dispute?

These four research questions provide a framewmillentify the conditions under
which Chinese and Japanese leaders will developdhical will to solve the East
China Sea territorial dispute. Before proceedihgs important to outline what this
thesis isnot about. First, it excludes analysis of Taiwan amait§ Korea, both of
which have claims to some or all of the East Cl8ea. In its current form, the East
China Sea dispute is primarily a dispute betwegradand China. While any final
solution is impossible without input from these astlclaimants, this remains outside
the scope of the present study. Secondly, thisigsh#®es not advance a legal or
technical delimitation solution to the East ChineaSlispute. As chapter one will
demonstrate, this has been done admirably by othéis thesis is concerned with
the gap between these proposals and the provisiongkerative agreements that have

been achieved.

Structure of the thesis
The thesis proceeds in four parts. The first pegs@nts three chapters which outline

the theoretical and empirical parameters of thdystChapter one elaborates on the
survey of the territorial dispute literature anc thterature on the East China Sea
dispute. This discussion reveals that a centrakaspf the dispute has been
overlooked; the conditions under which Chinese daplanese leaders may develop
the political will to solve the dispute. Combindgtiese bodies of literature suggest

that the ECS dispute is a least likely case ofttetal cooperatiorf”

% 0On least likely cases see Alexander L. Georgefamitew BennettCase Studies and Theory
Development in the Social Scien¢€ambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2005), pp. 120-122; djdtckstein,
"Case Study and Theory in Political Science,Strategies of Inquiry: Handbook of Political Scienc
Vol. 7, ed. Fred |. Greenstein and Nelson W. Polstandbook of Political Sciengi&keading, MA:
Addison-Wesley Publishing Co., 1975), pp. 118-119.
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Chapter two surveys the literature on territoriahftict and develops a qualitative
version of the ‘opportunity and willingness’ framesk. It outlines how both

elements of the theory are conceptualised and siesuthe concept of territorial
value as a method of identifying a state’s pretérterritorial policy objectives.

Chapter three provides a background to the casly sthapters by analysing how
policy elites in Japan and China have managed igputdd islands issue from the
onset of the East China Sea dispute in 1969 uméilrost recent crisis over the
islands in 2006. It argues that these efforts becamare difficult by the turn of the
21% century because of the conflation of ideationad amaterial elements of the
dispute.

Part two of the thesis contains two cases studiesaperation in the East China Sea
dispute. While both have serious flaws, this doaetsdetract from insights that may
be gained into the cooperative behaviour of Chimé dapan. Chapter four presents
the first case study of a cooperative outcome énEhst China Sea dispute, the 1997
China-Japan Fisheries agreement. The chapter esplloe fisheries balance between
China and Japan and argues that the rise of UNCt@8&ted an opportunity for
Japanese elites to change an unfavourable statusTe willingness to do so was
first evident in Japan’s fisheries lobbies whictlithagh powerful political actors,
still needed to overcome Japan’s historic aversiothe ocean enclosure movement
that UNCLOS represented. Chapter five presents sbeond case study of a
cooperative outcome in the ECS dispute, the 200ledéygent on the Prior-
Notification of Marine Research. This chapter exptohow Chinese and Japanese
leaders have dealt with the issue of maritime glictson in the ECS with respect to
marine research. In this case Japanese leaderméegiling to address the issue
with China, but had few options on their policy meithis appears to be part of the

reason the agreement has failed to stem Chinasiions into Japanese waters.

Part three of the thesis contains two case studiesnfrontational policy choices in
the East China Sea dispute. Chapter six explore@sa@hdecision to proceed with the
development of the Chunxiao gas project over Jaggapeotests between May 2004

and April 2005. Following the revelation that Chihad constructed a production
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facility at the Chunxiao gas fieff,Japanese leaders issued repeated requests that
Beijing cease its activities. By choosing to igntinese requests and by asserting its
claim militarily Chinese leaders escalated the Gimm dispute. The analysis
indicates that China was willing to do this notyobkcause of its energy needs, but
also because it was in the interest of domesticst@oencies such as CNOOC.
Further, the bilateral political climate was noindacive to cooperation in light of
widespread anti-Japanese protests taking place himaC Beijing was able to
successfully implement this policy because of thesaerable growth in its offshore
resource development capabilities as well as itsencapable navy. Chapter seven
explores Japan’s response to China’s escalatiokydl® decision in April 2005 to
prepare for exploratory drilling near the disputeddian line. Japan’s response to
China’s intransigence was to further escalate tbpeute by granting the Teikoku Oil
Company the right to drill in the disputed areaeWillingness to pursue this policy
course came amidst widespread public support fooee assertive policy as well as
from within the policymaking apparatus and in thesdm. However, due to
constitutional restrictions on Japan’s use of fprag well as the strong Chinese
reaction, this policy failed as Japan returnedhe bargaining table with a joint

development proposal in October 2005.

Part four of the thesis applies the lessons otHse studies to the final period under
study and draws some conclusions and policy imidina. Chapter eight explores
the roots of the June 2008 ‘consensus’ on resalacelopment in light of the lessons
of the case studies. Chapter nine, the final chapke@ws conclusions, identifies
implications for current debates in Chinese anadagpe foreign policy, and explores

avenues for future research.

To summarise, the next chapter (one) summariselgenaure on the East China Sea
dispute and territorial conflict generally and itd&es the niche area of the thesis.
There is a gap between those who explore how puob&grs have managed tensions

in the East China Sea, and the multitude of seétgraolutions proposed by scholars

% Note on terminology. ‘Chunxiao’ refers to a gasdiin the East China Sea, but also refers to a
group of four fields; Chunxiao, Tianwaitian, Camxared Duangiao. This thesis uses ‘Chunxiao’ to
refer to all four fields and ‘Chunxiao field’ tofex to the specific field. Many media publicaticarsd
commentary do not make this distinction which aegeatonfusion. In particular, the author is unaware
whether the Japanese term for the Chunxiao fidiitaBaba’ refers to the field alone, or is alsodise
refer to all four fields in the area. All the fislthave Japanese names; Shirakaba is often usethin b
contexts. This thesis uses the Chinese namesl| filleayas fields because they were discovered and
named by entities operating for the governmenhefRRC.
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such as Mark Valencia and othéf8y identifying the conditions of cooperation, in
particular how the political will to cooperate emes, it will be possible to identify
the circumstances under which Beijing and Tokyol \piirsue these settlement
options. This is critical because “how Japan andn&handle their maritime
disputes, and their maritime strategic postureukhbe a guide to the disposition of

the two governments toward each other in militargtsgic affairs.®

27 See most recently Mark J. Valencia, "The East &8iea Dispute: Context, Claims, Issues, and
Possible Solutions Asian Perspectiv81, no. 1 (2007), pp. 127-167.

% Greg Austin and Stuart Harridapan and Greater China: Political Economy and Mily Power in
the Asian CenturyLondon: Hurst & Co., 2001), p. 99.



Chapter 1: Territorial Imperatives in the China-Jap  an
Relationship

The East China Sea dispute is a recurring sourgmlitical tension in the China-
Japan relationship and, as the following surveytted academic literature will
indicate, an issue that has not been subject topcmensive academic study.
Generally, the dispute is viewed as a measureeofdhe of the wider Sino-Japanese
relationship. Although it is frequently cited as arample of China and Japan’s
inability to cooperate, the two have a track recofatooperation in the East China
Sea in the areas of fisheries exploitation and emasion, and limited cooperation
regarding marine surveys. There is even evidenagtliey are capable of managing
crisis-like tensions over the use of the contestshn area. For instance, in 2001 the
Japanese navy sank a suspected North Korean gpyashit fled Japanese waters.
Despite elevated tensions over the political symsholof the Japanese military
sinking an unidentified vessel in Chinese-claimettens, the two sides were able to
avoid conflict, and even managed to agree on ti@nga of the vessel by the
Japanesée. Nevertheless, the East China Sea has been theositeecurring
confrontation. Military encounters between Chinasd Japanese aircraft and naval
and coast guard vessels have been occurring witleased regularity. These are a
source of concern given the high level state oftipal mistrust between the two
neighbours. Similarly, there has been ongoing tensiver Chinese natural gas
installations near the Japanese-claimed area. Mere€hinese marine research and
naval vessels routinely violate Japanese-claimetergawhich serve to heighten
Japanese security concerns about China’s futuategtc posture.

Furthermore, the East China Sea dispute is a fiaguitieme in a hostile nationalist
discourse between China and Japan. Popular sentomenthe contested areas has
not been limited to benign political expressioneféhhave been demonstrations, riots
and bold attempts by activists on both sides toalestnate their country’s inalienable
right to the disputed Senkaku/Diaoyu islands. Beistiment is politically significant
on two levels. First, it could be indicative of game popular opposition to the
territorial imperatives of the rival state, whiat turn could constrain policymakers’

! For the Chinese and Japanese version of evepisategely see Shih Chun-yu, "Casting Doubts on
Japan's Sinking of Suspicious Shipa Kung PapDecember 26 2001 in World News Connection
(hereafter WNC), CPP-2001-12-26-000020; Japanefenbe Agency (JDAPDefense of Japan 2002
(Tokyo: Urban Connections, 2002), pp. 125-126.
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attempts to control the escalation of politicalsien or pursue settlement options.
Second, these nationalist sentiments are not khtdaehe general public but are also
present throughout the policy apparatus in bothntias. This creates sections of
government which may have suspicious or hostilevsief the other state, which in
turn impacts these bureaucratic arms’ preferreccyautcomes. In short, in light of
the Sino-Japanese rivalry, the fact that the twwehmanaged to avoid overt conflict
over their territorial dispute is strikifgequally striking is that they have arrived at
three cooperative agreements in their maritimeitéeral dispute, over fisheries,
marine surveys and a tentative agreement on res@xoitatior® This thesis seeks
to uncover the underlying conditions of this cogpen and confrontation, in an
effort to identify which trends in the future whble conducive to the formation of the

political will necessary to pursue the settlemdrthe East China Sea dispute.

The East China Sea dispute has been studied frorariaty of perspectives in
International Relations. However, it has never baealysed as a single study as in
this thesis. The first section of this chapter ergsd the East China Sea dispute as it is
characterised in the literature on the China-Jagtationship and argues the ECS
dispute is used in these works as an example tsf\sat defined set of theoretical
aims. While insightful, this work does not explaimy China and Japan behave the
way they do towards their territorial dispute. T¢erond section considers general
academic treatments of territorial disputes ardhvigled into two parts. The first part
explores the territorial dispute literature and uag it does not answer specific
guestions about the behaviour of China and Japaoredder, this literature’s
expectations of the circumstances under which staieperate on territorial disputes
indicates that the ECS dispute lies outside thegmeatations. The second part
analyses the literature on Chinese and Japaneswibehtowards their respective
territorial disputes. This section yields two imgamt insights; first, that much of this

2 Arivalry is defined as “as a relationship betweelversaries who identify each other as threatening
competitors and enemies. Once these perceptiongensibsequent interactions will be characterised
by suspicion and hostility which can lead to migg@tion, expectations of bad faith behaviour and
exaggerations of hostility.” Karen Rasler and Vditli R. Thompson, "Contested Territory, Strategic
Rivalries, and Conflict Escalationlfiternational Studies Quarterl§0, no. 1 (2006), p. 149.

% Only two studies explicitly make the point tha¢ ttboperation seen on fisheries and marine surveys
could translate to the wider East China Sea disj8¢e Mark J. Valencia and Yoshihisa Amae,
"Regime Building in the East China Se®tean Development and International L8%; no. 2 (2003),
pp. 189-208 and Zhiguo Gao and Jilu Wu, "Key Issneke East China Sea: A Status Report and
Recommended Approaches," (paper presented at #ie&&etroleum in the East China Sea:
Geological Prospects, Jurisdictional Conflicts &aths to Cooperation, Beijing, April 12-13 2005), p
34-38.
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literature is China centric, and second, the wailes focus on Japan are preoccupied
primarily with the disputed Senkaku/Diaoyu islandsther than with Japan’s wider
maritime claims. This discussion indicates that néee and Japanese territorial

imperatives are motivated by a complex mix of valea and policy actors.

The third section explores the literature on thetEzhina Sea dispute itself. There is
a host of literature that describes the legal cdaimthe disputed territory, or which
proposes solutions, but there has been little wdarke on understanding the process
by which China and Japan have chosen to escalateaperate when faced with
policy challenges in the East China Sea. Rather btk of the literature seeks to
explain non-escalation rather than cooperations orterested in the likelihood of the
use of military force by China in the dispute. Tdfepter concludes that there is an
important gap in our understanding of the ECS dispwhich pertains to the
circumstances under which China and Japan choosertftont or cooperate with
each other in the ECS dispute. Prior to any detistmoselect one of the existing
settlement options, the political will to do so mamerge in both capitals. By filling
this gap, this thesis will be able to identify whetlistic future developments are
germane to confrontation or to cooperation, andektension what the necessary
conditions of political will to settle the ECS digp are.

1.1 The East China Sea dispute in the China-Japan
relationship.
As outlined in the introduction, the East China Sespute is larger than simply the

sovereignty dispute over the Senkaku/Diaoyu islandghe gas installations at
Chunxiao. It includes elements such as marine relseand naval patrols in the
disputed area, fisheries exploitation and managémesn well as the way these
disputes impact Sino-Japanese interactions in ¢higcal arena. Those who analyse
the China-Japan relationship often cite the Eas&Bea dispute, or some aspect of
it, as one of the bevy of bilateral disputes tHagpe the ‘cold’ political dimension of
the relationship®Other issues include disputes over history textspalapanese
politicians’ visits to the Yasukuni Shrine, the dapse role in a Taiwan Strait
conflict, Beijing’s manipulation of popular antifnese sentiment, China’s military

* Tomohiko Taniguchi, "A Cold Peace: The Changingui#y Equation in Northeast AsiaQrbis 49,
no. 3 (2005), pp. 445-457; Feng Zhaokui, "Factdvapgthg Sino-Japanese RelatiorGgntemporary
International Relation§2001); Tomoyuki Kojima, "Japan's China Policyy'Japan and China:
Rivalry or Cooperation in East Asia@d. Peter Drysdale and Dong Dong Zhang (Canb&ustralia-
Japan Research Centre, 2000), pp. 33-47.
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modernisation, as well as the ongoing process ohpetitive regionalism. For
example, Kent Calder argues that the nexus oftaeai disputes in the East China
Sea, military build-ups by Beijing and Tokyo an@aper resource needs are evidence
of a highly unstable relationshifSome extend this logic to suggest that the Sino-
Japanese relationship is best characterised blyy;ixand that the East China Sea is

the most likely place for this rivalry to becomdlitarised®

For others, the East China Sea dispute is a lilsplgt of conflict because of
developments in other dimensions of the relatignsBienny Roy views Japan’s
changing security posture as a possible cause BC# confrontation.This posture

is viewed suspiciously in Beijing, which responats kind with its own military
posturing, particularly as it views itself as fagiboth Japan and its ally, the United
State€ Due to geographical realities, this posture ocaurthe seas and skies of the
East China Sed.Problematically, this becomes a cyclical issue;bath navies
modernise their capabilities and expand their dpmeral mandate, each develops a
self-reinforcing concern about the otH8rJapanese analysts widely cite Chinese
naval patrols and military spending as the basisaadfChina Threat’, while the
Chinese view greater Japanese military independéoce Washington and more

frequent overseas military operations as a thrdatany case, because it is the nexus

® Calder, "China and Japan's Simmering Rivalry129; Klare, "Fueling the Dragon: China's
Strategic Energy Dilemma," p. 185; Barry S. Zellewd Michael T. Klare, "Energy, Resource Conflict
and the Emerging World OrdeiStrategic Insight§, no. 1 (2008),
http://www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/si/2008/Feb/klare Felz®p.Accessed 03/06/2008.

® McDeuvitt et al., p. 29; Jing-Dong Yuan, "Stoppig Free-Fall: Implications of Sino-Japanese
Rivalry for Regional Stability and Canadian IntesgSinternational Security Research and Outreach
Programme, DFAIThttp://www.dfait-maeci.gc.ca/arms/isrop/resedrele-fall-2007/menu-
en.asp?#6adAccessed 22/10/2007; Willem Van Kemenadkina and Japan: Partners or Permanent
Rivals?(The Hague: Netherlands Institute of InternatidRelations, 2006).

" Denny Roy, "Stirring Samurai, Disapproving Dragdapan's Growing Security Activity and Sino-
Japan Security Relationsisian Affairs, an American Revie4, no. 2 (2004), pp. 86-101.

8 Thomas J. Christensen, "China, the US-Japan Aliamd the Security Dilemma in East Asia,"
International Security3, no. 4 (1999), pp. 49-80.

° Denny Roy, "The Sources and Limits of Sino-Japaff@nsions, Survival47, no. 2 (2005), pp. 198-
199.

9 This phenomenon may be limited to the maritimémess others have argued convincingly that the
wider military relationship has not been charastiby security dilemma dynamics. See James
Reilly, "The Curious Absence of a Security DilemmaChina-Japan Relations" (paper presented at
the Greater China in an Era of Globalization, H&egng, July 14-15 2008).

! See Wenran Jiang, "The Japanese Assessment'6hina Threat'," iThe China Threat:
Perceptions, Myths and Realigd. Herbert Yee and lan James Storey (Londontl&tgeCurzon,
2002), pp. 150-165. On maritime power and strategropetition see Joshua Ho, "The Shifting of
Maritime Power and the Implications for MaritimecBety in East Asia,' Working Paper #68
(Singapore: Institute of Defence and Strategic ©8)2004); Duk-Ki KimNaval Strategy in
Northeast Asia: Geostrategic Goals, Policies anddpectgLondon: Frank Cass, 2000); Jianwei
Wang, "Adjusting to A ‘Strong-Strong Relationshighina's Calculus of Japan's Asia Policy," in
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of all that plagues the relationship, the ECS dispamains the litmus security issue
for China and Japan, from which the future trajectof the relationship can be
calculated"?

Other scholars attempt to draw conclusions aboet ttends in the broader
relationship based on a claimant’s posture towé#ndsEast China Sea dispute. For
example, Green and Self view Japan’s decision tade an Exclusive Economic
Zone (EEZ) in 1996 as evidence of a more assepivgture towards Chin&.
Alternatively, chapter four of this thesis viewsstkdecision as a policy change which
was not directed against China, but rather thd Btep in the evolution of Japan’s
ocean policy. Indeed, the implications of this demi for the bilateral relationship
were subject to much debate in MOFA. Others viewn€3e intrusions into Japanese

waters as part of a wider strategy to challengelti@inance in Asia?

Recent theoretical work on the China-Japan relaligmincorporates constructivist
and interdisciplinary approaches and stressesegesd to which the relationship is
hostage to competing national identitte®opular opinion in each state views the
other with a negativity that borders on hostilityhich causes otherwise simple
government tasks, such as the approval of new rgistextbooks, to become
diplomatic incidents® As there have been several incidences of popuiaesti in
China and Japan associated with the Senkaku/Digdgnds, the East China Sea
dispute is often considered in this context; asdewte of China and Japan’s

Japan's Asia Policy: Revival and Respgresk Takashi Inoguchi (New York: Palgrave MacMilla
2002), pp. 103-136.

12 Mike M. Mochizuki, "Japan's Shifting Strategy tawidhe Rise of ChinaJournal of Strategic
Studies30, no. 4-5 (2007), p. 771.

13 Michael J. Green and Benjamin L. Self, "Japan‘ar@ing China Policy: From Commercial
Liberalism to Reluctant RealismSurvival38, no. 2 (1996), pp. 35-58.

14 John J. Tkacik Jr., "China's New Challenge tollSeJapan Alliance," Heritage Foundation, 2004,
http://www.heritage.org/Research/AsiaandthePawifith33.cfmy Accessed 17/01/2007.

15 See for example Michael Heazle and Nick Knightfrdduction: 2005 - China and Japan's Year of
Living Dangerously," ifChina-Japan Relations in the Twenty-First Cent@yeating a Future Past?
ed. Michael Heazle and Nick Knight (Cheltenham, WBdward Elgar, 2007), pp. 1-12; Thomas
Berger, "Power and Purpose in Pacific East Asi@ofstructivist Interpretation,” ilmternational
Relations Theory and the Asia-Pacifédl. G. John lkenberry and Michael Mastanduno (Nevk:
Colombia University Press, 2003), pp. 387-419. & cggional perspective see Buszynslsia Pacific
Security - Values and IdentjtBerger, "Set for Stability? Prospects for Confiad Cooperation in
East Asia," pp. 405-428.

16 Caroline RoseSino-Japanese Relations: Facing the Past, Looldrthe Future3London:
RoutledgeCurzon, 2005).
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irreconcilable ideational divisions! However, this dynamic is inconsistent.
Following the April 2005 anti-Japanese protest€imnese cities, few would point to
the East China Sea dispute as an example of gHréy exercising restraint on the
manipulation of public opinion. However, this wae tcase in 1999 after the Chinese
and Japanese governments restrained themselveBvast®attempted to provoke yet

another incident over the Senkaku/Diaoyu islafids.

The dispute is certainly tied to the national idteed of both states, not only because
of attachments to the disputed territory, but dlsoause the rival claimant is Japan
and China, which hold a unique place in the othiegmtity!® Some scholars view
Japan’s more active military posture as a shiftyafsam its pacifist identity’® Many
Japanese people are supportive of a more actonsigh policy which befits a state
of Japan’s size and wealfthin light of Asia’s experience during World War this
shift opens Japan to criticism from its neighbow@§jna in particular. However,
many Japanese people and policymakers dismiss €&haoncerns. They argue Japan
should not be shy about asserting itself on thek&anDiaoyu islands or in the
defence of its maritime territo7.Concurrently, Chinese national identity surrounds
its historical experience of interference by forejgowers, especially Japan, which
explains its hypersensitivity to issues of teritibintegrity?® Thus, Japan has taken

"Yinan He, "History, Chinese Nationalism and theeging Sino-Japanese ConflicBdurnal of
Contemporary Chind6, no. 50 (2007), pp. 1-24; "Northeast Asia's &mdrrents of Conflict,Asia
Report #108Brussels: International Crisis Group, 2005).

18 See Rex Li, "Partners or Rivals? Chinese Perceptid Japan's Security Strategy in the Asia-Pacific
Region,"Journal of Strategic Studie®?, no. 4 (1999), p. 20.

9 Unryu Suganuma, "The Diaoyu/Senkaku Islands: Abdtfor a Hot War?," i€hina and Japan at
Odds: Deciphering the Perpetual Conflied. James C. Hsiung (New York: Palgrave MacMjllan
2007), pp. 135-172.

2 Glenn D. Hook, "The Erosion of Anti-MilitaristicrPciples in Contemporary Japadg@urnal of
Peace Researchs, no. 4 (1988), pp. 381-394; Glenn D. HolMijtarization and Demilitarization in
Contemporary JapatLondon: Routledge, 1996). For a dissenting vie& §homas Berger, "Norms,
Identity and National Security in Japan and GerniainyThe Culture of National Security: Norms and
Identity in World Politicsed. Peter J. Katzenstein (New York: Columbia @rsity Press, 1996), pp.
317-356.

2 Richard J. Samuels, "Securing Japan: The CurristoDrse,'Journal of Japanese Studig8, no. 1
(2007), pp. 125-152.

% Tsuneo Watanabe, "Changing Japanese Views of CAiN@w Generation Moves toward Realism
and Nationalism," iThe Rise of China in Asia: Security Implicatiped. Carolyn W. Pumphrey
(Carlisle, PA: Strategic Studies Institute, US Ariitar College, 2002), pp. 161-188.

% Allen CarlsonUnifying China, Integrating with the World: SecugiChinese Sovereignty in the
Reform Era(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2005); MaBtuart-Fox, "Southeast Asia and
China: The Role of History and Culture in Shapingufe Relations,Contemporary Southeast Asia
26, no. 1 (2004), pp. 116-139; Robert A. Scalapi@hina’'s Multiple Identities in East Asia: China a
a Regional Force," i€hina's Quest for National Identjtged. Lowell Dittmer and Samuel S. Kim
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1993), pp. 286-2
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the place of first amongst equals in the Chinesomalist targets composed of
Taiwan, the United States and Japan, in many aaggsdless of efforts by policy
elites to downplay the history isstfeAt the very least, Japan and Taiwan have been
exceptions to China’s otherwise active engageméht Asia-Pacific states, not least
because of this unique place in Chinese natiorettity.> According to Michael
Yahuda, these mutually reinforcing negative imagage created a lack of empathy
for the other, which in turn has hindered the gosabf institutions or constituencies
which publicly favour improved relations, as preda by the liberal internationalist
notion of interdependené@ Consequently, recovering the disputed islandsait qf
the Chinese Communist Party’s (CCP) mission toessithe ‘Century Humiliation’
at the hands of Japan and the West. In the word&eothard Drifte, for Japan, the
East China Sea dispute is "part of an understanadinghina which sees the giant
neighbour threatening its identity in an increasmgnber of areas", while for China
the dispute, "is part of the historical discour$eemaining what should rightfully be
returned to China in order to restore its formeiamal status

Those coming from a liberal internationalist pedpe tend to have a more
optimistic view of the China and Japan relationshipd find evidence to support this
in the East China Sea dispute. According to thewyiChina and Japan’s shared
needs for energy resources creates an overlappiegest that could lead to a
cooperative outcome and the improvement of politietations®® Some argue that
territorial disputes involving natural resourcewvéa high probability of settlement,
because of the possibility of resource sharing eagents, which are arguably more

likely in a region with a high degree of interdegence?® Furthermore, both China

24 susan L. ShirkChina: Fragile SuperpowefOxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), pp. 1447-
148; Peter Hays Gries, "Nationalism, Indignatiod &hina's Japan PolicySAIS RevieW5, no. 2
(2005), pp- 105-114. The classic statement is ABelvhiting,China Eyes Japa(Berkeley, CA:
University of California Press, 1989).

% For this debate see David Shambaugh, "China Esgasja: Reshaping the Regional Order,"
International Security29, no. 3 (2004/2005), pp. 64-99 and Nicholas KiMighael L.R. Smith, and
David Shambaugh, "Correspondence: China Engage® &aveat Lector)hternational Securityd0,
no. 1 (2005), pp. 196-213.

% Michael Yahuda, "The Limits of Economic Interdedence: Sino-Japanese RelationsNew
Directions in the Study of China's Foreign Polieg. Alastair lain Johnston and Robert S. Ross
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2006), pf2-165.

2" Reinhard Drifte,Japan's Security Relations with China since 1@&hdon: RoutledgeCurzon,
2003), p. 52.

% |iping Xia, "The Prospects of China-Japan RelatjtKorea and World Affair81, no. 2 (2007),
pp. 204-221.

% David Ong and B.A. Hamzah, "Disputed Maritime Bdaries and Claims to Offshore Territories in
the Asia Pacific Region," i@alming the Waters: Initiatives for Asia Pacific Ntane Cooperation
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and Japan are stakeholders in a stable internasgagem and are unlikely to upset
this balance over a small group of islaf®3his, in turn, is underwritten by the
interdependent economic relationship that has lemsistently driven by policy
elites in both capital¥: Not all liberals are optimistic, however. Many wpabout
the lack of formal institutions in Northeast Asia @ whole, particularly in light of
research which suggests a link between the absaneeakness of institutions and

resource conflict?

Some view East Asia’s maritime territorial disputesa possible arena in which to
foster regional multilateral cooperation, as thdsgputes contain a wide array of
issues that affect all regional states equally,rgquire a multilateral solutioff.The
classic issue is that of overfishing of migratashfstocks. Despite the fact that newly
signed agreements are designed to prevent fisheputds between parties and
encourage conservation in a given area, theseragres are all bilateral. Thus, third-
parties can continue to overexploit fishery resesrm areas in which they are not
signatories to an agreeméhtf a regional fisheries regime could be createdpild
subsequently be expanded to other areas of conserh as environmental
degradation, pollution, and policing transnationgine and piracy® The aim is to
develop a regime in which all states have an eqtalde in the regional maritime

ed. Sam Bateman and Stephen Ba@es\berra Papers on Strategy and Defence No.(Chhberra:
Strategic and Defence Studies Centre, AustraligioNa University, 1996), p. 41.
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and Conflict ed. Marie Soderberg (London: Routledge, 2002) 180-153.

32 Kent E. Calder, "The New Face of Northeast Askteign Affairs80, no. 1 (2001), pp. 106-122;
Mark F. Giordano, Meredith A. Giordano, and AaranWolf, "International Resource Conflict and
Mitigation," Journal of Peace Researdf2, no. 1 (2005), pp. 47-65.
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(Canberra: Strategic and Defence Studies Centrstrélian National University, 1996), pp. 211-222;

3 Michael Leifer, "The Maritime Regime and RegioBalcurity in East Asia,The Pacific Review,

no. 1 (1991), pp. 126-136; Andrew Mack, "Securiggines for the Oceans: The Tragedy of the
Commons, the Security Dilemma and Common SecuiityFfeedom for the Seas in the 21st Century:
Ocean Governance and Environmental Harmad; John M. Van Dyke, Durwood Zaelke, and Grant
Hewison (Washington D.C.: Island Press, 1993)408-419; lan Townsend-Gault, "Regimes for
Managing Regional Seas and Oceans: The Use ancAiflisternational Law," iMaritime
Cooperation in the Asia-Pacific: Current Situatiand Prospectsed. Sam Batemaganberra Papers
on Strategy and Defence No. 18anberra: Strategic and Defence Studies Centrstrélian National
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Valencia,Publications on Ocean Developmémhe Hague: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 2001), pp
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order. A prerequisite to a region-wide maritime imeg is settling the maritime

territorial disputes in East Asia.

These analyses have not sought to provide a complgilanation of Sino-Japanese
behaviour towards their maritime territorial dispuRather, theoretical treatments
have used the East China Sea dispute as evidendeeiof paradigm’s strength.

However, as Mike Mochizuki puts it, “the recent kitmn of Japan's strategy toward
China is compatible with different theoretical exmétions.”*® Cooperative

agreements are evidence of regime building, mylifansturing is evidence of an
emerging rivalry, popular protests over the islaads evidence of divergent, and
possibly hostile, national identities. The followinsection explores efforts to

understand state behaviour towards territorialudisp specifically.

1.2 State behaviour towards territory
1.2.1 The territorial dispute literature®’

The literature on territorial conflict highlighteweral elements that could strengthen
the study of maritime territorial disputes in thei&Pacific because it is rooted in
efforts to explain the circumstances under whidcitest choose to go to war. A
summary of this sub-field indicates a strong catieh between territorial disputes
and the incidence of militarised disputes betwettes. Subsequent research has
investigated why these disputes escalate and bé&eome intractable, and why states
eventually settle their territorial disputes. Temial explanations of war view
territory as a highly salient issue for governmefftsAll else being equal,
governments are more likely to incur costs and tagks on this than on other

issues’® Territory often provides the issue that sets bé thain of events that can

3% Mochizuki, "Japan's Shifting Strategy," p. 769.

37| have chosen to refer to this body of literaturéhis way. It may also be called ‘peace studaes’
‘conflict studies’. This reference is to literatutat uses statistical analysis to prove or disprov
hypotheses about why states go to war. Key textade J. David Singer and Paul F. Diehl, eds.,
Measuring the Correlates of WéAnn Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1990aW K. Huth,
"Territory: Why Are Territorial Disputes betweera&ts a Central Cause of International Conflict?," i
What Do We Know About War&d. John A. Vasquez (Lanham: Rowan & LittlefiBidblishers, Inc.,
2000), pp. 85-110; Paul B. Senese and John A. \éasdAlliances, Territorial Disputes, and the
Probability of War: Testing for Interactions," e Scourge of War: New Extensions on an Old
Problem ed. Paul F. Diehl (Ann Arbor: University of Mician Press, 2004), pp. 189-221.

% David Downing,An Atlas of Territorial and Border Disputésondon: New English Library, 1980);
Alan J. DayBorder and Territorial Dispute$London: Longman, 1982).

39 paul F. Diehl, "What Are They Fighting For? Theplmtance of Issues in International Conflict
Research,Journal of Peace Resear@9, no. 3 (1992), pp. 333-344; John A. VasquezMade T.
Henehan, "Territorial Disputes and the ProbabdéityVar: 1816-1992,Journal of Peace Resear38,
no. 2 (2001), pp. 123-138.
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lead states into military conflict. Decisions maaleng the way—proximate causes—
are what can drive a dispute through the onsetaisés, escalation and, ultimately,
war. Finally, disputes over territory are more k& involve a military dimension,

and, once militarised, territorial disputes mosenfescalate to full scale wér.

In its early phase, the sub-field sought to proatternatives to the dominant realist
paradigm, which viewed conflict as an inevitabledsgduct of an anarchic world
composed of insecure nation-states. By contrastn Masquez’'sThe War Puzzle
attempted to demonstrate that states quarrelled speific issues, some more than
others, and that as a result, inter-state dispaeki be settled peacefulfyVasquez
concluded that territorial issues were most comiamoss international disputes and
were, consequently, the underlying cause of wais Was instructive in as much as it
permitted an end to hostilities through territorgdttlements, as distinct from the

realist assessment that the best outcome to betexipwas perpetual confrontation.

Subsequent work on territorial conflict attempteduinderstand the circumstances
under which territorial disputes become militarisddhis work demonstrated that
territorial disputes have a stronger causal ratatip with militarised disputes than
geographic proximity or inter-state interactiéAdhe proximity argument held that if
two states were neighbours for long enough, thewldveventually come to a
disagreement over somethifigiowever, unchanging geographic proximity cannot
explain a variable, in this case war; not all ogmtius states fight each otHéiOn the
other hand, it followed from the interaction argurh@hat states who interacted often
enough would eventually find something to quarreéro However, there is na
priori reason to assume this to be true, since there &vitdence that interactions are
detrimental, rather than favourable, to the retetiop. A more nuanced approach
revealed that conflict is in fact related to thevesgy of the threat to a state

encompassed by the territorial dispute. Among thuigl gravity’ threats are matters

“0Paul B. Senese and John A. Vasquez, "A Unifieddhation of Territorial Conflict: Testing the
Impact of Sampling Bias, 1919-1992ternational Studies Quarter7, no. 2 (2003), p. 295.

*1VasquezThe War Puzzle. 3.

2 John A. Vasquez, "Why Do Neighbours Fight? Progininteraction, or Territoriality, Journal of
Peace ResearcB2, no. 3 (1995), pp. 277-293.

3 Manus I. Midlarsky, "Power, Uncertainty, and thes®t of International ViolenceThe Journal of
Conflict Resolutiorl8, no. 3 (1974), pp. 395-431; Stuart A. BremBrarigerous Dyads: Conditions
Affecting the Likelihood of Interstate War, 181668" Journal of Conflict Resolutio6, no. 2
(1992), pp. 309-341; Stephen A. Kocs, "TerritoBédputes and Interstate War, 1945-198hé
Journal of Politics57, no. 1 (1995), pp. 159-175.
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of existence, territory and grave damage to a natidnile ‘low gravity’ concerns are

economic, political, influence, efe.

These works are indicative of the divide contaimettin the study of the impact of
geography on conflict. As Diehl observed in 1994ography was viewed as either a
facilitating factor or as a source of conflitin the first instance, studies that
explored why neighbours fought one another mora thstant states were concerned
with the impact of geographic conditions on a &atiecision to use forcE.These
were subsequently enriched by the use of Geograpluomation Systems (GIS) data
to more clearly identify the physical barriers tditary force such as mountains, the
lack of infrastructure or distance to high valuelitaniy targets*® Alternatively,
Vasquez and others were concerned with how stattets perceived the value of
their disputed territory and why they decide tchfigver territory; geography as the
source of conflict. States value territory not orir material reasons, such as
resources or markets, but also as a source ofn@htidentity and a legitimising
mechanism for political elite4? This division among those researching the
relationship between geography and territory resjaiesearch designs now explore

how these two aspects of geography intetact.

The territorial dispute literature reveals a numtfemportant findings relevant to the
analysis of the East China Sea dispute, partigulaith regard to the domestic
political dynamics associated with territorial digps. Paul Huth’'s landmark study of
territorial disputes offered a ‘modified realist dad that incorporated domestic
political calculations. Huth found that if leade¥spect significant political support
for pressing a territorial claim, they are moreelikto do so, even if the territory

under dispute is strategically irrelevant. Simyarif they believe that failing to

*>Hemda Ben-Yehuda, "Territoriality and War in Imtational Crises: Theory and Findings, 1918-
2001,"International Studies Reviey no. 4 (2004), p. 93.
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International Interactiond 7, no. 1 (1991), pp. 11-27.
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support a longstanding claim could incur domestitipal costs, they would be
reluctant to seek a settleméhtt followed that newly democratic states are more
conflict prone than established democracies, asd likely to offer concessions,
because of this political insecurityReputation matters: governments are reluctant to
negotiate over territory if it will impact negatiyeon their reputation, however longer
serving leaders are less concerned about theitatmu, and are thus more likely to
pursue accommodatiof All political leaders can be expected to escagaterritorial
dispute if their domestic political status is wetddan if the disputed territory is
strategically significant’ Democratic states are not necessarily more cotpera
they are less likely to make territorial compromsisghen the issues at stake are
politically salient or when to do so would be dotiesly unpopular® Clearly, the
decision to pursue confrontation or accommodata&lies on more than simply the
value of a given territory to a state, but alsoraling elites’ perceptions of their
domestic political fate. Indeed, political pressigenot limited to democratic states.
Recent research into the legitimacy of the CCPcuaigis a leadership that is very

insecure and beholden to domestic political camstities and prerogatives.

If one views the Sino-Japanese relationship asratégic rivalry’, a related research
program to the territorial dispute literature, tht@e fact that China and Japan have
not escalated the East China Sea dispute to wairescgexplanatiof’ As Rasler and
Thompson observe, territorial disputes taking plae®veen rivals are far more war-

prone than those not characterised by rivalry dyoanihe chances of escalation are

*1 Huth, Standing Your Grouncth. 3.

2 paul K. Huth and Todd L. Alle§he Democratic Peace and Territorial Conflict iretiwentieth
Century ed. Steve Smith, vol. 8Zambridge Studies in International Relatidi@ambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2002), p. 281. SeeBlaochard, "Maritime Issues in Asia," pp. 242-
457,

%3 See Barbara F. Walter, "Explaining the Intracigbif Territorial Conflict," International Studies
Reviewb, no. 4 (2003), pp. 137-153. This observatiomasle regarding internal territorial claims,
such as separatist movements. Nevertheless, glmmates Huth’s findings. On the latter point see
Giacomo Chiozza and Ajin Choi, "Guess Who Did WHkrattitical Leaders and the Management of
Territorial Disputes, 1950-1990Jburnal of Conflict Resolutiod7, no. 3 (2003), pp. 251-278.

>4 Huth, Standing Your Groung. 182.

% Paul K. Huth and Todd L. Allee, "Domestic Politiéeccountability and the Escalation and
Settlement of International Disputesg@urnal of Conflict ResolutioA6, no. 6 (2002), pp. 775-780;
Hensel, "Contentious Issues and World Politics,1Gs6.

%6 The most articulate and informative of this reshds Shirk, ch. 6.

*" John A. Vasquez, "Distinguishing Rivals That G&\far from Those That Do Not: A Quantitative
Comparative Case Study of the Two Paths to Watérnational Studies Quarteri§0, no. 4 (1996),
531-558; Karen Rasler and William R. Thompson, 'lBkpng Rivalry Escalation to War: Space,
Position, and Contiguity in the Major Power Subsyst' International Studies Quarteri§4, no. 3
(2000), pp- 503-530; Michael Colaresi, Karen Raglad William R. Thompsorgtrategic Rivalries in
World Politics(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008).
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further elevated if the rivals are territoriallyntiguous>® These trends do not mean
that China and Japan will go to war over the Edsh& Sea, but they do suggest that
the fact they have not is unusual. This makes a&estigation of their territorial

cooperation all the more relevant.

The territorial conflict literature also supporibdral internationalist expectations of
how escalation in territorial disputes can be pmée@. John O’Neal and Bruce
Russett have found a strong correlation betweate tralationships, democracy and
the absence of militarised disputes between staisilarly, Kinsella and Russett
have found that although states live under anambndlitions, the Kantian principles
of democracy, interdependence and internationétutisns can mitigate the inherent
insecurities of this situatio?f. Applied to the Asia-Pacific region, one scholas ha
persuasively argued that increasing economic iefegddence between claimants has

underwritten stability in the region’s maritimeriesrial disputes?*

While economic interdependence identifies the itigea not to escalate a territorial
dispute, it does not explain why leaders take damemlitical risks to attempt to
cooperate or settle it. The pessimism noted abegarding the eventual settlement of
the East China Sea dispute appears to be well &mbagd it displays none of the
conditions germane to cooperation outlined in #witorial dispute literature. For
example, none of the “background” conditions to gedal territorial settlement
identified by Kacowicz appear to apply to the EGSpdte®” The power distribution
between the two parties is not asymmetric givenn@&li economic and military
transformation; the trend is towards parity. Th® tparties have opposite styles of
government, one party authoritarian rule versus iteerdl democracy. Only
Kacowicz’s final condition, “a convergence of norm@usd rules of international law

and morality sustained by the parties in relatioratdisputed territory”, may apply

%8 Rasler and Thompson, "Contested Territory, StiatRiyalries, and Conflict Escalation," p. 159-
160.

%9 John R. O'Neal and Bruce Russett, "The Classiitmdrals Were Right: Democracy,
Interdependence, and Conflict, 1950-1986ternational Studies Quarter§l, no. 2 (1997), pp. 267-
294,

%0 pavid Kinsella and Bruce Russett, "Conflict Emerge and Escalation in Interactive International
Dyads,"The Journal of Politic§4, no. 4 (2002), pp. 1045-1068.

1 Koo, pp. 180-181.

%2 Arie M. Kacowicz, "The Problem of Peaceful Terrigh Change, International Studies Quarterly
38, no. 2 (1994), pp. 219-254, quote on p. 219.
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with regard to the impact of UNCLOS on the fishenitispute®®> However, continued
disagreement over the delimitation principles rectegd by UNCLOS has
exacerbated other dimensions of the dispute. Th® &@€pute also lies outside Beth
Simmons’ observation that states seek to settitaeal disputes when there are
significant opportunity costs to be borne by itstoauation, such as lost trade
volume® While these dynamics may be at play in the Ruspaidese dispute over
the Northern Territories, they are certainly nofaator in the ECS dispuf8.The
Sino-Japanese economic relationship is arguably thest dynamic and
interdependent of any two states in the world dmsl has not visibly been disrupted
by the territorial disput&® Nevertheless, this trade relationship has notesred the
recurrence of cyclical tensions, nor has it creatszbntives for cooperation or

settlement.

Taken together, these quantitative studies prowisights into when states choose to
eschew military force in the pursuit of territori@bjectives, but do not offer insights
into the process by which specific cooperative lesmtnts were reached.
Furthermore, they do not explain all circumstancégerritorial compromise. The
reason maritime territorial disputes and the Edsh& Sea dispute are of particular
interest is that they appear to be exceptions taynad the trends and processes
revealed by the territorial dispute literature. leaample, the influence of domestic
politics on the ECS dispute appears to corrobokaith’s findings that domestic
constituencies are a primary barrier to the peaaeifitliement of territorial disput&S.
However, both the fisheries agreement and theicatibn agreement were strongly

supported by domestic political actors.

1.2.2 Chinese and Japanese policy towards their t@orial disputes
In light of the apparent contradictions above, eosd body of literature explores

state specific territorial policy. Although thiddrature is highly China-centric, there

% Ibid., p. 219.

% Beth A. Simmons, "Capacity, Commitment, and Cormpie: International Institutions and
Territorial Disputes, Journal of Conflict Resolutiod6, no. 6 (2002), pp. 832-833; Beth A. Simmons,
"Rules over Real Estate: Trade, Territorial Conflind International Borders as Institutioddurnal

of Conflict Resolutiod9, no. 6 (2005), pp. 823-848

% G.J.R. Linge, "The Kuriles: The Geo-Political Spanin the Geo-Economic WorksUstralian
Geographical Studie33, no. 1 (1995), pp. 116-132.

% One scholar notes that during the April 2005 rint€hina trade relations suffered a “wobble”. See
James J. Przystup, "Japan-China Relations: No &Hfistory," Comparative Connectiong no. 2
(2005), pp. 127-129.

67 Huth, Standing Your Groungp. 171-179.
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have also been important insights made into Japaneisaviour. The common point
of departure for much of this literature is Chinawtivations for the use of force.
This is because territorial concerns have beeheaténtre of many of the People’s
Republic of China’s (PRC) historic uses of forggjeed it is more likely to use force

when territory is at stak®.

The literature on China and its territorial disputan be broadly divided into two
camps; those who view territorial disputes as shingt over which China is
particularly sensitive and those who view Chinesbdviour as a function of its
strategic interest. In the first instance, Gregtiuargues that China’s behaviour with
regard to its maritime claims is driven by the ‘“bhakeable conviction that these
territories belong to China according to commordgepted standards of international
law.”®® China’s territorial strategy is a product of th€Rs insecurity over its
borders. Chinese leaders have a vision of what mo@&ina ought to look like, a
view that includes Taiwan and the Spratly islands éxample, and Beijing is
reluctant to settle on alternativé®. Regardless of whether these areas have
historically been under Chinese control or notytlaee part of the Chinese self-
image, and thus of paramount importance. Scholegseathat Chinese leaders
prioritise redressing past territorial encroachraeinto the South China Sea over
traditional strategic interests such as maintairangeaceful external environment
conducive to economic growft.It is particularly instructive to consider the eol
territorial disputes have played in the Chineséohisal experience. Alastair Johnston
argues that China haspara bellumstrategic culture, conditioned by centuries of

% Alastair lain Johnston, "China's Militarized Irg&te Dispute Behaviour 1949-1992: A First Cut at
the Data,'The China Quarterlyno. 153 (1998), p. 29. See also Gerald S&yfending China
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1985).

% Greg AustinChina's Ocean Frontier: International Law, Militafyorce and National Development
(St. Leonards, NSW: Allen & Unwin, 1998), p. 4.

"9 M. Taylor Fravel, "Regime Insecurity and Interoatil Cooperation: Explaining China's
Compromises in Territorial Disputedfiternational Security80, no. 2 (2005), pp. 46-83.

"L Shee Poon Kim, "The South China Sea in China&e&fic Thinking,'Contemporary Southeast
Asial9, no. 4 (1998), pp. 369-387; Chen Jie, "ChiSasatly Policy: With Special Reference to the
Philippines and MalaysiaAsian Surve4, no. 10 (1994), pp. 893-903; Jae-hyung Leeji&s
Expanding Maritime Ambitions in the Western Pac#itd the Indian OceanContemporary
Southeast Asid4, no. 3 (2002), pp. 549-568. The latter is adesd to be China’s fundamental
strategic interest along with maintaining cordelhtions with the United States. See Michael D.
Swaine and Ashley J. Telligyterpreting China's Grand Strategy: Past, Presand Future(Santa
Monica: RAND, 2000).
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threats from external sourcé$.Consequently, according to Johnston, China’s
Realpolitikis not the product of the international systemmegsrealists argue, but of
China’s historical experience, its interactionshwits neighbours and its strategic

culture”®

This raises the possibility that Chinese territoanbitions are independent of
calculations of its longer-term strategic intereblsvertheless, the Chinese have been
willing to compromise on territorial prerogativeshich indicates a degree of rational
strategic calculatiofi* This interpretation is consistent with China’soef§ since the
1990s to settle its border disputes as part opéaceful rise’ strateg{’ As part of
this strategy, Chinese leaders sought to reinftie@ territorial claims, while de-
emphasising confrontational rhetoric, often acecgptiunfavourable terms in
settlements. According to Fravel, China has setfledenteen of its twenty-three

territorial disputes, often receiving less than 56Rthe disputed territor{f

However, it is important to note that China’s cdiatory stance has been focused
generally on its land-based territorial disputein@ has been less inclined to
compromise on its maritime boundaries although sofbese, such as the Spratly
islands dispute, have withessed progress in thee @reonfidence building and joint
development scheme€. Some scholars argue that China has been unable to
compromise on its maritime territorial disputes dese these disputes have become
ingrained in the nationalist discourse, which imnticonstrains Chinese leaders.

Consequently, despite their relatively low materidlue, disputed maritime

2 Alastair lain JohnstorGultural Realism: Strategic Culture and Grand Ségy in Chinese History
ed. Jack L. Snyder and Richard H. UllmBninceton Studies in International History and Rick
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1995).

3 Alastair lain Johnston, "Cultural Realism and &gy in Maoist China," iThe Culture of National
Security: Norms and Identity in World Politjiesd. Peter J. Katzenstein (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1996), pp. 216-268.

4 Chi-Kin Lo, China's Policy Towards Territorial Disputes: The $8eof the South China Sea Islands
(London: Routledge, 1989), p. 7.

> Shambaugh, "China Engages Asia," pp. 64-99; Allarison, "Constructing the Dragon's Scales:
China's Approach to Territorial Sovereignty and @arRelations in the 1980s and 1990%)e
Journal of Contemporary Ching2, no. 37 (2003), pp. 677-698.

’® Fravel, "Regime Insecurity and International Caagien," p. 55.

" Leszek Buszynski, "ASEAN, the Declaration on Cartcand the South China Se&bntemporary
Southeast Asid5, no. 3 (2003), pp. 343-362. However, Chinadieiham to continue to provoke
each other by reinforcing their occupied featurss @xercising their maritime jurisdiction in
overlapping areas, such as exploring for resou®es.Leszek Buszynski and Iskandar Sazlan,
"Maritime Claims and Energy Cooperation in the $dDhina Sea,Contemporary Southeast A9,
no. 1 (2007), pp. 143-171.
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territories have a great deal of ideational vatu€hinese policymakers, which makes
Beijing unlikely to compromise for fear of domestitstability.”® A survey of the
literature on Chinese behaviour towards the Sotin&Sea dispute helps inform an
analysis of the ECS dispute. It reveals a pattdrnCbinese behaviour, future

trajectories and identifies relevant policy actors.

China specialists have argued that China’s policythe South China Sea (SCS)
follows a distinct pattern. Beijing will authorigke use of force to occupy disputed
territory, while diplomatically indicating a willgness to negotiate informally, often
on joint development ventures or other confidenaéding measures such as the
Declaration on the Conduct of Parties in the Sdbtina Sea reached with rival
Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) rolants. Simultaneously, it will
not surrender its claims to sovereignty, exerdisgurisdictional rights and continue
to upgrade the relevant military technologig@€hina uses its naval assets to establish
a physical presence in the area in order to sthemgits claims. As You Ji observes,
“the PLAN’s [PLA Navy] presence in the Spratlysnimre political than military®
This behaviour allows China to reconcile its swateinterests in the South China
Sea, such as protecting access to resource rightts,the larger foreign policy
prerogative of ‘peaceful rise’ while protectingriom domestic criticisni*

However, realist assessments note that this restauld be a temporary condition,
relating to China’s relative weakness compared he dapanese and American
navies®? Indeed, all South China Sea claimants lack thenpewer to press their

claims.®® Assessments of the 1995 Mischief Reef incidenterwlithe Chinese

8 See Chungpomestic Politics This corroborates research comparing a seleofiomaritime
territorial disputes from across the region. Sead@@p. 259-271.

" Eric Hyer, "The South China Sea Disputes: Impiaat of China's Earlier Territorial Settlements,"
Pacific Affairs68, no. 1 (1995), pp. 34-54. For a dissenting \sew Lo.

8you Ji, "The Evolution of China's Maritime Comiactrines and Models: 1949-200Working
Paper # 22Singapore: Institute of Defence and Strategic®g) 2002), pp. 15-16.

8 paul B. Senese, "Chinese Acquisition of the Spratthipelago and Its Implications for the
Future,"Conflict Management and Peace ScieB262005), pp. 79-94; Michael Studeman,
"Calculating China's Advance in the South China,'Sdaval War College Revie®l, no. 2 (1998),
pp. 68-90; Lee Ngok, "Fishing in Troubled Waterd¢tin€se Strategic Considerations in the South
China Sea,American Asian Reviet?2, no. 4 (1994), pp. 103-120.

82 Felix K. Chang, "Beyond the Unipolar Moment: Begjis Reach in the South China Se@bis 40,
no. 3 (1996), pp. 353-374; William J. Dobson andTdylor Fravel, "Red Herring Hegemon: China in
the South China SeaCurrent History96, no. 611 (1997), pp. 258-263; Michael G. Gdlkrg

"China's lllusory Threat to the South China Séatérnational Securityl9, no. 1 (1994), pp. 169-194.
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occupied a reef in the Kalayaan area claimed byPthiéppines, argue that China’s
overwhelming military superiority ensured a nonitarly Philippine reaction.
Although its military forces suffered years of regl during the Cold War, the
Philippines expelled US forces from the Subic ndade on the back of nationalist
rhetoric and sovereignty concerns when the Cold @waled. In the absence of US
forces, the realist expectation that China woulesgrits claims against a militarily
weaker power proved correft. Consequently, many view the American force
presence in the region as designed to deter Chimmggeession in the South China
Sea, despite Washington’s reluctance to becomdviegdan the Philippines’ behalf
in 1995% Hence a shift in the regional balance of powewijoled an opportunity for
a more assertive Chinese stafite.

The research on China’s SCS ambitions has alsdifieeithe PLAN as an influential
actor in maritime territorial policy. China’s assee turn in the South China Sea in
the latter days of the Cold War was a result ofaenactive and vocal PLAN lobby,
despite Beijing’s shift to economic prioriti@sFurthermore, there is a growing sense
in some quarters of the Chinese policymaking agpsarthat an active naval presence

in offshore areas is imperative to China’s futueewity® Chinese naval thinkers

8 Leszek Buszynski, "Realism, Institutionalism ardlippine Security,"Asian Survey?2, no. 3

(2002), pp. 483-501; Esmond D. Smith Jr., "Chidepirations in the Spratly IslandsContemporary
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Contemporary Southeast Agl4, no. 1 (1999), p. 100.
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and military strategists recognise that China isamé on seaborne trade for its
economic growth, as well as aware of the poteméaburce boom that lies beneath
the sed® This is informed by the historical lessons learrimsin the success of
British and American imperial experiences contrdstéth the failure of the German
experience’® As a result, a blue water Chinese navy is requi@dcensure the
continued security of China’s sea lanes as wetbasafeguard its maritime territory.
Chinese naval ambitions have been subject to dediate Liu Huaging’s offshore
defence strategy was first articulated in 1985sHtiategy included the stated aim of
controlling the seas to the ‘first island chaimngposed of the Japanese archipelago
through the Philippines, by the year 2060 he impact of this Chinese strategy, as
well as its growing maritime capabilities on Jasnthreat perceptions should not be

underestimated.

Compared to the Chinese case, there has beenicagtly less written about Japan’s
territorial policy. Japan’s maritime territorialsfiutes with Russia, South Korea and
China date back to the Japanese colonial perigdeaturn of the 20 Century. The
contemporary territorial status quo is derived frova 1945 San Francisco Tredty.
Thus, Japan’s stance towards its maritime teratatisputes has to be understood in
the context of its post-war experience as an oeclptate, without control over its
own foreign and defence policy. The article ninedpe clause’ of the Japanese
constitution, which forbids Japan from using miltaorce to settle its disputes,
continues to colour Japanese policy towards itstdeial disputes. Japan’s strategic
culture is central to explanations of Japan’s pgotiowards its maritime territorial
disputes. If, as some constructivists argue, Jd@anadopted a genuinely pacifist
strategic culture, then its reluctance to beconigamiy engaged over encroachments
into its territory is simple; a military responsesimply not on the cards. However,
Japan has recently adopted a more active militasyupe, evidenced by its pursuit of

and Maritime Interests in the South China Sea: icapibns for US and Regional Security Policies,"
The Journal of American-East Asian Relati@yso. 4 (1993), pp. 369-398.
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% This observation is made by Xu Qi (trans. by Amd& Erickson, and Lyle Goldstein), "Maritime
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a ballistic missile defence capability and its dgphents to Iraq. Moreover, there is
serious debate about constitutional reform to pedagpan to participate in collective
security operations. A loosening of the restricsiam the Self Defense Force (SDF)

may lead to a more assertive territorial policyha future.

However, even though there is growing support padaor a more activist strategic
policy, political support for a revisionist terrtal policy is unlikely, despite the
conservative attachment to Japan’s disputed teest® This is simply not a realistic
scenario. Popular support for a more active SDRoisyet mainstream and, more
importantly, ‘active’ does not mean revisionistmeans a Japan that is capable of
supporting United Nations (UN) mandated peace-keppmissions and other
collective security operations but also capabledefending Japanese interests
independently’”* Indeed, those politicians who overstep their quiéi of Japan’s

pacifist norms soon pay the political prite.

As a result of its constitutional constraints, Jages opted for a more subtle
approach to the Senkaku/Diaoyu islands disputet Assatisfied with the territorial
status quo, Japan uses its economic leverage dwea @ prevent revisionist designs
from Beijing.®® As part of this policy, Japan occupies the islandsercises
jurisdiction around them, and routinely denies @tsrclaim that the sovereignty over
the islands is disputed. However, as chapter timideargue, Chinese policy elites
have shifted their focus away from the islands faadised on control of the maritime
territory which surrounds them. What Gerald Seghklled “Japanese ambivalence
about China’s true intentions” has prevented a jptondecisive response from
Tokyo?’

% For this argument as it pertains to the Takeshiispute see Sung-jae Choi, "The Politics of the
Dokto Issue,'Journal of East Asian Studi&s no. 3 (2005), pp. 465-494. February 7 is celtsa as
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Volume 3 ed. Carl Grundy-Warr (London: Routledge, 1994), 163-182.
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NY: Cornell University Press, 2007), pp. 185-209.
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Japan’s territorial policy is also informed bytitgseat perceptions, particularly as they
relate to Sea Line of Communication (SLOC) secufi@hinese naval activism in
the East China Sea and beyond has placed Japae defensive. While the Japanese
recognise that Chinese invasion of the islandsnikely, Chinese provocations are
viewed as a measure of Beijing’s broader ambitimnbecome a regional maritime
power. When Chinese naval vessels and aircrafsigheed near the Senkaku/Diaoyu
islands, this is viewed in Japan as part of a nagsertive Chinese policy to expand
its sphere of military operations to the first rdlachain and in turn as a threat to
Japanese SLOC security. Termed ‘creeping expassiomy one Japanese scholar,
China has been a primary driver of Japanese SL@&imity since the early 199%s.
Nevertheless, it remains unclear whether the MaétSelf-Defense Force (MSDF) is
prepared to defend Japan’s maritime interests fébimese expansion. The MSDF is
primarily occupied with the defence of the terigbrsea, while the Japanese Coast
Guard (JCG) has responsibility for policing the E€Z

Japan has been more active towards its other twitoteal disputes arguable because
in these it s the challenger state. Japan sucdigsképt the Tokdo/Takeshima islets
out of the 1998 Japan-South Korea fishing agreensen Koreans view stringent
enforcement of Japan’s fishery regulations in igsnced EEZ as part of an assertive
Japanese policy to control the éfaSimilar to other claimant states in territorial
disputes, Japan reiterates its territorial claimsewery opportunity'®? Although
Japan’s negotiations with Russia have taken plem® fa position of weakness, it
does not occupy the islands and Russia is an oedmitigly stronger military power,

this has not prevented diplomatic initiative. Tokyas used economic aid packages,
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as well as the prospect of improved bilateral ectinarelations as an incentive to
foster improved political relatior’§® Nevertheless, Russia has not made concessions
on the islands even when faced with a need for@oanaid in the wake of the Cold
War, instead maintaining the position that “econoneform...will neither succeed or
fail based on Japan’s inpuf* Subsequently, local political actors have atteuhpoe
engage their Russian counterparts. For exampleHtkkaido government pushed
for regional cooperation with Northern Territoristhorities-"° Despite these efforts
however, Moscow has remained intransigent and, aélgu has recently become
more hardline towards the dispute as part of iteme return to Cold War-style
foreign policy'% Both these disputes, like the Senkaku/Diaoyu @isaare kept alive
in Japan by conservative leaders who derive palitgain from being active on
nationalist issue¥’ The bulk of Japanese efforts on its maritime terigl disputes
have been focused on the disputed islands, lardaly to their prominence in
Japanese national identity. However, as this thexgses, this has occurred to the
detriment of its wider East China Sea policy, whias permitted China to establish a

favourable status quo in the waters west of Japan.

This review reveals several important variableg thativate Chinese and Japanese
leaders in their stance towards territorial disputa both states territorial issues are
beholden to nationalist actors at both the popldael as well as in government.
Secondly, some government constituencies derivegaee of utility from territorial
disputes; in particular the PLAN and Japanese ipaliconservatives. Finally, both
states have significant security interests at lsedapan concerns over SLOC security
are paramount to its existence as a trading sfdtese concerns also pervade in
China, which also may be dissatisfied with the taxgsmaritime territorial status quo,

due to a sense of historical entitlement to maatispace in the Asia-Pacific.

193 Randall E. Newnham, "How to Win Friends and Infloe People: Japanese Economic Aid Linkage
and the Kurile Islands Asian Affairs, an American Revie&¥, no. 4 (2001), pp. 247-260.

194 Richard deVillafranca, "Japan and the Northerrmifteies Dispute: Past, Present and Future,"
Asian Survey3, no. 6 (1993), pp. 610-624; Andrew Mack and tMaD'Hare, "Moscow-Tokyo and
the Northern Territories Disputef'sian Surveyg0, no. 4 (1990), pp. 393-394

195 yutaka Okuyama, "The Dispute over the Kurile Islabetween Russia and Japan in the 1990s,"
Pacific Affairs76, no. 1 (2003), pp. 51-52.

1% victor Yaseman, "Russia: Moscow Takes Assertian&e in Kuriles Dispute Radio Free Europe
(2006),http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/nei&06/09/mil-060904-rferl01.htm
Accessed 21/02/2008.

97 baniel J. Dzurek, "Comments on 'Island DisputeBast Asia’," irSecurity Flashpoints: Oil,
Islands, Sea Access and Military Confrontatied. Myron H. Nordquist and John Norton Moore (The
Hague: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 1998), pp. 43B.
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Nevertheless, the review also revealed that atiobsalysis of the East China Sea
dispute, defined as the dispute over both the SerReaoyu islands and the
surrounding ocean space, has not been attempted.

1.3 The East China Sea dispute: Causes, claims and  solutions
Scholarly analysis of the East China Sea dispute bea broadly divided into two

camps; that concerned with legal claims, maritirenaitation and the search for a
solution, and that which focuses on dispute managérand escalation dynamics.
The latter camp is divided over the drivers of thgpute: some stress the resource
dimension, while others highlight domestic politi¢éactors. The discussion below
reveals a gap between these two approaches; anmstartténg of the conditions
under which Chinese and Japanese leaders may gethelgolitical will required to

pursue cooperative outcomes or possibly the setti¢wf the East China Sea dispute.

1.3.1 Claims and possible solutions
Much of the material on the East China Sea disputecused on outlining the legal

basis for each party’s claim to the disputed teryit A related body of literature
comes from maritime political geographers who esplthe various ways in which
boundary delimitation could occur, if leaders weriding. While important, legal
analysis generally offers optimistic assessmentthefrole international law might
play in dispute settlement. Many analysts focuglyuon legal questions and ignore
the limited impact international law has on chaggstate behaviour. UNCLOS has
arguably exacerbated disputes over maritime teyribecause it has expanded states’
entitlements to ocean territory, while not provglsufficient guidance on potentially
conflicting maritime claims, a fear first expressedhe late 19705 Choon-ho Park
offered a perceptive observation on the impachtdrnational law on the settlement
of territorial disputes: “[w]hile international lawvill undoubtedly be an essential
element to any resolution, the key question is tett will merely provide a
vocabulary used to express political and economesqures, or will help ultimately
to shape the resolution of the controvery.The Sino-Japanese track record in the

198 Martin H. Katchen, "The Spratly Islands and theviaf the Sea: "Dangerous Ground" For Asian
Peace,’Asian Surveyl7, no. 12 (1977), pp. 1167-1181; Barry Buzargea of Troubles? Sources of
Dispute in the New Ocean Regindelelphi Paper 143 (Oxford University Press: Insgional Institute
for Strategic Studies, 1978).

199 Choon-ho ParkEast Asia and the Law of the S&eoul: Seoul National University Press, 1985), p.
41.
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East China Sea dispute indicates the latter tchbecése, as both parties have used

international law selectively to reinforce theirrterial claim*°

For example, China and Japan disagree on the fustaimlegal principle upon

which to base maritime claims. China claims a cwnttal shelf for the whole of its

natural prolongation as far as the Okinawa TrotfftUNCLOS also recognises EEZ
claims to 200 nautical miles (nm) for those geobreglly disadvantaged states with
little or no continental shelf, such as Japan, Whilaims an EEZ extending from the
strait baselines along its coast. In the eventnobweerlap with a neighbouring state,
Japan claims an EEZ as far as a median line bigetlie claims. China does not
recognise Japan’s median line in the East ChinaaSetawas declared ‘unilaterally’.

China and Japan’s competing claims to maritimesgliction in the East China Sea
are discussed in chapter three. The point heréhas international law has not

provided a common basis for negotiation, despiariic to the contrary.

Much of legal literature on the East China Seautsgompares the conflicting legal
regimes that govern maritime delimitation and exttates possible solutions. The
strength of this body of work is that, if Chineselalapanese leaders ever decide to
settle the dispute, there will be no shortage terahtive solutions. There are several
proposals that accord differing weight to the Sé&nki2iaoyu islands and others that
trade sovereignty for resource accEsnternational legal scholarship has generally
proceeded in phases reflecting developments indispute. Early legal works
outlined the basis and parameters of each partginc’® Following the Deng

100n this trend as pertains to the wider regionSm Bateman, "East Asia's Marine Resources and
Regional Security," review of Paper for Workshopkast Asia Security, conducted at Wilton Park,
UK, July 1996.Maritime Studies(1996), pp. 13-24.

M1 jeanette Greenfiel@hina's Practice in the Law of the S@xford: Clarendon Press, 1992), p.
119.

12 For various settlement options see Mark J. Vakeritiortheast Asia: Petroleum Potential,
Jurisdictional Claims, and International Relatiér@cean Development and International La@
(1989), pp. 35-61; Ji Guoxing, "The Diaoyudao (Sd#ak Islands Dispute and Options for Equitable
Settlement," The Korean Journal of Defense Analygjsho. 2 (1994), pp. 285-311; Peter A. Dutton,
"Carving up the East China Sea&laval War College Revie@0, no. 2 (2007), pp. 49-72; Valencia,
"The East China Sea Dispute,” pp. 127-167; Johraldison and Alison Williams, "Understanding
Maritime Jurisdictional Disputes: The East China §ad Beyond,Journal of International Affairs
59, no. 1 (2005), pp. 135-156; Yasuhiro Goto, "Ezsinha Sea Dispute: Learn from the Australians
and East TimoreseAJISS-Commentasyo. 17 (2007).

113 Early legal work on the dispute is Toshio Okuh&fde Territorial Sovereignty over the Senkaku
Islands and the Problems on the Surrounding Camnttwh&helf,"Japanese Annual of International
Law 15 (1971), pp. 97-106; Thomas R. Ragland, "A Hagbr: The Senkaku Island$§an Diego Law
Reviewl0, no. 3 (1973), pp. 664-691; Anonymous, "Thet Eddna Sea: The Role of International
Law in the Settlement of Disputef)uke Law Journall973, no. 4 (1973), pp. 823-865; Tao Cheng,
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Xiaoping’s modus vivendproposed in 1978, that the two sides shelve sayrEse
issues and focus on joint resource developmentystaafollowed suité* Several
important works have identified the barriers to mmae agreement, but have not
meaningfully explored how they can be overcotreFollowing the passage of
UNCLOS in 1982, scholars attempted to reconcilerdggme with newly emerging
legal questions, particularly the question of weetthe Senkaku/Diaoyu islands are
legally defined islands and, if so, what impact ytheill have on boundary
delimitation*® More recent legal works offer new interpretatiasfsthe relevant
documents or updates based on new legal precEddrite primary shortcoming of
the legal scholarship is that it is highly unlikedither party will submit the dispute
for international legal adjudication. This is duenio small part to the fact that Japan
denies the very existence of a territorial dispater the islands. For its part, China
has historically eschewed third party arbitrationd astressed bilateral solutions to
territorial questions. Ultimately, most legal irgegtations recognise that international
law at best provides one of many potential avertaethe resolution of territorial

disputes; avenues which will not be pursued in atsef political will in Beijing and

"The Sino-Japanese Dispute over the Tiao-Yu-Tank8ku) Islands and the Law of Acquisition,"
Virginia Journal of International Lawt4, no. 2 (1974), pp. 221-266.

14 Ying-jeou Ma,Legal Problems of Seabed Boundary Delimitatiorhim East China Seaol. 62
(Baltimore: Occasional Papers/Reprints Series int€uoporary Asian Studies, 1984); Pdtrst Asia
and the Law of the SgWei-chin Lee, "Trouble under the Water: Sino-Jagse Conflict of
Sovereignty on the Continental Shelf in the Eash&I$ea,'Ocean Development and International
Law 18, no. 5 (1987), pp. 585-611.

15 35ee Daniel J. Dzurek, "What Makes Some Boundaspides Important?)BRU Boundary and
Security Bulletin7, no. 4 (1999-2000), pp. 83-95; David A. Colstsland Disputes in East Asia," in
Security Flashpoints: Oil, Islands, Sea AccessMilifary Confrontation ed. Myron H. Nordquist
and John Norton Moore (The Hague: Martinus Nijh@ff98), pp. 407-417; Bernard H. Oxman,
"Political, Strategic, and Historical Considerasgnin International Maritime Boundariesd.
Jonathan I. Charney and L.M. Alexander (The Hajletinus Nijhoff Publishers, 1993), pp. 3-40;
One exception is Douglas M. Johnston and Mark Jenéa,Pacific Ocean Boundary Problems:
Status and Solutioned. Shigeru Oda, vol. 16, Publications on Oceavelbpment (Dordrecht:
Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 1991).
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American Journal of International La89, no. 4 (1995), pp. 724-749; Alex G. Oude Eifkyi'ls It
Either Necessary or Possible to Clarify the Pravisin Rocks of Article 121(3) of the Law of the Sea
Convention," inBorderlands under Stressd. Martin Pratt and Janet Allison Brown (Lond&tuwer
Law International, 2000), pp. 389-407; Yoshiro MatSInternational Law of Territorial Acquisition
and the Dispute over the Senkaku (Diaoyu) Islangpyanese Annual of International L& (1997),
pp. 3-31; Daniel J. Dzurek, "Effect of the DiaoyafRaku Islands on Maritime Delimitation," in
Borderlands under Stressd. Martin Pratt and Janet Allison Brown (Lond&iuwer Law

International, 2000), pp. 409-420.
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Tokyo'® The conditions under which this political will mamerge is the central

focus of this thesis.

1.3.2 Dispute management and escalation dynamics
Analysts are divided over the driving forces of thast China Sea dispute. Some

argue the dispute is driven by material factorsgchsas resource demand or
geopolitical calculations, while others stress taeel factors, such as national
identity and domestic political legitimacy. Thesertts have generally reflected the
state of the dispute at the time of writing. Throogt the 1990s, prior to the
discovery of commercially viable hydrocarbons, laitthe height of nationalist
activity, the ideational school was dominant. Sgoeatly, as China began to exploit
resources in the East China Sea, the material dimerdecame more accepted as a
motive. Consequently there has been little resedocie on the interaction between
these two motives because they have not occupéesiime temporal spate.

As will be discussed in chapter three, the Senkaikioyu islands dispute has been
plagued by incidents sparked by nationalist grodysither China nor Japan could
compromise their stance on the dispute for fealiehating nationalist constituencies
in their respective polities, as well as in goveemt}?° This view was supported by
strong appeals in China that tied the island despot the broader anti-Japanese
discoursé?! Furthermore, political elites in Japan and Taiwaate able to hijack the
dispute for domestic political gain during the ébeal cycle’?> The Senkaku/Diaoyu
islands have become caught up in the antagonistioriy between China and Japan,
making their competing claims irredentist on&d/hen nationalist fervour reached a

fever pitch in 1996, elites in China had to weaittr@rcism from nationalist groups in

18 One article which recognises the need for politia#, but offers no insight into how it may
emerge is Donaldson and Williams, p. 152.

119 One exception was the hypothesis that Asian stagematuring states, had high resource needs and
were insecure about their territorial integrityeSanchard, "Maritime Issues in Asia," pp. 424-457

120 Andrew Mack, "Island Disputes in Northeast Asi/brking Paper # 1997/@anberra:
Department of International Relations, Australisatidinal University, 1997); Mark J. Valencia,
"Domestic Politics Fuels Northeast Asian Maritimisfiutes,"Asia Pacific Issued3 (2000).

121Commentary Accuses Japan of Historical ‘Cover-psnhua Newsluly 24 1996, FBIS-CHI-96-
143

122 5ee Chien-peng Chung, "The Diaoyu/Tiaoyutai/Senkalands Dispute: Domestic Politics and the
Limits of Diplomacy,"American Asian Reviet6, no. 3 (1998), pp. 135-164.

12 Unryu SuganumaSovereign Rights and Territorial Space in Sino-Jase Relations: Irredentism

and the Diaoyu/Senkaku Islandsl. Joshua A. Fogel, Asian Interactions and Coisgas (Honolulu:
Association for Asian Studies Inc and UniversityHz#waii Press, 2000).
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order to prevent them from seriously disruptingtiens with Japaf?* Subsequently,
elites on both sides attempted to restrain furth@ionalist outbreaks, but were
occasionally thwarted by secondary political actateempting to challenge the

nationalist credentials of the ruling patty.

Clearly, ruling elites are caught between theienest in bilateral stability and their
interest in maintaining their political relevance their constituents. In Japan,
conservative politicians in particular derive aajrdegree of legitimacy from national
symbols such as visits to the Yasukuni Shrine adeece of their support for an
assertive, independent Japan. In China, the legitynof the CCP is tied to the party’s
ability to protect the territorial integrity of theRC and defend China from further
foreign interference. Viewed through Robert Putretwo-level games thesis, Chien-
peng Chung argues that compromises on China’daeati disputes have occurred
when there has been little opposition from domestiastituencie$?® Consequently,
negotiations on the Senkaku/Diaoyu dispute haveoootirred because of the high
degree of nationalist attachment, and conflict besn avoided because the islands
are not believed to be valuable in a material séf€uilding on the analysis of
Downs and Saunders, Youngshik Bong has found thetiep to Asian territorial
disputes find them useful legitimising issues, whinelp reinforce elite power. Thus
ruling elites will only compromise on material asfse of these disputes, like
fisheries, and not on the sovereignty questionst they provoke a nationalist
reaction™?® Thus, “the prominence of political morality in ®idapanese relations
comes at the cost of a pragmatic attitude towasdes of contention, and no political

will exists to prevent pending disagreements framing into hot spots™*®

However, while providing insights into the barri¢cssettlement, these analyses do
not tell the entire story. The first major critigoéthe ideational version of events is

that its singular focus on nationalist oppositi@naabarrier to cooperation overlooks

124 Erica S. Downs and Phillip C. Saunders, "Legitisnand the Limits of Nationalism: China and the
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the fact that, as chapters four and five will destmate, cooperation has occurred
despite this opposition, with support from othem@stic constituencies. Second, the
ideational argument views the disputed islands aghless in a material sense to
Chinese and Japanese leaders, who thus haveititéative to escalate® This
follows more general analysis of Asia’s territordisputes, which suggested that a
reduction in the territorial imperative of Asiaratds was related to a reduction in the
intrinsic value of land in developing Asian econesti’’ However, the disputed
islands are linked to the wider resource wealthhef ECS, as well as to questions
about ocean governance. The discovery of commaeresalurces in the East China
Sea in 2004 triggered a new phase of the disputéiich policy elites in Beijing and
Tokyo, rather than nationalist groups or lone poéns, drove tensions over the area.
In addition to the possibility of resource wealthere is also the issue of naval
activity in the ECS, which has direct bearing oa tfational security of both states.
This is important because the benign prediction€laing and Bong assume rational
elites who are disinterested in the material valugne East China Sea.

Recent work argues that tensions in the East CBewm are driven by a materialist
need for resources. According to this view, oveylag maritime claims are highly
volatile due to the growing energy needs of Asi@tes and a concomitant growth in
defence spendintf® Resource interests explain China’s reliance onatienoded
concept of natural prolongation of the continesta!f in the East China Sea, and its
claim to historical title in the South China Se&irta and Japan are both sufficiently
desperate for energy that either party would carsttie use of military force to
secure access to East China Sea resotittascording to Selig Harrison, China’s
growing energy needs will force it to drill in tHeast China Sea, regardless of
whether or not Japan agrees to jointly developréseurces buried thet& Analysts
argue that the resource value of the ECS as a vildilgates that it could provide for

130Bong, p. 26; Chundyomestic Politicsp. 17.
181 \Wwang, "Territorial Disputes," p. 381.

132 The classic works of this nature are Michael Tar&|Resource WaréNew York: Henry Holt &
Co., 2002), pp. 109-137 and Mamdouh G. Salamehn&Dil and the Risk of Regional Conflict,"
Survival37, no. 4 (1995-1996), pp. 133-146.

133 James C. Hsiung, "Sea Power, Law of the Sea, &idoaJapanese East China Sea "Resource
War"," in China and Japan at Odds: Deciphering the Perpe@mflict, ed. James C. Hsiung (New
York: Palgrave MacMillan, 2007), pp. 133-153.

134 Selig S. Harrison, "Quiet Struggle in the Eastr@hBea, Current History101, no. 656 (2002), pp.
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the long term energy security of either pdfyEven those who view energy security
as an area of nascent cooperation between therenmeasimistic about the likelihood
of cooperation over resource development in the Ehia Sea>® These resource-
centric arguments are strengthened by a growingr{gnnationalism’ across Asia
and by the fact that neither Japan or China digglagn interest in the sovereignty of
the Senkaku/Diaoyu islands until after a bullistergly assessment was released in
1969*" These works generally view China as the more imsestate with regard to
energy security, despite the fact that it is les§amnt on imports than Japarf
According to Arthur Ding “The significance of thevd's [China and Japan] latest
rivalry over energy resources, especially thos¢hm East China seabed, is to be
understood in the context of China's growing tHiostenergy supplies:3®

The materialist school also points to rising miltapending as evidence of state
resolve to consider military force for the purp@$esecuring access to resouréés.

In addition to providing the ability to contest ¢l over disputed maritime areas,
advanced naval capabilities also provide the ghititpolice and secure vital SLOCs.

Because both the PLAN and MSDF are increasing thg@rational parameters and

135Wenran Jiang, "East Asia's Troubled Waters- PAg&006
http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/display.article?id=7382cessed 10/05/2007.
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28, no. 3 (2007), p. 535.
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Mark J. Valencia, "Energy and Insecurity in Asi8firvival39, no. 3 (1997), pp. 85-106; Kent E.
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(London: Nicholas Brealey Publishing, 1996). Feejinder see Robert A. Manninghe Asian
Energy Factor: Myths and Dilemmas of Energy, Sdgumnd the Pacific FuturéNew York: Palgrave,
2000). For early recognition of the energy issue\éietor H. Li, "China and Offshore Oil: The Tiao-
Yu Tai Dispute," inChina's Changing Role in the World Econgrag. Bryant G. Garth (New York:
Praeger Publishers, 1975), pp. 143-162; Selig &idda, China, Oil and Asia: Conflict AheadNew
York: Columbia University Press, 1977). This iswithstanding Japanese attempts to ensure that the
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138 Only 9.87% of China’s total energy consumption esrfrom imported oil. Author’s calculations
basedBP Statistical Review of World Energ908, pp. 21, 41. Japan meanwhile relies on irepootl
48.5% of its total energy consumption. Author’scadditions from data contained within Energy
Information Administration (EIA), "Japan: CountrynAlysis Brief," (US Department of Energy, 2008)
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energy insecurity. On these concerns see Marc lga@e"China's Maritime Security and the
"Malacca Dilemma",’Asian Security, no. 2 (2008), pp. 147-149.
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(Annapolis MA: Naval Institute Press, 2001), ch. 3.
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capabilities, the possibility of an incident nele tisputed gas fields is elevaféd.
Others maintain that China’s relative military weaks will discourage it from
initiating a military conflict over the East ChirBeal* Ultimately the materialist
view confuses cause and effect. While some viewsdlr#orial dispute as a rationale
for the acquisition of more advanced military haagey others argue that these
resource considerations are subservient to a brcsicegic rationale for a more
robust maritime presence in the region by bothiget® The territorial dispute is not
a driver for military modernisation, but remainspassible flashpoint because of

improved naval capabilities.

This discussion reveals little consensus on whiaedrstate policy towards the East
China Sea dispute and little in the way of thecedly informed analysis. Correctly
identifying how leaders perceive territorial valared the policy ends gained from the
disputed territory is integral to offering a comtelexplanatiort** One exception to
this is the work of Jean-Marc F. Blanchard, whowgethe islands as valuable to
Beijing not only as a source of resource wealth; &igo because they are an
important source of anti-Japanese rhetoric uporthwtiie CCP’s legitimacy rests
However, as Fravel notes, territorial value is aile, not fixed:*®* While Blanchard’s
value conceptions may hold in the early 2000soitld be argued that following the
April 2005 anti-Japanese protests, the nationsdistiment provoked by popular anti-
Japanese feelings has become a liability for th®.Ciis is because the ruling elites

recognise there are many sources of anti-Japaeasensnt in the Chinese national

1“1 Bernard D. Cole, "Chinese Naval Modernization Bnérgy Security" (paper presented at the 2006
Pacific Symposium, Washington DC, June 20 2006),1p.
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Naval Strategy in Northeast Asiagp. 136-142. For the latter view see Toshi Yoatdatand James R.
Holmes, "Japanese Maritime Thought: If Not Mahano®/hNaval War College Revie®9, no. 3
(2006), pp- 23-51; Peter J. Woollégpan's Navy: Politics and Paradox 1971-2@8dulder, Co:
Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2000); Graham, ch. 8CBina’s strategic doctrine and the role of the
territorial dispute therein see James R. HolmesTarsti Yoshihara, "The Influence of Mahan Upon
China's Maritime StrategyComparative Strateg®4, no. 1 (2005), pp. 23-51; Thomas M. Kane,
Chinese Grand Strategy and Maritime Pokeondon: Frank Cass, 2002), pp. 36-41.
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Geopolitics10, no. 4 (2005), pp. 688-711.
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identity, but none are as high risk of becomingitarised as the ECS dispute.
Consequently, Beijing downplayed nationalist seetitfollowing the agreement on
joint development in June 2008.Thus, state leaders’ preferred policy options for
disputed territory change over time. This theseksdo build on Blanchard’s work in
three ways. First, it aims to develop a rigouroasception of territorial value as a
source of preferred policy outcomes for claimaates; this is outlined in chapter
two. Second, the thesis analyses Japan’s rolecypaind behaviour towards the
dispute, which has thus far been under analysedll¥ this thesis places the role of
maritime geography at the forefront of analysis.isThRpproach considers the
possibility that policymakers’ decisions are infaunnot only by the territorial
(island) aspect of the dispute, but also by thelitapons for maritime claims in the
wider East China S€4° This is an important difference as Blanchard oraitalysis
of the fisheries dimension as well as the strategiae of East China Sea from his

analysis-*®

1.4 Conclusion: The East China Sea dispute as alea st likely
case of territorial compromise?
This review indicates several reasons why an igguito the cooperative and

confrontational dynamics of the East China Sea ufespwill add to existing
scholarship. First, the dispute is omitted from kvon China’s behaviour towards its
territorial disputes because it has not been tieeo$ian overt use of military force, as
has the Paracel or the Spratly islands dispute,haerit been the site of a formal
treaty settling the disputd® Second, there are many barriers to territorialesaent
in the East China Sea dispute. A longstanding icamihistorical relationship
combined with poor popular perception of one anotmeans that Chinese and
Japanese leaders appear to confront all the damesiitical barriers to territorial
settlement outlined above. Furthermore, the EastaC8ea is likely to be the medium
through which a Sino-Japanese military rivalry vioé played out. Nevertheless, the
ECS dispute has not visibly disrupted the tradeticiship, one of the most

profitable and dynamic in the world; hence leadeasse little incentive to pursue

147 Stephen Chen, "Anti-Japanese Protesters AssgingsiGas Pact,South China Morning Post
June 19 2008.
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%0 See FravelStrong Borders Secure Natioch. 6. Carlson chooses the South China Sea disua
case study of Chinese maritime interests on thergle that it is more significant to China than the
East China Sea dispute. See Carlésmifying China, Integrating with the Worlg. 251, fn 10.
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cooperation according to this logic. Recent literaton Chinese behaviour towards
its territorial disputes had argued that Chineselées are more likely to compromise
on a territorial dispute if they believe it will g@lt in greater internal political
stability*>* This makes the ECS an intriguing case, as vocabrities in China have
called for a more assertive stance towards Japnregard to the Senkaku/Diaoyu
islands*>? While this appears to provide the basis for a nassertive stance, the
CCP has also exercised restraint and has pursugzei@ive outcomes such as the
1997 fisheries agreement and the 2001 notificaigreement on marine research
operations in the disputed ECS waters. As a comsegu of these seemingly
conflicting dynamics, the East China Sea disputaikhbe considered a least likely

case study in territorial compromise.

This chapter has identified three gaps in the wideding of Sino-Japanese
behaviour towards the ECS dispute. In particulagrd is no attempt to address how
political elites develop the political will to purs cooperation in the ECS. Filling this
gap will contribute to an understanding of how etatan overcome the significant
barriers to maritime delimitation agreements. There litany of possible solutions to
the dispute; the key question is determining hown&hand Japan can get to this
point. Second, existing analyses are overly Chardric, omitting a coherent
analysis of Japan’s behaviour towards the teratatispute. Although this is likely a
product of the fact that Japan has to date beemedes the occupying state in the
dispute, the Chinese attempts to develop resoatc€hunxiao begs questions about
which side has demonstrated the most initiativ&inally, there is clearly room for a
fuller theoretical treatment of the ECS dispute afdnaritime territorial disputes
more generally. This thesis aims to fill these gafih an analysis of the ECS dispute

through the theoretical lens of the opportunity aildngness framework.

In developing the opportunity and willingness framoek, Most and Starr argue that a
convincing theory of international politics shousoid deterministic claims to
universality and instead attempt to develop theortkat hold under certain
circumstances. For Most and Starr, the key ingredié a good theory is a clear

outline of what it seeks to explain and what itsloet. The next chapter sets out how

31 Fravel, "Regime Insecurity and International Caagien," pp. 46-83.
152 Chung,Domestic Politics chapter 3.

133 This contribution is attempted in light of thelaalde by Jean-Marc F. Blanchard. See Blanchard,
"China’s Peaceful Rise.", pp. 235-236.
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the opportunity and willingness framework will bppéied to a maritime territorial
dispute and why it is well suited to questions dlibe necessary conditions of state

action.



Chapter 2: Opportunity and Willingness in the Study
of Maritime Territorial Disputes

At its most basic level, the East China Sea dispgige disagreement over maritime
space in East Asia. Because it is a maritime tefait dispute, over both islands and
ocean space, it encompasses a variety of legakri@aand ideational factors. The
introduction argued that while International Relas theory can explain the
parameters within which the Sino-Japanese reldtipnBuctuates, it struggles to
explain how leaders behave towards their territodisputes within this range.
Chapter one argued that existing analyses of th8 HiSpute do not explain the
pattern of confrontation and cooperation. Thisaglg because few analyses view the
dispute as being more than over the sovereignthefSenkaku/Diaoyu islands. In
fact, the dispute is also over the contested magitspace in the ECS itself, and in
turn over expectations of the benefit control a$ #frea would mean for each party’s
wider strategic aims. Despite the ‘positional’ matef the dispute, policy elites on
both sides have been willing, under certain coodg#j to limit their territorial
ambitions in one way or another, if not cooperate certain dimensions of the
dispute. In an effort to advance debate, this shisgpreoccupied with highlighting the
conditions under which policy elites in China amghdn choose to either confront or
cooperate on the ECS dispute. Consequently, theoppate theoretical lens through
which to analyse the dispute is one that synthedis®impact of multiple factors, but

which does noa priori favour one over another.

This research aim requires the use of a theoreftiaalework which permits multi-
variate, multi-level analysis of both the interoathl structure, the agents which act
within that structure as well as the interactiontwsen them. Harvey Starr's
opportunity and willingness framework has succdbsfoeen applied to large-N
analyses of territorial disputes, the spread of, warwell as social science research
methodology. This chapter outlines its central term@d derives a way to apply them
in a qualitative sense to the East China Sea disputhen outlines the justification
for the selection of the four case studies. In daso, the thesis is breaking new
theoretical ground in as much as the framework idems a more complete lens
through which to analyse maritime territorial ditgsi The opportunity and
willingness framework is rooted firmly in geographéexplanations of political

behaviour, traditionally the decision to make wawue to this background, it is well
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suited to the analysis of maritime territorial diggs. The thesis aims to fill the gap in
the literature’s understanding of the politicallvidr the settlement of the East China
Sea dispute. The advantage of the opportunity aflthgness framework in a
comparative case study is that it permits the amalgf actors’ decisions and how
these are informed by the environments in whichy toperate. The framework
presented here is derived from the territorial disgditerature and is concerned with
the analysis of three groups of variables: opparfuencompassing structural,
environmental and geographic factors; willingnessompassing decision-making
dynamics; and leaders’ perceptions of territorglie as a source of preferred policy

outcomes.

This chapter proceeds in five sections. The fiegition introduces the opportunity
and willingness framework and traces its intellattorigins and development. The
second section examines how opportunity and witlesg has been used to analyse
territorial disputes and other phenomena. The tand fourth sections develop the
opportunity and willingness framework used in tthesis; first by elucidating the
concepts of opportunity and willingness, and thgrekploring the role of ‘value’ in
the study of territorial disputes. The final sest&ummarises the thesis’ contribution
and considers issues of methodology and case iselect

2.1 Opportunity and willingness in the study of war
Harvey Starr’s original purpose in putting forwatee opportunity and willingness

framework was to provide a ‘pre-theoretical’ way ftudents to order the many
competing variables germane to the study of cdanfliie suggested two categories:
opportunity, defined as the possibility of intefrantbetween entities and willingness,
defined as process and activities that cause leadehoose the opportunity for war.

These categories permit the classification of vagyievels of analysis, disciplines

and theoretical paradigms as part of a procesgild & complete theory of war.

Starr’'s underlying assumption, that the activinépolicy-makers are constrained by
their environments, was derived from the work ofdld and Margaret Sprout. The
Sprouts developed the ‘ecological’ triad which hidt International Relations could

be understood by examining an entity, its envirominand the relationship between

! Harvey Starr, "Opportunity' and 'Willingness'@slering Concepts in the Study of War,"
International Interactiongl, no. 4 (1978), p. 364.
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them.? These three concepts remain the cornerstone of fthenework.
‘Environmental possibilism’ recognises that any iemvment constrains an actor in
some way. For example, China cannot invade theedrtates due to breadth of the
Pacific Ocean and its weakness in power projecdonl amphibious landing
capabilities; a function both of geographic anchtextogical realities. This concept is
not static, nor is it causal. China may one dayetigy the capability to invade the
United States, but this does not mean it will doupon gaining this capability: it
simply adds this option to the list available toir@&se policymakers. ‘Environmental
probabilism’ argues that these environmental limaits observable to both actor and
analyst, and can thus provide clues as to expextembmes: the Chinese know they
cannot invade the US and thus are unlikely to Tiye analyst can probably discard
this possibility for the time being. Finally ‘codivie behaviouralism’ holds that any
reaction will be subject to the perceptions of #ugor about its environment. There
may come a time when Chinese military elites beliehey are capable of
successfully invading the US due to a mispercepaiotmeir own military capability,

or perhaps a miscalculation about likely Americasponses.

Each of these distinctions avoids a deterministedationship between the
environment and the actor; an actor is never dépntadenstrained by its surroundings,
there is always choickThe strength of the Sprouts’ environmental triadtHat it
combines flexibility with academic rigour. It is ffgiently flexible to include
insights from a variety of academic disciplines gadadigms, yet it is sufficiently
rigourous to permit the investigation of hypotheabsut a state’s behaviour, as it is
grounded in the study of the constraints the dates. In this way it is explicitly
directed at policy-relevant research because pgli@re the outcome of actors’
perceptions of their environment§urthermore, because it does not privilege actor
over structure or vice-versa, it avoids the pisfalf the ‘level of analysis problem’

and the agency-structure debate in InternationkdtiRes scholarship.

2 Harold Sprout and Margaret Sprout, "EnvironmeR&ators in the Study of International Politics," in
International Politics and Foreign Poli¢cyed. James N. Rosenau (New York: The Free Prég9)1
pp. 41-56.

% Benjamin A. Most and Harvey Statnquiry, Logic and International Politic€Columbia, N.C.:
University of South Carolina Press, 1989), ch. 2.

* Starr, "Opportunity’ and 'Willingness'," p. 366.
® Sprout and Sprout, p. 56.

® See J. David Singer, "The Level of Analysis Prabla International Relations," imternational
Politics and Foreign Policyed. James N. Rosenau (New York: The Free Prég9)1pp. 20-29; K.J.
Holsti, International Politics: A Framework for Analysiéth ed. (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall
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Like the Sprouts, Starr assumes a state’s physimalonment (geography) presents
the greatest constraint on the pursuit of its fprgdolicy interests for two reasohs.
First, states are most likely to interact with #tates with which they share borders,
and next most likely to interact with states thaé groximate, close but not
contiguous, to them. This is based on Zipf's ‘laineast effort’ which holds that, all
else being equal, states interact more frequenttih wroximate and contiguous
states® The opportunity for cross-border interaction isnditioned by a border’s
physical nature. Certain interactions may be imipissdue to geographical
constraints; oceans or mountain ranges may impldeability of two states to
interact, or may dictate the tone of interactiorstwieen them. For example,
mountainous borders may hamper cross border tesdejell as military operations

across it, rendering the border less relevant dtiers to policymakers.

The second impact of geography on a state’s foreatations relates to distance. A
state’s ability to pursue its interests at distbotders is considerably less than its
ability to do so in its own neighbourhood. BasedKenneth Boulding’s ‘loss of
strength gradient’, Starr argues that states @a® ¢apable of pursuing war across
great distances as they encounter logistical astit#h difficulties® Furthermore, the
costs of using military force far from home can éavpositive or negative impact on
a state’s future ‘viability’ in its regiof: In short, borders create an environment that
makes interactions, and by extension conflict, mmréess likely*? The opportunity
concept is designed to capture these limitationstsAmost basic level opportunity is

Inc., 1983). Indeed, some argue that opportunitywaitiingness mirror Wendt's agency and structure
distinction. See Alexander Wendt, "The Agent-StueetProblem in International Relations Theory,"
International Organizatior1, no. 3 (1987), pp. 337-370; Gil Friedman andviea Starr Agency,
Structure, and International Politigd.ondon: Routledge, 1997).

" Harvey Starr, "Joining Political and Geographicspectives: Geopolitics and International
Relations,"International Interactiond 7, no. 1 (1991), pp. 1-9.

8 Randolph M. Siverson and Harvey Stding Diffusion of War: A Study of Opportunity and
Willingness(Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 1994. 32.

® Starr, ""Opportunity’ and 'Willingness'," pp. 3887. This early work assumed cross border
interactions were inherently hostile due to an aeslimistrust between states. This was based on
Midlarsky, "Power, Uncertainty, and the Onset défnational Violence," pp. 395-431. Similarly,
changes in borders were a source of uncertaintstites. See Benjamin A. Most and Harvey Starr,
"Diffusion, Reinforcement, Geopolitics and the Sgtef War,"American Political Science Review
74, no. 4 (1980), pp. 932-946.

19 Starr, "Opportunity' and 'Willingness'," pp. 3869. See also Kenneth E. Boulditpnflict and
Defense: A General TheofiMew York: Harper and Row, 1962), pp. 78-79.

" Most and Starr, "Diffusion, Reinforcement," pp49335. See also Boulding, ch. 4.

2 Harvey Starr and Benjamin A. Most, "The Substaame Study of Borders in International Relations
Research,International Studies Quarterl®0, no. 4 (1976), p. 588.
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a clear demonstration of constraints. For examipléwo nations do not share a
contiguous border, it is virtually impossible fdrem to be involved in a territorial

dispute, unless one is a colonial power.

However, the constraints on interaction placed lstate’s geographic environment
are not constant because technological advanceshafidg regional political trends
may Yyield opportunities in the future that are umikhble today. Viewed as
capabilities, the operationalisation of opportungybased on two criteria: existence
and distribution2 A given capability needs to exist so it is avaiéaln some member
of the international system, but it may not be éyedistributed through the
international system. For example, all states ilivehe world where nuclear weapons
exist, but not all states enjoy the same policyiamst that take advantage of this
capability because nuclear weapons are not eveidiibdited throughout the
systen-* Thus opportunity is a “shorthand term for the fuses that are available
within any environment...it represents the totdl ceenvironmental and structural
factors.™ Viewed this way, it is similar to a menu for cheioptions which are not
on the menu are not possibifeAt its most broad, opportunity refers to geographi
environment, technological capabilities, changirggnmative structures; everything
which impacts decision makers’ policy environmdtth fixed (geographic location)

and variable (technology, international laws, crossler interactions).

Alternatively, willingness is concerned with howatkers perceive their policy
environments. Willingness is “a shorthand termtha choice (and process of choice)
that is related to the selection of some behavioogtion from a range of
alternatives... [it is] the willingness to choosedpvf the choice is no action), and to
employ available capabilities to further some polaption over others™® Factors
that impact on willingness include government leggicy, political culture, public

opinion and the domestic political context in whidlitical decisions are made. The

3 Most and Starinquiry, Logic and International Politiggp. 30-32.

14 Siverson and StarThe Diffusion of Warmp. 24. See also Most and Stanquiry, Logic and
International Politics pp. 31-32.

15 Most and Starrnquiry, Logic and International Politicp. 23.

% Bruce Russett, Harvey Starr, and Richard Staiitrtiduction,” inChoices in World Politics:
Sovereignty and Interdependened. Bruce Russett, Harvey Starr, and Richard @telw York:
W.H. Freeman and Company, 1989), p. 1.

" Most and Stardnquiry, Logic and International Politicp. 36.

18 bid., p. 23.
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study of willingness is the study of “the procesdms which decision makers
recogniseopportunities, and then translate those opporaminto alternatives that
are weighed in some manner; willingness means ¢kesidn to choose among those
alternatives and accept costs and benefits accoyimuathat option.*® The issue of
recognition is important because it permits misgption and miscalculation on the
part of the decision-maker. Willingness recognitiest rational policy actors can
make decisions when confronted with a complicatd§ policy options that would
otherwise appear irrationdf. However, as will be described below, identifying
accurate indicators of willingness has proved talifiécult, as the concept is often
oversimplified for the purposes of statistical sa. Most often, the willingness for
war has been operationalised as the existencetefritorial dispute between two

states.

One of the primary challenges of the framework ccuaately capturing the
relationship between opportunity and willingnesk.bbth are jointly necessary
conditions for an event, how much of one versusather is required for the event
under study to occur? The concepts are interdepéradewell as independent. As
Siverson and Starr note, “anything that affects shrictural possibilities of the
environment(s) within which decision makers must also affects the incentive
structures for those decision maketsMost and Starr also note the most difficult
aspect of the framework is interpreting this relaship; how does one element
impact on the other? Which impacts more on a gipelicy outcome? As the
following section will demonstrate, exploring thelationship between the two has
proved problematic. Starr recognises that geographites states relevant to one
another “through some combinationof opportunity and willingness™ The
guantitative research program that has thus farimted the use of opportunity and
willingness has operationalised the two variabtesrie way or another to explore the

impact of various territorial and political factara the occurrence of conflict, but has

9 bid., pp. 34-35.

2 This stems from the Sprouts’ concept of cognibie@aviouralism. Siverson and Stafhe Diffusion
of War, p. 24.

|bid., p. 24. This is well demonstrated by theiessf alliances. Alliances reflect willingness & a
much an alliance represents a common policy predergvith another actor, but can also reflect
opportunity because alliances create an opportfmitwar that would otherwise not exist.

22 Most and Starinquiry, Logic and International Politigpp. 42-45.
2 starr, "Territory, Proximity, and Spatiality,” §91. Emphasis added.
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not yielded much insight into the relationship betw the two concept§ One of the
advantages of a qualitative analysis is a moresedwanalysis of the two concepts
across a more limited number of case studies. Byoerg how scholars have used
the opportunity and willingness framework, the ngattion seeks to determine what
aspects need to be included in a qualitative oppadyt and willingness framework
that will provide a complete analysis of a giverriterial conflict, in this case the
East China Sea maritime territorial dispute. Thiests will be able to offer
theoretical insight into the relationship betweéwe ttoncepts of opportunity and
willingness and their component parts, as well agpigcal insights into the
cooperative and confrontational behaviour patteat has been witnessed in the East
China Sea.

2.2 The opportunity and willingness research progra m
The opportunity and willingness framework was oradly designed to explain the

impact of geography on state behaviour. As discugsehapter one, the territorial
dispute literature regarded this impact as twofajgography as a facilitating
condition for conflict and as a source of conffitéAs Starr argued in 2005, the
opportunity and willingness framework can be vievasdan attempt to unite these
two approaches. When viewed as a facilitating doomdi geography provides the
opportunity for war to occur and when viewed asoarse of conflict, geography,
manifested as a territorial dispute, provides tiltngness?® In addition to exploring
the conditions of territorial conflict, the framerkohas also been used to study the
diffusion (spread) of war to neighbouring states.

Early work focused primarily on the latter phenomenwhy do wars spread once
under way? Focusing on the opportunity dimensianlyevork found that diffusion

of war across borders was most probable amongssthtd were geographically
‘relevant’ to one anothé.Contiguous states were more likely to take anréstein

the wars of a neighbour, and consequently were riket/ to intervene in those
conflicts to ensure an outcome that favoured theierests. Conceptually, this
research laid the groundwork for future inquiriggoi the spread of war by

% See for example Kathryn Furlong, Nils Petter Gkali, and Havard Hegre, "Geographic
Opportunity and Neomalthusian Willingness: BounesyriShared Rivers, and Confliciijternational
Interactions32, no. 1 (2006), pp. 79-108.

% Diehl, "Geography and War," pp. 11-27.
% Starr, "Territory, Proximity, and Spatiality," pp87-406.
2" Most and Starr, "Diffusion, Reinforcement," pp29346.
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introducing the link between contiguous states political relevance. Most states,
with the exception of great powers, only have tlppastunity to interact with
neighbouring or regional states. Contiguous statesmore relevant to one another
than regional states (non-contiguous states thatpart of the same geographic
region), which in turn are more relevant than distatates. This is based on
Boulding’s ‘law of viability’, in which states armost powerful close to home, and
get progressively weaker the further away from hohey operaté® Likewise, Most
and Starr argued that the more neighbours a stethe more likely it is to be
vulnerable to other states (‘conditionally viabile'Boulding’s terms), the more likely
it is to feel insecure about its environment ang ektension, form alliances. These
conditions in turn increase the probability of iigaging in an arms race or going to

war.

Later work on diffusion observed that states joimeds not only due to geographic
opportunities but also because they wanted toraatter of policy. In these analyses
willingness was operationalised as alliances, wbpeortunity continued to reflect
shared borders. In developing the interaction dpjdity model, Siverson and Starr
argued states interact through two mediums, theisssborder relations and their
alliances, both of which could facilitate the smteaf war. The application of the
interaction opportunity model is based on the vidat the diffusion of wars is
dependent on the depth of interaction that exista/éen warring states and potential
participants in new or ongoing watrsln this way interaction becomes a necessary,
but not sufficient, condition for the diffusion oar.

Subsequently, the opportunity and willingness framorx began to permeate other
works on the study of waf.Paul Senese’s work in 1996 explored the link betwe
geography and the issues of dispute between sgatdsthe impact on conflict

escalation. Senese found that disputes over teatitbncerns escalated more quickly

and ferociously than other types of inter-statgulis because these concerns were

% Boulding, ch. 4.

# Siverson and StarThe Diffusion of Wamp. 32-34; Siverson and Starr, "Alliance and Bord
Effects on the War Behaviour of States," p. 25.

30 For an outline of how most studies of geography @mflict can be organised under opportunity
and willingness. See Starr, "Territory, Proximiyd Spatiality,” pp. 387-406.
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more salient to policymaker8.This reality was grounded in two phenomena; tioe fa
that proximate states can more easily bring foockear against one another and the
primacy of territorial concerns for state leadevsroother types of issues. Like Starr,
Senese viewed territorial proximity as the oppattuto choose the war option, and

the existence of a territorial dispute as the ngfiess to do s8.

Tures and Hensel advanced the conception of opptrtbbeyond the notion of
simple territorial contiguity because it could raatcount for contiguous states that
have long track records of peaceful interactididariation in the physical nature of
the border, as well as what is present on the alder may affect states’ ability to go
to war. States may not be able to cross a bordetalgeographic barriers like rivers
or mountains, and if they do, there may be litfevalue on the other side of the
border. Most states place their capital cities @&fdastructure far from potential
aggressors and the influence of this should neirakerstated. For example, this logic
underwrote the selection of Ottawa as the naticagital of Canada, and arguably
explains why the government of Myanmar moved itg@mapital city north towards
a more ethnically homogenous regi8nwith opportunity defined as the ability to
militarily reach the capital of the target stateirds and Hensel were able to predict
instances when conflict did and did not arise imdipased territorial disputes. This
conceptualisation aptly accounts for the relatigmsbetween military force and
geography. Technological capabilities can enaldddes to overcome the constraints
imposed upon them by geographical conditions. Rstance, if China or Japan is to
challenge the other in the East China Sea, sigmfianilitary capabilities are
required. More important than possession of thegmalulities is whether or not

policymakers recognise these constraints assoamthdighting at sea.

Recent studies using Geographic Information Systé@kS) data have further

modified the opportunity and willingness concepysfacilitating the analysis of a

31 paul B. Senese, "Geographical Proximity and I€alence: Their Effects on the Escalation of
Militarized Interstate Conflict,Conflict Management and Peace Sciefbeno. 2 (1996), pp. 133-
161.

%2 bid., pp. 136-137.

3 John A. Tures and Paul R. Hensel, "Measuring Cppity and Willingness for Conflict: A
Preliminary Application to Central America and aribbean” (paper presented at the Annual
Meeting of the American Political Science AssociatiWashington DC, September 2 2000). Like
Senese they regard the existence of a territoispute as the indicator of willingness.

3 Alan Sipress, "As Scrutiny Grows, Burma MovesGtpital," The Washington Posbecember 28
2005. Tures and Hensel's analysis leaves asideaWwer projection capabilities of superpower states,
as these are not ‘normal’ in the international syst
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border’s characteristics.Opportunity was operationalised by ‘ease of irtéoa’
reflected by the level of infrastructure such aadsy railways and the slope of the
terrain, within a 50km buffer area on either sideaiven border. Willingness was
understood as the salience or importance of thedeay to policymakers based on
its proximity to concentrated urban populationspitzd cities, active civilian and
military airfields, cultural landmarks and othegrsificant infrastructure such as oil
fields or power plants. Values of each indicatorravaggregated based on the
clustered presence of these featdPeBorders or parts of borders that scored high on
both indexes were deemed to be ‘vital’. Borders #pgroached the ‘vital’ level were
characterised by high levels of cooperation, witichllenged the traditional view that
contiguity led to an increased opportunity for dmbfial interactions, rather than
cooperative’” Importantly, these findings indicate that statem cooperate over
materially valuable areas. Previous work that vetweillingness simply as the

existence of a territorial dispute glossed oves¢heomplexities.

Subsequent work grouped borders into three caegdefined by their salience and
found that neither highly salient (vital) bordersyr irrelevant borders witnessed
conflict. It was in fact borders in the middle rangharacterised by a combination of
territorial incentives and interaction opporturstithat accounted for the more war
prone border region&.Importantly, willingness was regarded as more thaimple
conception of material territorial value; it waguamction of cross border relations as
well. While geographic factors impact the interactiopportunities between states,
over time states which interact become more sat@mne another; their proximity
increases the chance that there will be considerabkts and benefits to how
conflicts between the two are manag@deaders’ interests in material territorial
value were not a sufficient driver for conflictidaders also valued positive bilateral

relations.

% For a technical background see Starr, "Opportuliitflingness and Geographic Information
Systems (GIS)," pp. 243-261.

% Harvey Starr and G. Dale Thomas, "The ‘Natur€aftiguous Borders: Ease of Interaction,
Salience, and the Analysis of Crisifijternational Interaction28, no. 3 (2002), pp. 234-235.

3 Ibid., p. 229.

% Harvey Starr and G. Dale Thomas, "The Nature afiBs and International Conflict: Revisiting
Hypotheses on Territorylhternational Studies Quarteri9, no. 1 (2005), pp. 123-139.

%9 Starr, "International Borders," p. 7.
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Recognising that cross-border interactions areimo¢rently negative introduced a
new degree of complexity to conceptions of how @uoliakers assign value to
borders and border territories. As noted at theseiutscholars generally viewed
contiguity and territory as two separate entities)e providing opportunity

(geography as facilitating condition of confliciad the other willingness (geography
as a source of conflict) respectively. Howevemated above, there is clearly a point
at which leaders’ interest in the material valugesfitory wanes and they prioritise
other bilateral foreign policy objectives. Likewjg®t all borders witness conflictual
interactions, some witness cooperative interacti@yportunity and willingness are

not independent of one another, and may becomeathuteinforcing over time.

In this light, Paul Senese argued that when considas part of the same equation,
territory and contiguity can offer insight into tivgeraction between the opportunity
and willingness concepts. He argues that territaligputes provide a willingness to
initiate a dispute over territory, regardless ofettter the parties in question are
contiguous. However, non-contiguous state escaleie territorial disputes to war
more often than contiguous states, indicating thile contiguity provides the
opportunity for a dispute, it can in fact modertte willingness to go to war that is
expected by the existence of a territorial disgtit&illingness (territory) has a higher
impact on escalation than does opportunity (cortyguwhich in fact acts as a
moderator. Neighbours have incentives to manage téeitorial disputes. Clearly
there is more to willingness than territorial valti@is is in line with Starr’s argument
above that contiguous neighbours are highly salierine another, and would thus
prefer to avoid long-term confrontation or confff¢tThe most war-prone dyads,
according to Senese, are the non-contiguous siatiesonflicting territorial claims.

It appears that significant opportunity costs nielde overcome to pursue war with a
distant adversary, not only due to the logisticHiallties of waging distant wars, but
also because once overcome, there is little ingertth pursue accommodatiéh.
Conversely, due to the high degree of salience dmtweighbours, contiguous dyads
have incentives to pursue accommodation; the cofta protracted militarised
dispute with a neighbour are high enough to sugthest states would often rather

pursue accommodation.

“0Paul B. Senese, "Territory, Contiguity and Intéioraal Conflict: Assessing a New Joint
Explanation,"American Journal of Political Sciend®, no. 4 (2005), p. 778.

1 Starr and Thomas, "The Nature of Borders and hatésnal Conflict," p. 135.
2 Senese, "Territory, Contiguity and Internationah@ict,” p. 778.
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This brief summary of the opportunity and willingseresearch program indicates
several ways in which opportunity and willingness de employed qualitatively to
produce insights into states’ cooperative and cmétional behaviour towards
territorial disputes. Opportunity, designed to eefl the policy environment that
confronts policymakers, has been viewed in two wéylsas been understood as the
constraints imposed by geography, mitigated by reldgical capabilities, on the
pursuit of a foreign policy outcome. These factorsurn impact the second aspect,
the interaction opportunities between states, winckurn affect the probability of
cooperation or conflict over time. Willingness heesen viewed as the mere existence
of a territorial dispute between two states: theieaf a disputed territory is taken as
given. Later analyses viewed territorial value abjact to the salience of a border
region or political relationship to policy eliteéBefore extrapolating how these lessons
can be applied to maritime territorial disputess wvorth offering a justification of the
East China Sea dispute as a suitable case for rengpldhe opportunity and

willingness framework.

The East China Sea dispute and the Sino-Japariatenship are home to many of
these same puzzles. China has interaction oppbesinwvith all of its fourteen
contiguous neighbouring states, as well as anhadd states’ allies. As overlapping
maritime jurisdictional zones of the East China $eastitute territorial contiguity,
China also has the opportunity of going to war widpan and its ally, the United
States. This environmental fact is recognised byné&de policymakers, which in turn
affects how they approach their disputes with Jagamultaneously, the pacifying
effects identified by recent research are alsoentidChina and Japan, separated by
only a ‘narrow strip of water’, are clearly quitalient to one another. The trade

relationship is deep and the two have several camentiural roots?

The East China Sea is both a source and facilif@imdition of conflict. Viewed as a
source of conflict, it is home to considerable diyiand non-living resources. In
addition, the military dominance of the ECS by tiker party may be strategically
unacceptable to both Tokyo and Beijing. Howeveesehwillingness factors may be

mitigated by its role as a facilitating conditiaor itonflict. The geographic realities of

3 This argument is made in Akira Iriy€hina and Japan in the Global Settif@ambridge MA:
Harvard University Press, 1992).
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the East China Sea impose constraints regardingigbeof military force. It is not
clear that either party has the capabilities remfito overcome these constraints. War
at sea requires at minimum a green water navalbdépaand long-range air power,
and the probability of escalation may also act ¢ébed the parties from full scale
war.** Capability constraints may also affect the polityoices of Chinese and
Japanese leaders in other areas as well. For eathplabsence of the capability to
exploit a given disputed resource may reduce iisevaf one claimant, or reduce that

claimant’s bargaining power.

Similarly, in light of the historic closeness beeameChina and Japan, how the two
states have interacted on and across the East Gaaanay have an impact their
behaviour towards the territorial dispute. Indettte ECS has witnessed different
tones of interaction opportunities between Chind dapan. For example, Chinese
and Japanese fishermen have coexisted in the Hwsa Gea for decades, despite
occasional tensions. Likewise, despite seeminglynpmditive energy security
strategies, cooperation over onshore and offsheseurce development has been
driven by oil companies in both states. It is uacleshether these dynamics occur
independently of the bilateral relationship, whicises the question: when are
leaders in Beijing and Tokyo willing to put asiderritorial issues in favour of
improved relations, and when do they prioritiseiterial objectives? Understanding
the constraint and incentive structures confrorttgdpolicymakers in China and
Japan may reveal insights into the interaction h&f opportunity and willingness
framework. The following section examines how thgpartunity and willingness

framework can be applied to the study of maritieretorial disputes.

2.3 Opportunity and willingness in maritime territo rial
disputes
The qualitative analytical framework employed inistithesis starts with the

assumption that policymakers face three choice$ waéigard to their territorial

disputes. They can cooperate, do nothing or cohfsna another over a given aspect

4 See Koo, pp. 180-181. Fravel notes that China doebave the military supremacy at sea that it
largely enjoys on the continent. See M. Taylor EtalSecuring Borders: China's Doctrine and Force
Structure for Frontier Defense]burnal of Strategic Studie39, no. 4-5 (2007), pp. 707-737. Bernard
Cole argues that the PLAN will remain subordinatéhe American and Japanese navies until at least
2016, but will pose a serious challenge to thesse®in the region. See Bernard D. Cole, "Rightgjzi
the People's Liberation Army Navy: How Much Navarée Will Beijing Deploy by 2016? Asia

Policy, no. 4 (2007), pp. 84-88.
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of the disputed territor§? Within these decisions, a variety of foreign pgliools
may be used to achieve policy aims. This thestemerned with observing instances
of cooperation and confrontation; it does not eifhyi consider the escalation to war.
This assumption is based on Ming Wan’s observatioied in the introduction, that
the Sino-Japanese relationship operates withimicesystemic parameters that make
war unlikely.*® However, this does not preclude policymakers froehaving
confrontationally or cooperatively to try to acheetheir territorial objectives. War
remains a risk for policymakers, but it is far frenplausible outcome. Pursuant to the
discussion of territorial value below, each caselgtchapter begins with an outline
of the value of the disputed territorial issue tacle claimant. This informs the
discussion of what leaders hope to achieve by ngakilaims to the disputed
territory*’ These territorial objectives, aims and goals dfsebby the analysis of
what options were available to leaders to achiéed aims (opportunity) and how
the process by which leaders chose a given optiom fa range of alternatives
(willingness). First, this section outlines how thgportunity and willingness will be
conceptualised to explain state policy towards eoajon and confrontation in the

East China Sea dispute.

The thesis will employ a threefold characterisatidropportunity in order to analyse
the full scope of interaction between the geogregdhistructural, and normative
factors that inform the world in which leaders mékeir foreign policy choices. In its

simplest version, opportunity represents the ‘memuchoice’ for leaders; the total

> This has most recently been employed by Frétetng Borders Secure Natigop. 12-13, but dates
back to HuthStanding Your Ground. 30.

“®Wan,Sino-Japanese Relatigrs. 338.

*t could be argued that in the case of Japanettesisions are not made independently due to its
alliance with the United States. However, the Whffates has long maintained its neutrality on the
status of the Senkaku/Diaoyu islands. While Ameriemders have been ambiguous as to whether the
security treaty extends to the islands, most fatgolsmbassador Walter Mondale in 1996, the
consensus is that it does. In any case, Japan jpé@ey responsibility for its national defencesav
under the (somewhat ambiguous) geographic areaeatkliy the security treaty. Thus, American
military involvement in an East China Sea configconly likely if a skirmish between China and

Japan escalated dramatically. Therefore, thisshessumes that Japan’s policy towards the EasaChin
Sea dispute is not determined by the US alliandeosty addresses the alliance as it relates togskin
military calculations. See Kerry Dumbaugh et aChiha's Maritime Territorial Claims: Implications

for U.S. Interests,CRS Reports for CongreBt.31183 (Washington DC: 2001), p. 22; Larry A.
Niksch, "Senkaku (Diaoyu) Islands Dispute: The gl Relationship and Its Obligation§RS
Reports for Congres6-798 F (Washington DC: 1996). On the US roltha Senkaku/Diaoyu island
dispute see Jean-Marc F. Blanchard, "The US Rdleersino-Japanese Dispute over the Diaoyu
(Senkaku) Islands, 1945-197The China Quarterlyo. 161 (2000), pp. 95-123; John M. Van Dyke,
"North-East Asian Seas: Conflicts, Accomplishmeartd the Role of the United State$he

International Journal of Marine and Coastal Law, no. 3 (2002), pp. 397-421.
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set of foreign policy options that are achievabiéer a set of circumstanc&sThese
include the geographical realities that inform Eest China Sea dispute, the set of
international laws and norms that govern the variaspects of the dispute, as well as
those institutions that govern domestic affairs dmel exercise of foreign policy.
Changes in international or domestic institutioresyraffect the ‘menu’ state leaders

confront when making a decision. According to Breessett,

...research on international politics, has too moeblected thenvironmenf politics.
That is, we have often failed to study the roleso€ial, economic and technological
factors in providing thenenufor political choice. Relatively speaking, too rhueffort
has gone into examining the ways in which choiceswaade, the political process itself,
rather than into asking, in a rigorous and systemaay, what possible choices were in
fact available and why those possibilities andswshe others were availabife.

The advantage of the opportunity and willingnessniework, in light of Russett’s
call, is that it permits the analysis of both eomment (opportunity) and of political

process (willingness).

The second sense in which opportunity is emplogedsi a set of capabilities. As
capabilities can change the policy environment, dyercoming geographic
constraints, in this sense they are viewed broddbpabilities’ includes not only
military technologies and doctrine, but also thodated to the exploitation of living
and non-living resources in the disputed area, elkag other capabilities relevant to
the use of maritime space. Changes in capabitaesalter the overall structure of the
dispute, or the range of possibilities, and in texplain changes in state behavigur.
For example, a state is unlikely to embark on a atagea without a degree of naval
capability. Similarly, a state’s ability to expldiving and non-living resources will

necessarily impact on its choices if these rescuace disputed.

The third conceptualisation of opportunity is thetion of interaction opportunities.
Based on the notion that proximate states intdraquently and may become salient
to one another, the model argues that state intenscwill impact state policy
towards shared borders. This thesis explores tweldeof interaction opportunities.
At the inter-state level, it analyses interacti@tvieen governments over the issues at

stake in the dispute. Secondly, at the sub-stat, léhe thesis explores interactions

“8 Most and Starrnquiry, Logic and International Politigh. 2.

9 Bruce Russett, "A Macroscopic View of InternatibRalitics," in The Analysis of International
Politics: Essays in Honor of Harold and Margaretr8gpt, ed. James N. Rosenau, Vincent Davis, and
Maurice A. East (New York: The Free Press, 1972109.

Y Most and Starinquiry, Logic and International Politiggpp. 30-31.
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across the East China Sea that may influence poékgrs on territorial questions.
This includes those between non-government orgémisa lobby groups, and
bureaucratic arms of government on both sidesebtirder. The aim is to ascertain
what, if any, impact of dispute specific interaativas been on the decisions to pursue
cooperation or confrontation. This concept may sdemnborder on willingness;
indeed they are close. As discussed above, Seneseksindicates that interaction
opportunities affect the willingness of leaders dscalate a territorial dispute.
Interaction opportunities should not be confuseth wiillingness, however. Because
of Senese and Starr's observations that confliantaraction opportunities can be
mitigated by high degrees of political saliences tthesis assesses the impact of
countervailing forces in the bilateral politicalagonship as a matter of willingness.
Interactions over the disputed area inform the gyoknvironment, and are thus
classified as opportunity, but balancing territbnentives against bilateral political
indicators falls under willingness. The analytichhllenge of the willingness concept
is to identify how policymakers recognise their ogpnities and to identify which
opportunities influenced the policy choice. Thighe subject to which the discussion

now turns.

As noted above, willingness is the process by whiglicymakers choose one option
over another, and while it is an easier concemrésp than opportunity, it is more
difficult to conceptualise. The review above reeeathat the bulk of the conceptual
work has explored opportunity; until recently, witiness was viewed simply as the
existence of a territorial disputeln an effort to broaden the utility of the congept
this thesis separates territorial value from wijliess and considers it first as a way to
outline policymakers’ preferred territorial objeats at a given time; this is discussed
below. In the case studies, following the discussiof territorial value and
opportunity, the analysis of willingness exploresvhleaders perceive their policy
options and how they locate territorial objectiweghin the wider foreign policy
agenda. The discussion below briefly considerswags in which scholars have

analysed the foreign policy making process.

*1 Some scholars have noted that willingness consitaide an “elusive concept”. See Furlong,
Gleditsch, and Hegre, p. 79.
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There a number of ways in which International Refet scholars investigate the
impact of political actors on foreign policy outces1’ Given the value of territory to
nation-states, it is reasonable to assume therelbmagternal constituencies within
states that are pre-disposed to be influentialeoritdrial questions, either due to the
organisational characteristics of the state, orabse of domestic political
bargaining’® In light of the indicators of political will outied below, the recognition
that secondary political actors have interests tmgact the willingness of policy
elites to choose a given policy option is even mooenpelling. This is further
strengthened by the insights of area specialisis both Chinese and Japanese
policymaking process. According to Kenneth Liebaktlithe most important factors
shaping China’s international impact are the ebd #ow of elite politics and
factional disputes> Similarly, many scholars have explored how Japdotsign
and security policy remains hostage not only tadamestic institutions, but also to
secondary political actors that pursue their owenags> Finally, the background of
the East China Sea dispute provided in chaptee timcdicates that secondary political
actors such as bureaucratic arms of governmentceommal politicians and lobby
groups, have been quite influential in shaping €pnand Japanese territorial policy
in the past. Thus, the analysis of domestic palittactors and bureaucratic politics
has the potential to contribute to an understandfngillingness.

Territorial issues are nested within a wider sefooéign policy objectives. As noted

by Senese and Starr and Thomas, contiguous statesnke highly salient to one

2 For a comprehensive review of the field of ForeRgilicy Analysis, see Christopher Chung, "The
Spratly Islands Dispute: Decision Units and DoneeBblitics" (PhD thesis, University of New South
Wales, 2004), ch. 2.

%3 See for example John W. Kingdakgendas, Alternatives, and Public Poligiésd ed. (New York:
Longman, 2003); Graham Allison and Philip Zelikdegsence of Decision: Explaining the Cuban
Missile Crisis 2nd ed. (New York: Longman, 1999). This is not#tempt to contribute to the debate
on Allison’s framework, which has been extensiviisTlis merely to note that bureaucratic and
organisational political behaviour may offer indighto a qualitative analysis of state ‘willingnéss

For critiques of Allison’s approach see David A. é¥e "The Organizational Process and Bureaucratic
Politics Paradigms: Retrospect and Prospéateérnational Securityl 7, no. 2 (1992), pp. 112-146.

** Kenneth Lieberthal, "China: How Domestic Forceaf&hthe PRC's Grand Strategy and
International Impact,” irstrategic Asia 2007-08: Domestic Political Changel &rand Strategyed.
Ashley J. Tellis and Michael Wills (Seattle: Thetidaal Bureau of Asian Research, 2007), p. 38;
David M. Lampton, ed The Making of Chinese Foreign and Security Policthie Era of Reform,
1978-200Q(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2001), esgcch. 2, 3, 5 and 10.

> Kent E. Calder, "The Institutions of Japanese igor€olicy," inThe Process of Japanese Foreign
Policy: Focus on Asiged. Robert L. Grant (London: Royal Institute ofernational Affairs, 1997),

pp. 1-24; Glenn D. Hook et allapan's International Relations: Politics, Econosand Security
(London: Routledge, 2001), ch. 2. This is partidyl&rue with regard to China policy. See Quansheng
Zhao,Japanese Policymaking: The Politics Behind Politloformal Mechanisms and the Making of
China Policy(Hong Kong: Oxford University Press, 1995).
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another, and may have strong incentives to manlagie territorial disputes as a
result®® Thus, any discussion highlighting the value of ispdted territory to a
claimant must be tempered by an analysis of passilcentive structures leaders face
to manage the dispute and achieve their territaigectives through alternative,
cooperative means. However, efforts to balance bathteral and territorial
preferences also occur in a temporal setting. Tie®iical record in chapter three
indicates that leaders have been willing to forgoitorial cooperation at the expense
of bilateral relations if cooperation would endang®e longer term pursuit of their
territorial objectives. Therefore, a second indicadf willingness is efforts by policy
elites to balance between the salience of a béhtpolitical relationship with
territorial objectives. How does the bilateral telaship impact the territorial dispute
at a given time? Where do territorial issues firatation to other objectives in the
relationship? This thesis treats this phenomenondiasinct from interaction
opportunities which is a measure of inter-stateraattion on matters relating to the
disputed territorial issue.

Finally, because the central research questioraipsrto the emergence of political
will, the thesis requires a method of identifyifge texistence and the strength of
political will. Although this concept has been unddised in International Relations,
there are some insights to be gained from the llicy literature on corruptiot.
The most rigourous theoretical treatment of pditivill defines it as “the
commitment of actors to undertake actions to a&hiavset of objectives...and to
sustain the costs of those actions over tifié\"cost in this sense refers not only to
material costs, but also the political costs ofustained policy that is, or may
become, politically unpopular. Like previous work golitical will, Brinkerhoff's
treatment recognises the relationship betweenigallitvill and the environment in
which policy is made. Political will changes “sutfj@éo shifts and modulations over

%% Senese, "Territory, Contiguity and Internationah@ict,” p. 777; Starr and Thomas, "The Nature of
Borders and International Conflict," p. 135.

*" See Davidson R. Gwatkin, "Political Will and Fayritlanning: The Implications of India's
Emergency ExperiencePopulation and Development Reviéywno. 1 (1979), pp. 29-59; Sahr J.
Kpundeh, "Political Will in Fighting Corruption,hiCorruption and Integrity Improvement Initiatives
in Developing Countrieeed. Sahr J. Kpundeh and Irene Hors (New YorktédhNations
Development Programme, 1998), pp. 70-87; Jeremfiyn®dm, "Generating Political Will for Safe
Motherhood in IndonesiaSocial Science & Medicings, no. 6 (2003), pp. 1197-1207. For one
instance in the field of International Relations #distair J. K. Shepherd, "Top-Down or Bottom-Up:
Is Security and Defence Policy in the EU a QuestibRolitical Will or Military Capability?,"
European Securit9, no. 2 (2000), pp. 13-30.

%8 Derick W. Brinkerhoff, "Assessing Political Wilbf Anti-Corruption Efforts: An Analytic
Framework,"Public Administration & DevelopmeR0, no. 3 (2000), p. 242.
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time in the face of changing circumstances and tsV8hHe identifies five indicators
of political will, which in the aggregate indicatiee presence and degree of political
will. All are equally applicable in a foreign pojicontext and are outlined below.

1. Locus of initiative where does the initiative for the decision lia2He central
government, a related agency, or from outside theeigmment completely?
The more centrally directed the decision, the greidte political will

2. Degree of analytical rigour This reflects the extent to which the decision
maker undertakes an analysis of the foreign poigsue and “uses that
analysis to design a technically adequate andigallif feasible” decisiofi°
Evidence of a well thought out policy decision vsdence of a higher degree
of political will.

3. Mobilisation of support Does the decision-making team mobilise popular
support for the foreign policy decision? Do theBerts attempt to inform the
public about the long-term impacts and outcomesth& decision? A
comprehensive effort that effectively mobilises jpulsupport is associated
with strong political will.

4. Application of credible sanction#re leaders willing to enforce their decision
with punitive measures, or merely with symbolic swas? Credible
sanctions applied strongly receive higher ratingsoditical will.

5. Continuity of effort Do leaders commit sufficient resources to a susth
program to ensure the foreign policy decision stickSustained efforts

indicate greater political wiff*

Viewed in isolation, a strong showing by a singidicator does not amount to the
existence of political will. However, a strong show by several indicates a coherent
and sustained effort by a government to pursuezengpolicy decision, chosen from

the menu dictated by the environment in which tbegrate. The conceptualisation of
opportunity and willingness described here couldabplied to a range of foreign

policy questions. This thesis is particularly ietgted in two kinds of decisions—the
decision to confront the other party, and the dewido cooperate with the other

party, over a maritime territorial dispute. Thealiraspect of the framework is the

*9lbid., p. 243. Indeed, he subsequently identiiegeral environmental factors which may influence
the political will to fight corruption.

% Ibid., p. 242.
®1 These are adapted from Ibid. pp. 242-243.
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conceptualisation and analysis of the value polekens place on the disputed

territory.

2.4 Opportunity, willingness and the problem of ter ritorial
value
As noted above, an implicit assumption in the #tere on the East China Sea

dispute, and territorial disputes generally, ist thiates are willing to choose war
because they see something of value in the dispteadtory. However, this
oversimplifies the problem as it does not accouat S&ituations in which
policymakers may value other foreign policy objees over the territory itself.
Territorial objectives are not pursued in isolatmnt are nested within a state’s wider
foreign policy and strategic agenda. This is whg tipportunity and willingness
concepts outlined above include the analysis @itdxil interactions across a border
and their impact on state policy; these are designeexplore how states perceive
their territorial objectives in relation to oth@réign policy objectives.

But how can the analyst identify states’ preferpadicy objectives with regard to
disputed territory? A state’s preferred objectiies a disputed territory can be
discerned from an exploration of how leaders peece¢he value of the disputed
territory in question. This is not a simple exeecas different aspects of a disputed
territory may have more or less value to statedesdt a particular time and under
particular conditions. For example, China and Japdmot dispute the hydrocarbon
dimension of the East China Sea during the eartypitb1990s, possibly because the
hydrocarbon potential was not proven, global priaese low, and neither party’s
foreign policy agenda was characterised by acudeggninsecurity. However, under
different conditions, between 2004 and 2008, tlspeat of the territorial dispute
became quite active. Clearly, the value leaderseptan a given aspect of a territory
influences policy at a given time. Nevertheless; &alyses conceptualise territorial
value in a way that is systematic and reflectseddihces of degree in territorial value
by opposing claimant states as well as changetaia preferences over timfieThis
section unites two models of territorial value tmceptualise how state leaders value
territory at a given time, and by extension idgntifhat they hope to achieve when a

given cooperative or confrontational decision isdma

82 Although Blanchard’s work notes that territory yides a variety of functions to state leaders, he
views these interests as static. Blanchard, "ChiR&aceful Rise," p. 230.
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As noted in chapter one, a conception of valuatisgral to any theoretical treatment
of state policy towards territory. As Kimura and Mfehave observed, state interests
cannot be assumed and are difficult to predictguireory. Consequently, they must
be discovered empirically on a case by case basig) uheories “that themselves
provide ample room for exogenous inputs [and] ...hedporganise our search for,
and assessment of, empirical inpltConsequently, each case study in chapters
four through seven employs the value model outlineldw to discern how and why
the relevant aspect of the disputed territory igntdrest to the claimant states during
the period of study. Jean-Marc F. Blanchard argio@isstates derive certain functions
from disputed territories, which are not limited neaterial functions, but include
nation-building, as well as legitimising domestialipcal decisions. Consequently,
the likelihood of conflict over a given territorg & function of how leaders perceive
its value, defined by the functions the territoryoyides for leader§* While
insightful, one shortcoming of this model is thatréats value as constant across both
claimant states; it assumes both parties value speca of the disputed territory
equally. The model presented below allows the ahatyidentify different territorial

values for different claimant states.

According to Starr, territory is valued for botmggble reasons, such as providing
foodstuffs and resources for exploitation, as vasllintangible reasons, such as the
formation of a group identity, as distinct fromHhets’® Tangible territorial aspects

include: security from external danger, the pransof basic needs for survival, the
accumulation of wealth such as resources, as vgekh @emographic container, a
space in which its occupants exist and intetad@erritory also has a symbolic or

intangible function to its inhabitants, such asomkland, a source of historic and
possibly religious or cultural security, indepencegnstatus or prestige as well as a

sense of justice or equality which in turn createsense of exclusive attachment

%3 Masato Kimura and David A. Welch, "Specifying ‘#nésts": Japan's Claim to the Northern
Territories and Its Implications for InternatiorRélations Theory,International Studies Quarter§?2,
no. 2 (1998), p. 216.

% Blanchard, "Linking Border Disputes and War," p26

8 Starr, "Territory, Proximity, and Spatiality,” 92. This is similar to the ‘concrete and symbolic’
distinction employed by the ‘issue based’ apprdadte analysis of war, articulated by Paul Diehl.
See Diehl, "What Are They Fighting For?," pp. 33843

% paul R. Hensel et al., "Bones of Contention: CamgaT erritorial, Maritime, and River Issues"
(paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the AcaerPolitical Science Association, Philadelphia,
August 31 2006), p. 3; David Newman, "Real SpaSgmbolic Spaces: Interrelated Notions of
Territory in the Arab-Israeli Conflict,” i\ Roadmap to War: Territorial Dimensions of Intetioaal
Conflict, ed. Paul F. Diehl (Nashville: Vanderbilt UniveysPress, 1999), pp. 5-12.
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which excludes ‘other€’” While most of these functions are clearly unigadand
territory, many of these types of value are eviderdisputed maritime territories as
well. The East China Sea is home to potentiallyt Vgslrocarbon resources which
could improve energy security for both claimantsttBclaimants rely on fish protein
from the sea in their diets. Similarly, controltbe ECS would confer a significant
military advantage as it would grant the abilitydisrupt SLOCs. Also, as noted by
Blanchard and Bong, the disputed Senkaku/Diaoyant® have become part of

regime legitimisation and nation building strategjie Tokyo and Beijin§®

However, the analysis of a territory’s tangible am@ngible values only tells half the
story. Not all aspects of a disputed territory aeeessarily valued equally by both
parties. This is especially true in the case ofitinae territorial disputes for a variety
of reasons. National defence, resource exploitaiwh policing are all more difficult
on sea than on land. These actions require cajpedilihat are not widespread
throughout the international system and absenangfone of these capabilities on
the part of a claimant may affect the value ofdisputed territory to policymakefs.

In an effort to conceptualise the political valueterritory to each claimant, and the
relationship it has on motivations for war, Goatrd Diehl have drawn a distinction
between intrinsic and relational val(fentrinsic value is the value of territory that is
of universal importance across all states; it caretpually understood by both actors
and is often expressed in material terms. Intringicie may refer to the presence of
exploitable resources, the value of the territ@agotential market for goods and the
advantages brought by control of the territorylitaad its population, including new
strategic opportunities related to ownership. ltldoinclude a function as living

space, as a food source or any military-stratagictions’*

Relational value refers to value that is subjecttie orientation of a particular
claimant state; for these reasons the territory beynore valuable to one party than

the other. Close geographic proximity to a nationaineland area would raise a

%" Newman, pp. 12-16. See also Paul R. Hensel, 'toeyriTheory and Evidence on Geography and
Conflict,” in What Do We Know About War€d. John A. Vasquez (Lanham: Rowan & Littlefield
Publishers Inc., 2000), pp. 59-60.

% Blanchard, "China’s Peaceful Rise," p. 230; Bqndl8.

% Gary Goertz and Paul F. Diefilerritorial Changes and International Conflietd. Manus .
Midlarsky, vol. 5, Studies in International Confli¢.ondon: Routledge, 1992), p. 15.

0 Ibid., p. 12.
" bid., pp. 14-17.
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territory’s value to one claimant, as noted by &we and Starr above. Similarly, the
presence of an ethically similar people would iaseethe value of a territory to one
claimant over the othéf While a rival claimant may also claim the terrjtaon
similar grounds, because these claims are by Wleeyr nature irreconcilable, they are
classified as relational. The French people wilverebe able to comprehend the
substance of a rival German claim to Alsace-Loeai8imilarly, a state may have
perceived entitlement on historical grounds to acei of disputed territory on
nationalist or irredentist grounds. This, for exd&mpwould explain the Israeli
preoccupation with the West Bank; it forms a pdradistoric Jewish homelarfd.
Relational value does not only apply to immateoiaideational characteristics. There
may also be a unique security aspect, a materlabvhat benefits one state over
another. For example, Israel placed a higher valuthe Golan Heights as a strategic

buffer zone than did Syria.

Contrary to some interpretations of Goertz and DHetvork, relational value is
designed to capture the variation between the tl@omants states’ perception of
what is ultimately at stake in the territorial dig. It is not synonymous with
intangibility. ”* When choosing indicators for each, the authorse stitrinsic
importance relates to the value that territory lhas all parties to a territorial
dispute...relational importance refers to the differgignificance attached to the
territory by the parties in the territorial exchard® While relational territorial
aspects are often cast in symbolic terms, thisoisatways the case. The strategic
gains made by Israel's occupation of the Golan kisigrovided a material benefit:
security. If a tangible value differs between twartges it is relational, not intrinsic.
This raises a host of intriguing questions for #rmalyst. Do both states need the
contested resources equally? Can both states atmessntested resources and get
them to a market? Are there barriers to one stsitgguthe contested resources which

would diminish the territory’s valué®

2 |bid., pp. 17-20.
3 All examples are from Ibid., pp. 17-19.
" For this interpretation see Koo, p. 30; Starrtétnational Borders," p. 8.

> Goertz and Diehl, p. 66-67. The authors also asgible elements such as trade to operationalise
differing importance, a relational aspect.

" This is recognised by Goertz and Diehl. See Iipid15.
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This thesis proposes a method of unifying these approaches to conceiving
territorial value, through the conceptualisatiortesfitorial value illustrated in Figure
1.

Figure 1: Territorial Value

Intrinsic Relational
Intrinsic-tangible: Relational-tangible:
material value equally | material value understood Tangible
understood by both by one party.
parties.
Intrinsic-intangible: Relational-intangible: _
symbolic value equally | symbolic value understood Intangible
understood by both by one party.
parties.

This graph captures the complexity of territorigdlue without conflating the

relational and intangible elements. Moreover, inp&s the exploration of territorial

objectives on a case by case basis. For instarazke flows are a material function
that might mean more to one party than to another; could be both relational and
tangible. Similarly, the strategic value of a statay be a tangible element, but it is
not necessarily intrinsic; strategic value in soomeumstances could be is more
valuable to one party than another as in the casigeoGolan Heights noted above;
relational-tangible. Resources are tangible, battlaey necessarily equally valued by
both parties? Geographical barriers might preveset state from fully exploiting the

resources of a disputed area, rendering the res®uworthless if attained by

conquest. Alternatively, a resource dispute coelgh@rticularly integral to one state’s
culture and lifestyle, which would render it mor@uwable to it than to its opponent.
Resources are tangible, but they are also reldtibmangible issues are present on
both sides, but are by their very nature relatioda@wed this way, the issues at stake

in the East China might be viewed as follows.
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Figure 2: Territorial Value in the East China Sea Dspute

Intrinsic-tangible: Relational-tangible:
* Resource value of Xihu Trough * Food security (Japan)
» Fisheries resources * Marine survey data (China)
* Employment in the fisheries » Command of the East China Sea
industry (China)
* PLAN operational experience
(China)

» ‘Creeping expansionism’ (Japan

Intrinsic-intangible: Relational-intangible:
 Null by definition’”  Disputed Senkaku/Diaoyu islands

» Political gain of asserting
jurisdictional claims

2.5 Methodology, case selection and contribution of the
thesis
As noted in the introduction, this thesis attentptsnake three contributions to the

International Relations discipline. First and forst) as a work in the field of Asian
security studies it seeks to identify and explai@ tinderlying conditions of Chinese
and Japanese decisions to confront each othey,awaperate with one another in the
East China Sea. These findings enable the ideatihic of the conditions under
which the political will for settlement will appeaa key gap in academic
understanding. Doing this will enable the thesisatwomplish its second aim: to
outline and test the suitability of the opportungigd willingness framework as an
alternative mode of study in a field that has beedimogged down in paradigmatic
theoretical debated.At the very least, it may be able to offer usehgights into
other maritime territorial disputes. The thesislergs four decisions made in the East
China Sea dispute using a qualitative approach.sdndoing it will provide
refinements to Harvey Starr’'s opportunity and wiiness framework and comment
on lessons learned about the relationship betwleeropportunity and willingness

concepts; the third aim.

" A given intangible element of territorial valueick as national pride, identity, symbolism, or
historical memory by definition cannot be understhy the other party. Thus this field is empty.

8 See the exchange in David C. Kang, "Getting Asi@Wy: The Need for New Analytical
Frameworks,'International SecuritY7, no. 4 (2003), pp. 57-85; Amitav Acharya, "Willia's Past
Be Its Future?,Tnternational Security8, no. 3 (2003/04), pp. 146-164.
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Unlike previous work on opportunity and willingnesthis thesis opts for the
gualitative method. In so doing it sacrifices a r@egof universality for the sake of
targeted and rich comparison. Chapter one idedtifie East China Sea dispute as a
least likely case of territorial cooperation, a kaiteria for Eckstein’s crucial case
study designatiof’ Consequently, the thesis incorporates a wide tyadgevariables
for consideration, each subsumed under the opportand willingness concepts. As
the ECS dispute is chosen as a least likely cageroforial cooperation, the thesis
also has some heuristic value, in as much as rttiftes important mechanisms and
conditions that have as yet been omitted from lganalyses of territorial

cooperatior??

Identifying the conditions of cooperation and contiation is achieved by comparing
two cooperative decisions on East China Sea dispute decision to seek a
renegotiation of the China-Japan fisheries agregmmmd the decision to reach
agreement on the notification of marine researcd@l, with two confrontational
decisions; China’s decision to begin productionttee Chunxiao gas field over
Japanese protests in 2004 and 2005, and Japansegadnt decision to grant
exploration rights in the disputed area to its cdmpanies in 2005. From a
methodological standpoint, the co-existence of opmity and willingness is a
necessary condition for an event to have occutr@hnsequently, it may be possible
to extrapolate what events will be necessary infaligre to bring about cooperative
outcomes in the ECS dispute. While necessary donditequire large-N analyses in
order to hold, and this thesis has a small-N fothis, does not by definition imply
the conditions under which China and Japan coopexad not necessary. It means
they are not universally necessary, i.e. otherestatay not cooperate under these
same conditions. This lack of universality does disprove the model, however.
According to Most and Starr, “it might...be more gblesto search for models or

9 According to some this is the benchmark for thiéitatof single case studies to provide
generalisations. See Bent Flybjerg, "Five Misundgrdings About Case Study Researfalitative
Inquiry 12, no. 2 (2006), pp. 224-228. See also Eckspginy9-137;

8 George and Bennett, pp. 45-46.

81 See Gary Goertz and Harvey Starr, “Introductioecéssary Condition Logics, Research Design and
Theory," inNecessary Conditions: Theory, Methodology and A&pfibns ed. Gary Goertz and

Harvey Starr (Lanham MA: Rowan & Littlefield Puliiisrs Inc., 2003), pp. 1-23; Claudio Cioffi-

Revilla and Harvey Starr, "Opportunity, Willingnessid Political Uncertainty: Theoretical
Foundations of Politics Journal of Theoretical Politicg, no. 4 (1995), pp. 447-476.



80
theories that operate, hold, or are valid only undertain explicitly prescribed

conditions.®?

These four case studies are selected because #veybleen the most high profile
decisions by policymakers related to the East Cldera dispute. As chapter three
argues, the bulk of central leadership policy deoss regarding the disputed islands
were in fact responses to actions by secondaryigalactors. More importantly, as
chapter one indicated, they have been covered b&ewConfrontational rhetoric in
response to prompts by nationalist groups is netsdime as a top-down decision to
confront the other party over the ECS dispute asumwed in 2004 and 2005. One
incident that was considered and discarded as sifpescase study was the 2001
North Korean spy ship incident. This was discarbedause of inadequate source
material, and because, as it was a disagreementatidement to maritime space, it
can be subsumed under the issues explored in chiagge Another was Tokyo’s
decision to increase its legal control over thek&&n/Diaoyu islands in 2003 and
2005 by first leasing and then buying the islamrdsnftheir private owner. However,
as chapter three indicates, there appears totleed@bate as to why this decision was

made, and thus it is of little value from an anaBbjitstandpoint.

The four cases chosen, however, do require exptemathy did Chinese and
Japanese leaders agree to re-negotiate theiriéshegreement in 19977 In Japan in
particular there was long standing opposition frigimistry of Foreign Affairs and
elements of the fisheries lobby, which were his@ty opposed to the EEZ regime
under which the new agreement was negotiated. Th& Rotification agreement on
marine research is an intriguing case as it apgbarsvo parties tried to arrive at an
agreement that accomplished as little as posgalicularly when compared to the
comprehensive scope of the fisheries agreementh®©oonfrontational side, why did
Chinese leaders confront Japan over the Chunxiaosgae when they did? If, as
noted above, economic interdependence explaine#teint exercised on both sides,
why did China decide to confront its most importénaiding partner so militantly?
Given its track record of acquiescence to Chineseurce exploration activities in

82 Most and Starrnquiry, Logic and International Politigg. 99. On case studies and necessity see
George and Bennett, pp. 25-28; Douglas Dion, "Ewigeand Inference in the Comparative Case
Study," inNecessary Conditions: Theory, Methodology and Apfithns ed. Gary Goertz and Harvey
Starr (Lanham MA: Rowan & Littlefield Publisherscln2003), pp. 93-112.
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the East China Sea, why did Japan respond witmfrardational policy of its own at
that time?

The next chapter provides a background to the Ehsta Sea dispute and explores
the dynamics of the escalation and management efSnkaku/Diaoyu islands
dispute. It identifies key trends and actors. Towr fsSubsequent case study chapters
consider a confrontational or a cooperative degisnade by China and/or Japan with
regard to the East China Sea dispute and examindsraugh the lens of the
opportunity and willingness framework. The secoad pf the thesis deals with two
cooperative actions; the decision to settle theefies issue in 1997 and the decision
to initiate diplomatic talks over the issue in 200Rart three considers two
confrontational actions; the Chinese decision tib fdr oil in the East China Sea and
to deploy naval assets to these installations bedapanese decision to proceed with
exploratory drilling in April 2005. Part four pralés a conclusion. Chapter eight
considers the findings in light on the ‘new congehsn the East China Sea dispute
achieved in June 2008. The findings are summarisechapter nine, which also
provides some avenues for future research andaerssihe issue of generalisation to
other maritime territorial disputes. These findirgl®uld indicate what factors may
change or need to change in order for a more cdmpeive cooperative agreement

to occur.



Chapter 3: History of the East China Sea Dispute,
Material and Ideational Elements

This chapter provides a background to the EastaC8ma dispute and divides it into
three phaseSThe ‘onset phase’ between 1969 and 1978 was dkassrl by the
establishment of a territorial status quo in theka&u/Diaoyu islands dispute. The
second period, the ‘crisis management phase’ wasacterised by three high profile
diplomatic incidents in the 1990s during which setary political actors attempted

to reinforce their state’s claim to the disputedriteries. These actions forced
political elites to abandon their typically cautsoattitude towards the dispute in order
to maintain the legitimacy of their territorial ola as well as to protect against
domestic political criticisn?. During this period, Chinese and Japanese leaders
balanced domestic political calculations and teral imperatives with their interest

in maintaining bilateral stability.

Finally, the ‘East China Sea’ phase began in the 1890s, and is ongoing. During
this phase, segments of the Chinese and Japanesegents became more attuned
to the immediate implications of the territorialspute for their ability to use the
ocean areas which surrounded the disputed islards.phase is characterised by a
new territorial status quo under which China exasia greater degree of indirect
control over the disputed area, through resourodymtion facilities and an expanded
naval presence. Consequently, Japanese policy @ppede reacting to the new
situation created by China. Although popular nalt sentiment continued to focus
on the islands, as this phase progressed natibgatisps, secondary political elites,
bureaucratic actors and finally public opinion baeaequally concerned with their
governments’ stance towards the contested oceae gpshe East China Sea as well
as the islands. Problematically, these actors [Mrougvith them their
ideational/nationalist mindset, which hindered thgility of political leaders to

manage the disputes. For their part, political éeadwere less willing to incur

! A comprehensive background is available in JeansMfaBlanchard, "An Island of Friction in a Sea
of Problems: China and the Diaoyu (Senkaku) IslamdsEast China Sea Disputes" (paper presented
at the Annual Meeting of the Association of ChinPsditical Studies, San Francisco, July 30-31
2005).

2 The dynamics of these two phases have been coiregedat detail in the ‘ideational’ school of
literature outlined in chapter one. Phase threklbuin this literature and is based on James Mamico
"The Interaction of Material and Ideational Factiorshe East China Sea Dispute: Impact on Future
Dispute ManagementGlobal Change, Peace and Secu@y, no. 3 (2008), pp. 375-391.
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domestic political costs due to tensions in thetHEalsina Sea because they too

retained a material interest in its resource aratesjic value.

3.1 Phase 1: Dispute onset and the territorial stat  us quo

3.1.1 The onset of the dispute.
The Senkaku/Diaoyu islands dispute erupted betWednan and Japan in the wake

of the publication of the Emery Report in May 196&amed for its lead investigator
and issued by the UN-funded Economic CommissionAla and the Far East, the
report found that the seabed of the East China“i®ag be one of the most prolific
oil reserves in the world®On July 17 1969, Taiwan declared its sovereignir tche
continental shelf area based on the principle & tatural prolongation of its
territory, enshrined at the time under the 1958tDental Shelf Convention (CSC),
which Taiwan had signed but not ratified. It entermto an oil concession
arrangement with Gulf Oil a year later, and ratiftae CSC in August 1970.

In reply, Japan issued its own declaration of seigaty, on September 12 1970,
which claimed the islands as part of the Ryukyandl chain. Then under the
administration of the United States, the Senkalkasiu islands would be returned to
Japan with the reversion of Okinawa. Simultanequidpanese oil companies bid for
concession blocks in the sea area using the islasdsmsepoints, which overlapped
with Taiwan’s Gulf concessiohTokyo immediately began to assert its authoritgrov
the islands; it argued Taiwan’s oil concessionsewidegal and did not prejudice
Japan’s rights to the continental shelf. Tokyo veagpported in this effort by
Okinawan authorities, which ensured that any Taegamattempt to mark the islands
was unsuccessfllin September 1970 Okinawan authorities removedaiavdhese
flag placed on Uotsufithe largest of the islands) and the Japanese iMariBafety
Agency (MSA) increased its efforts to turn awaywWaiese fishermen from the area.

3 K.O. Emery et al., "Geological Structure and Saieter Characteristics of the East China Sea and
the Yellow Sea,Technical Bulletir? (1969), pp. 40-41.

* Park,East Asia and the Law of the Sep. 11-12. The decision to ratify the Contineighelf
Convention was designed to provide a legal basi§ddwvan’s claim to the islands. Taipei modifiesl it
interpretation of the 6 of the Continental Shelh@ention to reflect its view that sovereignty otles
continental shelf conferred on the possessor smrdyeover any islands, rocks and islets located
above. Anonymous, "The East China Sea," p. 842aRavaluation of the differing claims see Austin,
China's Ocean Frontierch. 6.

® For these details see Ma, pp. 32-35, 63.

® Cheng, "The Sino-Japanese Dispute," p. 242.

" Li, "China and Offshore Oil," p. 146; Ragland, pp4-691.
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However, Japan did not outline its claim in inteimal legal terms for some tinfe.
On March 8 1972, the Japanese foreign ministrc@eted its legal claim to the
islands which relied on the argument that the tdarereterra nulliusin 1895 when
they were incorporated into Japan, and that Japms demonstrated effective
occupation of them sincen light of the political tensions and under pressfrom
its oil companies, Tokyo pressed Taiwan and Soutre&-which claimed the
northern part of the ECS—to enter into joint depeh@nt negotiations predicated on
shelving the sovereignty question. Informal meegtingere held in November and
December 1970.

These meetings came to an abrupt end when Mair@dmok entered the fray. The
PRC'’s claims to the disputed islands did not retyexisting international law and
was instead a reaction to the situation which presk itself in 1970. As joint
development meetings between Japan, Taiwan and $@urea proceeded, Beijing
expressed its objections via tReople’s Dailyon December 4 1970. China claimed
sovereignty over the islands and condemned then@apaand Taiwanese efforts to
jointly develop the resources as an attempt tol skéénese resourced.In 1971
Beijing claimed the islands based on historicalgesaating back to the Ming
Dynasty when they were used as navigation pointselaywvoyagers from the province
of Taiwan. Beijing’s posture towards the disputeswanfrontational from the outset.
The articulation of its sovereignty claim tappedoimationalist sentiment. Actions
and sentiments attributed to the “Chinese peoplefewnentioned five times and the
basis of the Japanese claim characterised as “gariggic” ! Further rhetoric came

8 Cheng notes that Japan’s flirtation with oil casgiens would also have served to strengthen its
claims to the area. In 1974 one analyst notedrthafovernment had officially outlined its claim.
Cheng, "The Sino-Japanese Dispute,” pp. 242-248ting/in 1984 Ma uses Japan’s concession areas
to outline its territorial claim. See Ma, p. 35.

® Furthermore, the islands were not included irittaies surrendered under the San Francisco Treaty.
See Cheng, "The Sino-Japanese Dispute,” pp. 344T3$analysis has been updated with the
emerging principle of the ‘critical date’ in Matsyip. 3-31.

1% nterestingly, China did not base its claim to seabed on the natural prolongation of the
continental shelf in its initial declaration. Thigs carried two days later and was excerpted from a
British media publication. According to one schataakes China’s early attitude towards maritime
delimitation difficult to ascertain. See James Giurg,Law and Policy in China's Foreign Relations:
A Study of Attitudes and Practi@@ew York: Columbia University Press, 1972), p011

1 Statement of the Ministry Foreign Affairs of thR®, quoted in Hungdah Chiu, "An Analysis of the
Sino-Japanese Dispute over the T'iaotutai Isletak8ku Gunto),Chinese Yearbook of International
Law and Affairsl5 (1998), pp. 15-17.
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at the UN seabed conference in March 1972 wherCttirese representative called

the Japanese occupation of the islands “a gladhgfaaggression*?

In light of these statements, Japan subsequentiglet® to set aside its development
proposals in March 1971. Such was the credibilityhe Chinese threat that the US
issued a warning that any American ships operaitirige oil sector in the East China
Sea did so at their own risk, and could not expeunerican military protectiof®
Joint development discussions with Taiwan evenguaicame moot as Japanese
diplomatic recognition shifted to Beijing, but Japdid pursue a separate joint
development venture with South Korea in the Sedapfin and northern East China
Sea. Although the agreement was signed in 1974nJdid not ratify it until 1977 for

fear of Chinese objection derailing the normalisagprocess?

Japan’s policy response reveals two objectivespthrsuit of claims to the disputed
territory and resources, as well as the preverdfatcupation by another state. Japan
achieved the latter; it retained, and arguably cbdated, effective control over the
islands. Following the reversion of Okinawa, Jaganauthorities regularly policed
the area. However, Japan did not pursue the resowalth in the seabed at that time
due to the Chinese threat, which delayed the im@feation of the joint development
agreement with South Korea. Nationalist demonsinatin Japan stemming from the
dispute were negligible, with only a few demonstrag taking place between March
and May 1972. Nationalists criticised the termioatof the oil exploration contracts,
but had little recourse to criticise the governm@nthe territorial status quo, of
Japan occupying and administering the islands wigitering Chinese claims to

sovereignty, was set.

3.1.2 The 1978 Incident: Reinforcing the territorid status quo
The 1978 incident over the islands is the firstrepke of secondary political groups

using the dispute to further their own ends; i tase backbench Liberal Democratic
Party (LDP) Diet members who opposed the inclugibran ‘anti-hegemony’ (i.e.

12 Chae-Jin LeeJapan Faces China: Political and Economic Relationthe Postwar ErgBaltimore:
John Hopkins University Press, 1976), p. 109.

13 park,East Asia and the Law of the Sea. 16-19; For details see Harris@hina, Oil and Asia:
Conflict Ahead?ch. 1.

14 o, p. 172. On the relationship between the istaanud the establishment of diplomatic ties between
Japan and China see Ldapan Faces Chingp. 108-109.

15 Chung,Domestic Politicsp. 35.
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anti-Soviet) clause in the China-Japan Peace aeddship Treaty. While the details
have been examined elsewhere, it is worth revesitm examine the degree of
pressure placed on Japanese elites by the mirgnotyp, and the lengths to which

each side went to demonstrate its resdive.

The treaty negotiations had stalled due to diffeesrover the tone and severity of the
anti-hegemony clause. The Chinese sought a strenl@rdtion because the Soviet
Union represented their most immediate strategieath but the conservative, pro-
Taiwan faction of the LDP in particular remaineditent. A strong declaration could
exacerbate relations with a superpower with whiapash had several conflicting
foreign policy concerns including the close proxymof the Soviet military, the
Northern Territories territorial dispute, as wedlthe opportunities for energy imports
from the Russian Far East. In an effort to scuttle Treaty, these conservatives
publicly pressed the government to include the SkalDiaoyu islands in the agenda
of the normalisation talks on April 7 1978, knowinigis sensitive issue could

undermine the talk¥.

The precise details of China’s response remaineancOn April 12, between 80 and
100 fishing vessels appeared near the islands; socmgants were lightly armed and
the vessels were draped in white banners declatimgese sovereignty over the
Senkaku/Diaoyu islands. The consensus in the fitexais that Chinese military
personnel orchestrated the aff&iThe reply from nationalist segments of Japanese
politics was animated. In Tokyo, conservative Dméembers tabled a resolution
condemning the Chinese move in the strongest tewhde locally the Okinawa
Prefectural Assembly called for the Japanese govenhto defend Japan’s national
sovereignty. Prominent nationalist ministers likekidsone Yasuhiro called on the
government to oppose China’s territorial claims.

16 A detailed analysis of the crisis is availablétid., pp. 36-42.

Y Daniel Tretiak, "The Sino-Japanese Treaty of 198 Senkaku Incident Preludé\sian Survey

18, no. 12 (1978), p. 1241. There is some conjecatarwhether these Diet members genuinely sought
the return of the islands or merely sought to $etite treaty. Tretiak views latter as their prignar
motivation. Chung on the other hand argues thatatiee strong Chinese desire for the treaty, these
members may have calculated that Japan’s bargguisition on the islands issue was strong as a
result and that the time was ripe to press Chirgbtndon its claim. However, Chung provides no
evidence to support this. See Chubgmestic Politicsp. 36.

18 Chung,Domestic PoliticsTretiak, p. 1235; AustirChina's Ocean Frontiempp. 77-78.
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The Chinese response may have been a product wbnfalc politics in Beijing.
According to Chung, the peculiar event was an effiy Deng to shore up his
nationalist credentials against those in China wyeosed his wider reform program,
while not endangering the treaty negotiations bgdsey regular forces to the
islands'® Had Deng confronted the Japanese over the islaneldreaty would have
been scuttled, but to have accepted the rhetoranating from Tokyo and Okinawa
would have appeared séftThe result was a show of force disguised as &fish
protest. Deng then characterised the incident agm@mdent’ to visiting pro-China
members of the Japanese government, and ensure@hiveese representatives in
Japan reiterated both their interest in Japanesks tas well as their support of the
Japanese position on the Northern Territories @preStin an effort to resist further
pressure domestically, the issue received littlensibn in the Chinese state metfia.
On May 27 1978, Prime Minister Fukuda Taeko annednte Treaty negotiations
would re-commence and in October Deng travelledakyo to sign the document. It
was here that he issued hreodus vivendihat the sovereignty dispute should be
shelved for future, wiser generations to solve #rad the two sides should focus on

the joint development of resourc@s.

Clearly, government policy toward the territoriasglite was heavily influenced by
secondary political actors. When Deng Xiaopingretiehis famous phrase he was in
fact repeating existing Chinese policy. The Chinkad first indicated the dispute
could be shelved in 1972 and in January 1975 prenit to raise the issue during
the treaty negotiatiorfS.The fact that an understanding had been reached ylears

9 One scholar speculates that the incident reflediféerences in Beijing over Japan policy and
reflected an attempt by segments of the Chineseypapparatus to disrupt the treaty negotiatiome S
Wolf Mendl, Japan's Asia Policy: Regional Security and GlolmétestyLondon: Routledge, 1995),
p. 82.

% Furthermore, to not have responded to the Japatisa could have compromised China’s claims.
Simultaneously it may be argued that an internatitnibunal would not view the Chinese response as
an adequate demonstration of its objections tordagéaim. It is unclear whether this was a
consideration at the time however.

2L Chung,Domestic Politicspp. 38-40.

22 Han-yi Shaw;The Diaoyutai/Senkaku Islands Dispute: Its Histamg an Analysis of the Ownership
Claims of the PRC, ROC and Japaol. 152 (Baltimore: Occasional Papers/Reprimses in
Contemporary Asian Studies, 1999), p. 16.

% Lo, pp. 171-172.

24 Joachim Glaubitz, "Anti-Hegemony Formulas in Cls@é&oreign Policy,Asian Surveyl6, no. 3
(1976), p. 207. This was mostly likely an early cession by the Chinese in light of their predominan
territorial concern, the status of Taiwan. See goseS. Cheng, "Normalization of Sino-Japanese
Relations: China's Bargaining Position Regardirggthiwan Question Asia Quarterly no. 4 (1980),

p. 258.
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prior to the 1978 incident raises the question beter the Chinese perceived the
actions by conservatives in 1978 as a change iangése policy. Tretiak notes that
Fukuda did not rattle the nationalist cage as hddcbave, which had the added
bonus of dispelling Chinese concerns he did nott e Treaty to proceed.This is
evidence that policy elites on both sides souglietep the issue in check, which in
turn strengthens the interpretation that the Clairfésheries protest’ was aimed at
domestic constituencies. For his part, Deng souaglgoften the incident with the
diplomatic overtures above, as well as his solutmshelve the issue. By accepting
these overtures, Fukuda permitted both sides te e and allowed the Treaty to

proceed®

Popular nationalist groups were not satisfied, hareln August 1978 the Japanese
nationalist grougSeirakaierected a primitive lighthouse on Uotsuri Isl&h@hat the
Ministry if Foreign Affairs (MOFA) revoked the Mistry of Transport approved
licence for the construction of a lighthouse inthsaTokyo’s interest in downplaying
the issue at such a sensitive time (the treaty bemh concluded but not signed).
However, when the incident dissipated a heli-pad wanstructed on Uotsuri in
August 1979 and the lighthouse was added to Japanasigational charts in
September 198% This may reflect a compromise between MOFA andMfisistry

of Transport over the appropriate way to deal waithinitiative of a non-government
organisatiorf’ Although it is unclear whether these bureaucraeies beholden to
nationalist motivations, Chung argues that subssqeeses in 1990 and 1996
demonstrate that the interaction between Japaneserrgnent officials and

nationalist groups was evideiit.

3.2 Phase two: Dispute management
The second phase of the East China Sea disputeveadl Deng’smodus vivendand

was a period during which Chinese and Japaneses diiccessfully managed the
domestic political dynamics that plagued the terid dispute. These lessons indicate

that it was possible to keep tensions over theudesp islands from completely

% Tretiak, p. 1243.
% |bid., p. 1244.

27 One analyst has argued tiihon Seinenshi4drove” the 1978 dispute but does not describe.how
See Deans, p. 125.

% Chung,Domestic Politicsp. 41.
2 Mendl, p. 82.
30 Chung,Domestic Politicsp. 36.
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disrupting the bilateral relationship, but thateaipd of tension was often a necessary
prerequisite. This was in no small part due tof#loe that, following UNCLOS’ entry
into force in 1994, policy elites in Beijing and Ky@ were not disinterested in the
islands themselves. A critical aspect of any terial dispute is the dogmatic
reassertion of one’s claim, which was dutifully readl out by Beijing and Tokyo

during each political incident arising from theaistls.

3.2.1 The 1990 incidenit
The 1990 incident was sparked by the MSA’s decisionrecognise a second

lighthouse built in September by nationalist grddihon Seinensh&the Japanese
Youth Federation)** The primary response came from Taiwan. Natiorslist
including athletes bearing a mock Olympic torchermpted to land on the islands.
They were met by a combined MSA-MSDF contingerntingflve patrol boats and two
helicopters which prevented the protestors frondilagn on the islands. This was
captured on Taiwanese television and sparked aptnkse demonstrations across
Taiwan as well as calls to ban Japanese produat®©dcober 18 Beijing condemned
the lighthouse and demanded that Tokyo controhésonalist groupd® Tensions
waned when Japanese Prime Minister Kaifu Toshikladed the government would
not recognise the lighthouse. Taipei replied indkistating that it would not protect
Taiwanese going to the island and that fishermehtbapply for permission before
hand*® Beijing reiterated its claim to sovereignty in g@m through Vice Foreign
Minister Qi Huaiyaun on October 27 in Tokyo.

The official Chinese reaction was inadequate in \lev of Chinese nationalists
overseas. Hong Kong media criticised Beijing foit being more forceful in its
objections, on the grounds that Ministry of Forei§ffiairs (MFA) statements had

been in reply to questions from a Taiwanese repartd Beijing had not reiterated its

31 Although Taiwan does not feature in this thesis Taiwan-Japan dispute is analysed with a view to
exploring the nationalist dynamics at play in Japan

%2 There is some ambiguity about whether the lighteowhich sparked the 1990 incident, was in fact
the same lighthouse constructed by nationalis1®i#8 and recognised in 1989. Shaw refers to it as a
new lighthouse, while media reports of the timerdfas an upgraded version of the original
lighthouse. The latter explanation is accepted byr@. However, according to Chung the lighthouse
was added to navigational charts in September 188ieh raises the question of why the MSA
needed to recognise it again in September 1998.MhAy be because, according to Shaw, the
application for recognition of the lighthouse irBP9was rejected. See Shaw, pp. 17-18; Chung,
Domestic Politicspp. 41-42; Tai Ming Cheung and Charles Smith,cli&oof Contention,Far

Eastern Economic RevieWovember 1 1990, p. 19.

% Downs and Saunders, pp. 127-133.
34 Chung,Domestic Politicspp. 42-43; Shaw, pp. 17-18.
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right to use force to defend the islands. Demotistra were held outside the
Japanese embassy in Hong Kong. Throughout the tdisBaijing attempted to
restrict nationalist expression through media hbatk and restricted demonstrations
on the Mainland® The latter development was most troubling to ddimeshinese
activists because they had been expected to ben gieemission to demonstrate
against Japan. This in turn increased criticisnthef CCP for its approach to the

dispute®®

It remains unknown whether the MSA'’s decision toognise the lighthouse was the
product of deliberate endorsement of the nationaignda or merely the product of
bureaucratic inerti&’ It may be that not all sectors of the Japanesemovent are as
aware of the sensitivity of these rocks. For examphe Ministry of Transport
acquiesced to the 1978 lighthouse construction¢chvirias overturned by MOFA, for
fear of destabilising relations with China. If tisstrue, however, it would be difficult
to argue that the MSA would not be sensitive toithplications of recognising the
lighthouse in 1990, given that the policing andr@abf the rocks is under its
jurisdiction. Indeed, one interviewee suggested tha Ministry of Transport's
decision to recognise the lighthouse in 1990 wagedrby its interest in reinforcing
Japan’s effective occupation of the islands, wiNMl®FA was motivated by the
‘China School’ in the Asian Affairs Bureau whichdhaistorically favoured a soft
line in Japan’s China polic¥ In any case, the incident demonstrates that ictiera
between nationalist groups and the Japanese goeatnoan create a climate of
tension.Nihon Seinenshanaintains links with LDP Diet members, but it isclear
whether these links impacted the MSA’s decisionr@gognise the lighthouse.
Japanese authorities intervened only when it appletirat the dispute would cause
friction with Taiwan. Whatever the reason for th&Ms decision, Tokyo calculated
that recognition of the lighthouse was not worthgatere political fallout with

Taiwan.

% Following the chaos of the anti-Japanese protestina in the mid-1980s Chinese leaders were
more careful to control anti-Japanese sentimerg.SBérk, pp. 160-164.

% Downs and Saunders, pp. 131-132.

37 See Phil Deans, "The Diaoyutai/Senkaku Dispute: Thwanted Controversy," Kent University
Kent Papers in Politics and International Relatiord. 6, 1996,
www.kent.ac.uk.politics/research/kentpapers/deams. \ccessed 02/11/2006.

38 Author Interview "B", February 1 2008, Tokyo.
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3.2.2 The 1992 incident
On February 25 1992, China passed its ‘Law on theitbrial sea and Contiguous

Zone' (LTC) which outlined its rights and responiiles pertaining to the newly
created maritime zones under UNCLOS which Chinadigwled in December 1982.
The LTC also reiterated China’s claims to its digpluterritories in the South China
Sea and the Senkaku/Diaoyu islands. The chief égpaconcern was that the LTC
breached the agreement to shelve the disputesn’daptongest rebuttal came
through Prime Minister Miyazawa Kiichi who reitegdt Japan’s sovereignty and
described the dispute as a “closed case” whichldhmileft to future generations as
suggested by Deng in 1978.In response, Beijing stated that the law did not
contravene the shelving arrangement and expresseel the issue would not sour
bilateral relations. This was articulated persgnaly CCP General Secretary Jiang
Zemin at a meeting with Miyazawa in early Apfil.

The passage of the LTC occurred at a particulahgisive time in the Sino-Japanese
relationship. Chinese policy elites were seekingma their international isolation

after the Tiananmen Square massacre. To this &y, were in the process of
organising a visit to China by the Japanese Empevbich carried a great deal of
symbolism for both side¥. However, the LTC attracted criticism of China from
Japan’s political right, which was opposed to tmepEror visiting China in the first

place. Rightist media criticised the plan and tbheegnment issued special protection
to those officials working on the issue for feagythwould be targets of violence by
rightist groups®® Miyazawa subsequently needed to build politicahsemsus to

ensure the visit occurred by downplaying the LTQORA spokesman Hashimoto
Hiroshi publicly explained the LTC as an effort Byina to clean up its domestic

legislation and stated that both sides understdoal fovereignty dispute was

% This has only recently emerged as a significaenein the history of the Senkaku/Diaoyu islands
dispute. See Linus Hagstrodgpan's China Policy: A Relational Power Analysid. Marie
Soderberg, European Institute of Japanese Stugkeas ,Asian Economics and Business Series
(London: Routledge, 2005).

0 Miyazawa Kiichi quoted in "Miyazawa Opposes Chsrigérritorial Claim,"Jiji Press English News
Service February 27 1992.

“ Mendl, p. 82.

“2young C. Kim, "Japanese Policy Towards China:tRsliof the Imperial Visit to China in 1992,"
Pacific Affairs74, no. 2 (2001), p. 229. To commemorate tHe&thiversary of the normalisation of
diplomatic relations Jiang Zemin, then General 8aey of the CCP, was scheduled to visit Japan and
talks were underway for a reciprocal visit to ChiyaEmperor Akihito later in the year. See "Japan
Regrets Timing of Chinese Claim on Islandsybdo NewsMarch 2 1992.

3 Kim, "Japanese Policy Towards China," pp. 234-235.
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shelved* He was aided in this by Beijing’s public assuranteat the LTC did not
represent a change in policy and that China sétted positive relations with Japan.

The law’s timing merits investigation as it may derstrate the influence of internal
political groups on Chinese policy. It is widelyspected that the islands were
included in the LTC against the wishes of the MFAd aas a result of intense
lobbying by the PLA, especially the Naf3/This debate appears to have concerned
how best to press China’s claim to sovereignty. MEA maintained that the
inclusion of the reference would upset the politioalationship with Japan, but
military delegates of the National People’s CongrédPC) argued that it was
required to maintain China’s claifiln any event, the military won the day, and their
argument may be correct. The need to re-state ara'sy to disputed territory is
pervasive across maritime territorial disputedfagare to do so could be viewed as a
renunciation of the claifff. In this case, for China to have claimed the istaindthe
South China Sea and not those in the East Chinac@dd have had future legal
repercussions since Beijing had characterised lasthan inviolable part of its

sovereignty.

The LTC was a watershed event for some Japanesegsts, who viewed it as
indicative of China’s future maritime posture, besa it was overly provocative
regarding the defence of China’s maritime spdteFor example, the law
unnecessarily asserted the PLA’s right to militanyorce China’s maritime territorial
integrity and its right to pursue vessels onto kigh seas. However, UNCLOS
requires states to pass laws defining their magitmundaries as well as their rights

and responsibilities. Furthermore, the degree & I C’s inconsistency with

*4 Drifte, Japan's Security Relations with Chjra 50.

> Denny RoyChina's Foreign Relationd.anham, MA: Rowman & Littlefield, 1998), p. 75ribe,
Japan's Security Relations with Chjna 50

%% Austin, China's Ocean Frontiemp. 313.

" Some argue the China’s claim was in responsertejped encroachments by other regional states
onto what China viewed as its own territory. SemKiThe South China Sea in China's Strategic
Thinking," p. 380. On the criteria for effectiveaupation and administration under international law
see Alexander M. Peterson, "Exploration of the Edsha Sea: The Law of the Sea in Practice,"
bepress Legal Seria§orking Paper 1730, (2006), p. 7; David A. Colstnvereignty over Pulau
Ligitan and Pulau Sipadan (Indonesia/Malaysi@jje American Journal of International L@V, no.

2 (2003), pp. 398-406; J. G. Merrills, "Sovereigatser Pulau Ligitan and Pulau Sipadan (Indonesia
V. Malaysia), Merits, Judgement of 17 December 200Rernational and Comparative Law
Quarterly52, no. 3 (2003), pp. 797-802.

“8 Hiramatsu Shigeo cited in Hagstrom, "Quiet Powpr,166.
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UNCLOS is debatablé’ The Japanese objection to how China has defired it
jurisdictional zones is the first indication thdtet Senkaku/Diaoyu dispute was
widening to encompass the entire East China Sea.

On balance, neither government had an incentiveeéothe LTC issue escalate into a
full-fledged diplomatic incident. The PRC had atenest in positive relations with
Japan, particularly in light of the internationabndemnation that followed the
Tiananmen Square incident, and wanted to ensursuitess of the Emperor’s visit.
Miyazawa wanted improved relations with China amd lnvested a great deal of
personal political capital to ensure the Empererst occurred. Nevertheless, the
tensions over the LTC are indicative of the dynanaiaring this phase of the dispute.
Both governments were willing to manage nationafistssures for the sake of
bilateral relations, but secondary political groups both sides advocated more

hardline policies; the PLA on the Chinese side tedpolitical right in Japan.

3.2.3 The 1996 incident
The nationalist outbursts and subsequent confriontatver the Senkaku/Diaoyu

islands in 1996 was the lowest period to date enEhst China Sea dispute. Like its
predecessors, the 1996 incident was sparked bwaioe to a central government
policy decision; in this case Chinese and Japarasieation of UNCLOS. There are
signs the internal political climate in China argbdn was conducive to manipulation
by secondary political groups. Some analysts hdsemwed that, similar to the 1990
dispute, China was in the midst of a nationalistppiganda campaign, this time due
to the missile exercises over Taiwan in MarthThroughout 1996 Beijing
encouraged the celebration of China’s achievems&nte the economic opening. As
Avery Goldstein remarked in retrospect, “Beijingd diot have to massage public
opinion much at all to evoke the desired responsipport of government policy’”

Further, although he had been elevated to all thkeadership positions in China,

“9 Prior to Chinese ratification of UNCLOS, Hyun-Siéion argued that China’s use of strait baselines
down its eastern coast would not be consistent UNICLOS principles, although Greenfield
disagrees. See Greenfield, pp. 65-72; Hyun-Soo Kiine 1992 Chinese Territorial Sea Law in Light
of the UN Convention,International and Comparative Law Quarted, no. 4 (1994), pp. 894-904.
Similarly, Kim argued that the Chinese insisteriw foreign military ships request permission befor
entering its territorial sea is inconsistent witle right of innocent passage permitted all shipsthis
point Greenfield notes that the Chinese are expbpa loophole in which coastal states can pass law
governing their own territorial seas.

** Downs and Saunders, pp. 133-139.

*1 Avery Goldstein, "China in 1996: Achievement, Agiseness, Anxiety,Asian Surveyg7, no. 1
(1997), pp. 34-35.



94

Jiang Zemin was still consolidating his power armrgports of Deng’s failing health.
To this end, Jiang promoted more generals to shprhis military credentials and
moved more of his Shanghai allies to high levelitpwss. In Japan, newly elected
Prime Minister Hashimoto Ryutaro returned the LDRpower after three years in a
coalition. Given the party’s links with rightistgssure groups and the likelihood of a
general election at some point that year, some dstraiion of Hashimoto’s rightist
credentials was to be expectéd.

The NPC standing committee ratified UNCLOS on Md&y 11996, at which time
China outlined the strait baselines that form tasi$of its territorial se?. It claimed

a continental shelf and EEZ up to 200nm from itsefiaes which were enshrined
into law two years later. China also reaffirmed stsvereignty over the islands
claimed in the 1992 LTC and reaffirmed its positittvat the coastal state could
reserve the right to place limits on the innoceasgage of warships through its
territorial se&’ As China did not explicitly claim the Senkaku/Dyaoislands in its
reaffirmation of the LTC claim, Japan did not psit€hina’s declaration, whereas
the Philippines and Vietnam dif.Japan ratified UNCLOS and announced the
delimitation of its EEZ and continental shelf onndu7 1996. Its declaration is
generally consistent with UNCLOS, except on theterabf dispute resolution, in
which it adopts a median line principle in the avehoverlapping zones if no other
line has been agreed updriThe Chinese protested the declaration on the gsun
that it used the Senkaku/Diaoyu islands as basepdor determining Japan’s

maritime entitlements’

2 For a discussion on this phenomenon see Daikiusttih "The Yasukuni Shrine Dispute and the
Politics of Identity in JapanAsian Survey5, no. 2 (2005), pp. 197-215.

*3"PRC Declaration on Sea Baselines for ParacaidsldPeople’s Daily May 16 1996, pp. 35-36, in
FBIS-CHI-96:096. This declaration also included baselineséRhbracel islands.

54"PRC UNCLOS Ratification Statement,"
www.un.org/Depts/los/convention_agreements/conwantieclarations.htnAccessed 02/01/2007

> "Status of the Convention and Its Implementingefgnents,"
www.un.org/Dept/los/LEGISLATIONANDTREATIES/asia/htrAccessed 14/10/2005.

*5 Government of Japahaw on the Exclusive Economic Zone and the Contém&helf (Law No. 74
of 1996) Japan altered this stance in 2004 following issavery of the Chunxiao project. Japanese
officials now assert that Japan claims an EEZ 20fiom its baselines. Some interpret this as
hardening of Japan’s position. See Reinhard Driftbe Politics of the East China Sea Gas Dispute:
Ongoing Discussion between China and JaparPeace in Northeast Asia: Resolving Japan's
Territorial and Maritime Disputes with China, Koregand the Russian Federatioed. Thomas J.
Schoenbaum (Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar, 2008)5p.

5" Mark J. Valencia, "China's Push for Offshore @ilChance for Joint DealsThe Straits Times
September 25 2004.
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As Japan’s EEZ bill was being considered in thet,iéhon Seinensheonstructed a
lighthouse on Kita Kojima, a small island in thenkaku/Diaoyu islands. On July 18
MFA spokesman Cui Tiankai expressed “grave concewer the construction of the
lighthouse>® Nevertheless, he reiterated China’s pledge to sesklution through
“friendly consultation” and expressed hope thahtsitles would exercise restraint.
This occurred the same day Hashimoto expressedupport for China’s bid for
membership in the World Trade Organisation. Howebdateral relations quickly
deteriorated when Hashimoto visited the Yasukunir@éhon July 29. Concurrently,
Nihon Seinenshapplied to have its lighthouse officially recogrdsand raised a flag
on it. In response to media queries in Hong Komgpadese Foreign Minister lkeda
Yukihiko reasserted Japan’s claim and denied thstence of a dispute based on
Japan’s effective occupation of the islands. Algitouhis was the long standing
Japanese position towards the dispute, it was condé by Beijing. In response
MFA spokesman Shen Guofang drew a link between atigons of Japanese
nationalist groups and the private views of thead@ge government and stated that

China would not compromise on issues of sovereighty

Subsequently, secondary political actors within n@hfurther escalated tensions.
Editorials in state media asserted China’s restwvaefend its territorial integrity and
the PLA held war games simulating amphibious opanaton islands off Liaoning
Province® Nationalist discontent was expressed at rallie$lamg Kong but was
suppressed from public manifestation on the MauhlAihile the Chinese nationalist
work China Can Say N@ublished in the summer of 1996 was not relateth&
Senkaku/Diaoyu islands dispute, the authors quicdigased a sequel in response to
tensions with Japar€hina Can Still Say Nwas released in the fall after the authors
were criticised for being too soft on Japan in ahiginal ®? Despite being suppressed
in the streets, Mainland Chinese nationalism mooeelihe with the emergence of
websites such d3efend Diaoyutaand electronic message boards were covered with

anti-Japanese slogans.

%8 Cui Tiankai quoted in "Spokesman Warns Japan bigithouse on Disputed Island$eople’s
Daily, July 18 1996, p. 1, in FBIS-CHI-96-139.

%9 Cui Tiankai quoted in "Foreign Ministry Spokesniscusses Diaoyutai Issué?eople’s Daily
July 25 1996, pp. 9-10, in FBIS-CHI-96-144.

9 Downs and Saunders, p. 135.

% Ibid., pp. 134-135.

%2 peter Hays Griehina's New Nationalism: Pride, Politics and Diplaay (Berkeley CA:
University of California Press, 2004), p. 123. Trginal was aimed predominantly at the United
States.



96

Nihon Seinenshascalated the dispute further on September 9 wienbers landed
on the islands to repair the lighthouse after &dgm. Tokyo maintained that it did
not condone the group’s actions and maintaineddt ho jurisdiction over what it
maintained was private land. The Chinese Foreigmisity lodged an official
complaint. As the anniversary of the Japanese ionmasf China, September 18,
approached Chinese state-run media continueddokatthe link between Tokyo and
nationalist groups. While the CCP permitted its raed vilify the Japanese action on
the islands, policymakers were pushing for a sofytalthough not too hard so as to
incur accusations of being unpatriotic. Foreign istier Qian Qichen met with lkeda
at the United Nations on September 19 and bothedgtbe dispute should not
overshadow bilateral relations. However, Qian prdsdkeda to strengthen
government control over the nationalist groups, amkile Ikeda agreed the
recognition of the lighthouse would be detrimented, made no promise to remove
it. ® Disaster struck three days later when Chinesevisisti from Hong Kong
attempted to land on the islands. Blocked by theAMfBur protestors jumped into
the water and one, David Chan, drowned. On the afathe funeral, Hashimoto
announced the LDP would support the Japanese ttathre islands. Beijing replied
on October 1 with Li Peng's reiteration of Chingigsition during his National Day
address. A week later Chinese nationalists claimedmall victory when they

successfully landed on the islands and hoisted Gbthese and Taiwanese flags.

The dispute was finally brought to a close aheatth@twenty-fifth anniversary of the
normalisation of relations, which was used as #epgtdo settle the tensions. Deputy
Foreign Minister Tang Jiaxuan travelled to Tokyo Owtober 29 and accepted
Japan’s promise to better manage the bilateralioakhip and matters related to the
islands in the futur&! Japan had announced it would not recognise th¢htigise in
fisheries negotiations with Taiwan on October 3light of these recurring nationalist
incidents over the islands, an elaboration of matiist grievances and policy elites’

management attempts is worthwhile.

3.2.4 The Diaoyu islands in Chinese national ideny
The Chinese claim to the Senkaku/Diaoyu islandeefdete with references to its

history with Japan. The Chinese sense of victinoeaat the hands of ‘Japanese

8 Chung,Domestic Politicsp. 49; Downs and Saunders, pp. 135-136.
% Downs and Saunders, p. 136.
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aggression’ is apparent in its view that the istaskould have been returned to China
along with Taiwan and other Japanese conquesttinaga lost under the Treaty of
Shimonoseki (1895). This was stipulated under thesddm and Cairo Declarations
and China argues that Japan ceded all claims tesldr@ds under the San Francisco
Treaty®® China claims sovereignty over the islands on thsisbof their use as
navigational points by Ming dynasty ships on thateoto the Ryukyu kingdom to
collect tribute®®

Historical feelings of persecution at the handsthef Japanese are evident in the
popular sentiment associated with the Senkaku/Diaisjands dispute. In 1990
Chinese nationalists accused the CCP of trading &¥ana’s territory in exchange
for yen loans. In 1996, the dispute was again linkeith Japan’s Official
Development Assistance (ODA), which is viewed inr@hasde factoproxy for war
reparations from the Sino-Japanese war. Nationglistups also petitioned Jiang
Zemin and the leadership to send warships to thads to destroy the lighthou&e.
Policy elites have also used symbolic dates to pudaie tensions. Chinese state
media used the September 18 anniversary of thendapainvasion of China to
escalate its rhetoric against Japan and Li Pengraged China’s claims in his
National Day address. Simultaneously, it was theeatl of the twenty-fifth
anniversary of diplomatic normalisation that wasdisis a pretext to downplay the
1996 tensions. The CCP has used the history isswsdalate tensions with well
timed accusations of Japanese remilitarisatfo8hortly after news broke of the
lighthouse construction in 1996, in a climate ofatating tensions, Xinhua news
agency editorial accused the Japanese of attempdingover up its war deeds
following changes to captions at the Nagasaki AtoBomb Museum. On its own,
the story is fairly tame; it even concedes that ¢changes were made by “a small
portion of the Japanese peopi&However, in the climate of escalating tensionsrove

% See Suganum&overeign Rights and Territorial Space in Sino-Jese Relationpp. 118-127.

% Ibid., pp. 112-113.

87 Chung,Domestic Politicsp. 49.

® Thomas Berger, "The Construction of Antagonisme History Problem in Japan's Foreign
Relations," inRReinventing the Alliance: US-Japan Security Parsh@y in an Era of Changed. G.
John Ikenberry and Takashi Inoguchi (Basingstr&agrave MacMillan, 2003), pp. 63-88. Indeed,
both sides have used the historical discoursedtitigal gain. See Caroline Rodaterpreting History
in Sino-Japanese Relatiofisondon: Routledge, 1998).

9 Words like ‘aggression’ were replaced with ‘enkdigpower sphere’. See Commentary,
"Commentary Accuses Japan of Historical 'Cover-Upghhua Newsp. 8.
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the islands, the choice to publish it was clearlgdm to appeal to nationalist

sentiment.

A second example reveals the link between histesyas and the disputed islands.
Shortly after the second landing by Japanese radists, in August 1996, thgeijing
Reviewpublished a four page series of articles on th&k&ai/Diaoyu issue. While
the first, ‘Japan Don’'t Do Anything Foolish’ condead the ongoing incident and
reiterated China’s historical claims, the subsetguamticles warned of a rightist
revival in Japan and tied the Senkaku/Diaoyu ianith Japanese denials of its

aggression and the visits to the Yasukuni Shrimshbrt:

Japan’s challenge to China’s sovereignty over tta@y Islands is not accidental but is
an inevitable result of emerging rightist elemeintslapan’s internal political situation
and Japan’s intention to flex its muscle. To ilfagt this recent tendency, many Japanese
have distorted the country’s history, glorified igar of aggression and imbued its
countrymen with a sense of militaristh.

The conflation of the history issue with the debater the Senkaku/Diaoyu islands
attracted expressions of nationalist sentiment. I@oed with the anti-Japanese tone
of post-Tiananmen Square Chinese nationalism, itclsar that the Chinese
Communist Party values the disputed islands as ranJapanese legitimising
symbol’*

Nevertheless, the discussion above revealed seseaahples of elites downplaying
the salience of the islands to prevent escalafitiis was first evident in the 1978
incident when Deng and Kiichi arrived at a tacitlarstanding about the fishing boat
incident. It was further evidenced in 1990 whenjiBgiabsorbed serious damage to
its nationalist credentials to downplay the dispukais is likely due to China’s
diplomatic isolation in the wake of the Tiananmeradgacre in June 1989 and

because Japan was the first country to re-estafhjdbmatic and economic relations.

0 people's Daily Commentator, "Japan: Don't Do AmglFoolish,"Beijing Review9, no. 39
(1996), p. 7. See also Da Jun, "Rightist Revivalapan: Cause for VigilanceBkijing Reviews9, no.
39 (1996), pp. 8-9; "Backgrounder: History Provéadyu Islands Are China's TerritoryBeijing
Review39, no. 39 (1996), p. 10.

" This point is made by Bong, ch. 2 and Blancha@hitia’s Peaceful Rise," pp. 211-236. This anti-
Japanese tone emerged during the ‘patriotic educatampaign which followed Tiananmen Square.
The CCP sought to strengthen its credentials add@fender of the Chinese nation as it moved away
from communist thought as a legitimising mechaniSee Suisheng Zhaé,Nation State by
Construction:Dynamics of Modern Chinese Nationali§8tanford: Stanford University Press, 2004),
ch. 6. Others argue that while this campaign wagdrfrom the state, it is equally important tolisa
that it had a receptive audience in the Chinesplpagho are sympathetic to the national humiliation
discourse. See Zheng Wang, "National Humiliatioistéty Education, and the Politics of Historical
Memory: Patriotic Education Campaign in Chinlmternational Studies Quarterl§2, no. 4 (2008),

pp. 783-806.
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Although policy elites in Beijing were pressured take a hardline stance by

nationalists, they resisted to further improve Siapanese relations.

This was also evident during the 1996 incident. ditesthe strong rhetoric from
Beijing, China took many steps to suppress domestionalist expression. Although
this served the short-term goal of managing terssidrappears it was also part of a
longer-term strategy to curtail rising nationalssintiment, which was increasingly
targeting the legitimacy of the CCP. Ironicallyet@CP was accused of not being
nationalistic enough. One leading activist, Tonggewas flown to central China to
prevent him from organising protests in front ok tdapanese embassy on the
September 18 anniversafyChina Can Still Say Navas banned and website access
and computer networks were restricted or clo§e@his point should not be
overstated however, as in the early stages of ihgutk, in July-August, Chinese
state media was staunchly anti-Japanese. An axitlduly 23 argued that Japan
could not wait for talks on the EEZ delimitatiorsu® and “let right-wingers build a
lighthouse on Diaoyutai thus...encroaching on Chinerstorial sovereignty* The
view that the Japanese government was in leaguetkgt nationalists was pervasive
in the Chinese interpretation of events. The mamage of nationalist sentiment
reveals that Chinese policy elites did not wartieédorced into a narrow list of policy

options that included war or capitulation.

3.2.5 The Senkaku islands in Japanese national icky
Similarly, in Japan the Senkaku islands are linkegquestions about Japan’s post-war

international posture in light of the region’s bistal experience with Japan’s
Imperial military. The Japanese argue that the Semiaoyu islands werterra
nullius when they were discovered in 1895 and thus wetréaken from China under
the Treaty of Shimonoseki, as the Qing governméthietime did not object to their
appropriation by Japafi.Following World War Il they were administered thetUS
until their reversion along with rest of Okinawa 1972. Problematically for the
Chinese claim, a 1950s CCP propaganda article oomdg the American

occupation of Okinawa referred to the Diaoyu iskr@a$ being part of Okinawa,

"2 This argument is made in Downs and Saunders, pp146.
3 Ibid., p. 137; Chundpomestic Politicspp. 49-50.
" Gries,China's New Nationalisnp. 124.

> "Article Urges Watching Japan on Diaoyutai Dispufeople’s Daily July 23 1996, pp. 6-7 in
FBIS-CHI-96-142.

8 Matsui, p. 6; See also Okuhara, pp. 97-106.
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which reinforces the Japanese argument that theypart of Okinawa, rather than

Taiwan as China clain.

The Senkaku/Diaoyu islands dispute needs to beedew the context of Japan’'s
relationship with China, and the latter’s criticsrmf Japan’s wartime atrocities and
its suspicions about Japan’s changing role inrtkermational system. Although many
of the crises outlined above were triggered by papoationalist groups, there is no
doubt that segments of the Japanese governmenmtudntid believe that Japan should
be more assertive towards China. This stems intlrdoom internal Japanese
debates about the nature of Japan’s global roldigint of the constitutional
constraints placed on its foreign and strategidcgolollowing its occupation by
American forces. Japan’s global role has been asing steadily over time, driven
by its economic success is the 1970s and 1980%itPets decade-long recession
and regional dissatisfaction with its responseh® Asian Financial Crisis, Japan
remains a global leader in ODA and a regional leadenstitutions such as the Asia
Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum, ASEAN #Bd the East Asian
Summit’® However, there is a growing belief in Japan thatmilitary activism
should match its economic and institutional rolaghis view Japan should have sent
support troops to the 1991 Gulf War and shouldrrefits constitution to permit Self-
Defense Force (SDF) participation in humanitariparations. Although it dispatched
minesweepers to the Gulf, Japan was still faultedrnationally, and by the United

States in particular, for its ‘check book diploma&y

Few Japanese advocates of a more active interaafpoafile for Japan favour an

overt military role; instead they view increasegalzese activism in the context of
multilateral humanitarian operations that would iatched with Japanese UN
Security Council membershif® This evolution has included an increase in

humanitarian military operations, greater defenceperation with the US, and an

" SuganumaSovereign Rights and Territorial Space in Sino-Jese Relationg. 127. This thesis
does not offer an opinion on the strength of eidmmereignty claim. For an argument that Japarahas
stronger claim see AustiGhina's Ocean Frontierch. 6. For arguments that China has the stronger
claim see Ji, pp. 300-304; Steven Wei Su, "Theifbeial Dispute over the Tiaoyu/Senkaku Islands:
An Update,"Ocean Development and International La&; no. 1 (2005), pp. 45-61.

8 See Reinhard Driftelapan's Foreign Policy for the 21st Century: FrompBomic Superpower to
What Power?2nd ed. (New York: MacMillan Press Ltd., 1998).
¥ Green and Self, pp. 35-58.

8 As Richard Samuels notes, scholarly and governahetmates have been far more complex in their
divisions. For a summary of these debates see Sani8ecuring Japan: The Current Discourse," pp.
125-152.
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expanded mandate for the SDF. Despite this intemaist orientation, Japan’s
strategic shift has been driven largely by develepts in China’s international
posture, not least its growing activism in watemssunding Japaft. Thus, it has also
exacerbated tensions with China, as Beijing decties resurgence of Japanese
‘militarism’. 8 As evidenced by the discussion above, conservatagments of
Japanese society use the Senkaku/Diaoyu islangsitdigs a symbol, along with
other nationalist symbols, to assert their verddapan’s history. Concomitantly,
this has a policy related outcome; the existence @dnstituency that favours a more
assertive Japanese stance towards the disputeyaextdnsion, China. Further, ties
between the LDP and the large, well funded rightgvpressure groups are well
documented and, according to some, are evidentreghrd to the Senkaku/Diaoyu

island dispute as welf

The point is well made by Prime Minister Hashimetwisit to the Yasukuni shrine
on July 29 1996 as tensions were escalating. Detpt relatively moderate rhetoric
that characterised the early stages of the incidémshimoto’s visit to the Yasukuni
shrine caused an eruption of anti-Japanese seritim@hina. This was the first visit
to the shrine by a serving Prime Minister since &ane in 1985. The decision to
visit the shrine at the time reveals how the twsués, the islands and history, are
linked in the nationalist mindset. The increasenationalist group activity after the
visit could be evidence that nationalist groupsrfipteted the visit as tacit support for
their activities. Notably, Hashimoto did not vigihe shrine on August 15 to
commemorate Japanese surrender, which would hawn men as more
controversial, opting instead for his birthd¥yAs 1996 was an election year,
Hashimoto may have been trying to appeal to badkssof the political spectrum,
visiting the shrine to assuage the right, whileidvy the August 15 date to placate
the left. Despite these efforts to downplay thetvbe effect was to escalate the 1996

incident and reinforce the Chinese view that tHands were linked with Japan’s

8 Christopher W. Hughesapan's Re-Emergence as a 'Normal' Military Powatelphi Paper 368/9
(Oxford: The International Institute for Strate@tudies, 2004), p. 45; Samuesgcuring Japarpp.
140-143.

8 Roy, "The Sources and Limits of Sino-Japaneseidrsg pp. 191-214. While China has
traditionally viewed the US-Japan alliance as agssary evil, this is changing to one that is less
sanguine. See Austin and Harris, p. 21; Wu XinBthe'End of the Silver Lining: A Chinese View of
the US-Japanese Alliancé&he Washington Quarter®9, no. 1 (2005-06), pp. 119-130.

8 See Shibuichi, pp. 199-201; Chummpmestic Politicsp. 58.
84" Japan PM Visits Controversial Shrin®&&uters July 30 1996.
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%° These events also reinforced the Chinese percefftiai government-

military pas
sanctioned appeals to nationalism were connectetbkyo’s resolve to assert the
sovereignty over the islands and in turn its “sigyéy and dominance in East

Asia,”86

The Chinese suspicion that Tokyo was in league wighright was not unfounded.
Prime Minister Hashimoto had been chairman of thpadeseAssociation of
Bereaved Families of the War Deaal leading nationalist group and his statement
that the LDP supported Japan’s stance on the Sefib@oyu islands occurred
within a month of Diet elections. The result ofstielection was a dramatic shift to the
right®” A closer analysis of Tokyo’s policy illustratesdaeper level of cooperation.
On the one hand, Tokyo maintained that it did rmotc§on the nationalist activities,
and moreover could take no actions towards pricdieens acting on private land.
Simultaneously, however, it used the MSA to prev@finese protestors from
landing on this ‘private land®® However, this tacit cooperation may not support
Tokyo’s long-run objectives. Some argue that popuokgionalists support Japanese
government policy by maintaining a high level ofiety on the island§® However

if, in Japan’s view, it owns the islands, then @us$i to assert its ownership by private
citizens are unnecessary, particularly given thaatge it does to the Sino-Japanese
relationship™® The effect of this preoccupation with the islars Japan’s posture

towards the wider jurisdictional dispute in the ElEZevisited later in the chapter.

3.2.6 The legal utility of the Senkaku/Diaoyu islads
In light of the discussion above, the material disien of the islands was often

overlooked during this phase of the dispute. Indéleel contested sovereignty over
the Senkaku/Diaoyu islands is related to only pathe larger delimitation dispute in

8 Some argue the brevity of the visit indicates thashimoto did not want to provoke a strong
Chinese reaction. Shibuichi, p. 209.

8 Chien-peng Chung, "The PRC's Changing Moral araliftePerceptions toward Territorial
Disputes,"Issues & Studie86, no. 5 (2000), p. 185.

87 Chung,Domestic Politicsp. 44.

8 Chung, "The Diaoyu/Tiaoyutai/Senkaku Islands Diepup. 161. The Senkaku/Diaoyu islands were
owned the Koga family which purchased them in 18f@r a failed attempt to colonise them.
However, this marked the first time the Japanesemgunent publicly expressed the view that the
islands were private land. For details of the K&agaily see Suganum&overeign Rights and
Territorial Space in Sino-Japanese Relatiops118.

8 Chung, "The Diaoyu/Tiaoyutai/Senkaku Islands Diepupp. 160-161; Chun@omestic Politicsp.
58.
% As Hagstom notes there is little the elected Jagagovernment can do to escalate the dispute other

than drill for oil; it controls the islands and pitently denies the islands are disputed. Hagstrom
"Quiet Power," pp. 159-158.
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the East China Sea. Nevertheless following decdtaraif EEZs there was a greater
interest on the part of policy elites, particularyChina, on the status of the disputed
islands. As noted in chapter one, the delimitatiispute stems from overlapping
claims based on different legal principles. Chinguas that the natural prolongation
of East China Sea’s continental shelf was formedhfisediment from the Yangtze
River, and thus the seabed and subsoil as farea®kmawa Trough should be under
Chinese jurisdiction. Japan claims an EEZ extendnogn its straight baselines,
including those drawn around its offshore islangishsas Okinawa to an unspecified
median line that roughly bisects the East China 8eeaording to Zou Keyuan, this
reflected traditional Japanese attitudes towardsrlapping EEZ claims and was
consistent with the boundary drawn under Japan7§ 1%w on the 200-mile Fishery
Zone™ Chinese leaders do not recognise the Japanesammik because it was
drawn ‘unilaterally’, without consultation with Gfa, which according to one expert

could render the line meaningless for delimitapomposes?

Both delimitation methods are recognised under URGSL although international
legal jurisprudence has increasingly shifted awagmf natural prolongation
arguments in favour of approaches that construoiedian line, which can then be
adjusted to reflect special circumstances or entiénts. It is unknown what impact
this trend will have on the East China Sea disputgever. China maintains that the
International Court of Justice’s (ICJ) 1969 deaisom the North Sea case implies that
the median line approach does not apply to the Ehsta Sed> By embracing the
median line solution, Beijing could surrender tlestern extent of its claim to the
East China Sea; consequently it is likely that iBgijwill continue to dogmatically

adhere to its version of international 1&tv.

1 Zou Keyuan, "China's Exclusive Economic Zone andtental Shelf: Developments, Problems,
and ProspectsMarine Policy25, no. 1 (2001), p. 77.

2 Sun Pyo KimMaritime Delimitation and Interim Arrangements imfth East Asiaed. Vaughn
Lowe, vol. 40, Publications in Ocean Developmeritg Hague: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 2004), p.
27.

% China argues that median lines do not apply wheveatal state faces an island state. Selig S.
Harrison, "Seabed Petroleum in Northeast Asia: {Bxrdr Cooperation?" (paper presented at the
Seabed Petroleum in the East China Sea: Geoldgioapects, Jurisdictional Conflicts and Paths to
Cooperation, Beijing, April 12-13 2005), pp. 6-7.

% Prescott and Schofield, pp. 439-440.
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The sovereignty over the Senkaku/Diaoyu islandsaictg the delimitation of the
southern end of the East China Seadapan requires them to be considered ‘islands’
under the terms of UNCLOS because this would entfik islands to an EEZ and
continental shelf claim, as opposed to rocks whack entitled only to a 12nm
territorial sea’® Japan thus uses them as basepoints in its EEm.ElaChina
meanwhile argues that the islands are merely rdblk$ are not entitled to a
continental shelf or an EEZ claim. Thus, contrdrg tdeational assessments of the
dispute, the value of the islands to both partseesnore than simply symbolic; the
islands are valuable because they generate claimpsténtially resource rich ocean
space’® The following section details the third phasetsf East China Sea dispute in
light of a growing recognition by policymakers, feularly in China, of the material
aspects of the East China Sea dispute. Interegtisgcondary political actors also
became aware of these issues. Unsurprisingly,iseeof the material dimension of
the dispute reduced policy elites’ interest in ngan@ nationalist outbursts related to
ECS jurisdictional claims.

3.3 The East China Sea phase: From islands to marit ime

zones

Many analysts argue that following the 1996 inctd@imkyo and Beijing have
become less beholden to nationalist constituengiesording to Chung, these efforts
are

indisputable evidence that all three governmentsljyding Taipei] were engaging in
tacit communication and behaviorable convergendh wme another, to signal the fact
that they were trying their utmost to play dowmat suppress, the entire controversy by
doing nothing to encourage and everything to rastieeir domestic nationalist forces;
and that they expected this goodwill to be recipted by the opposing governmetits.

This is demonstrated by the fact that repeatedinigndttempts by protestors in the
latter half of the 1990s did not result in sigréfit political crises® Continued

landing attempts indicate that the significancetltd dispute had not waned for

% Mark J. Valencia, "Troubled Watersrar Eastern Economic Reviel89, no. 13 (1988), p. 29.

% On the status of rocks versus islands in the Lath®Sea, see Jonathan |. Charney, "Rocks That
Cannot Sustain Human Habitatiofe American Journal of International L&8@, no. 4 (1999), pp.
863-878.

7 According to Selig Harrison, the Okinawa Trougtrksahe limit of Japan’s continental shelf claim,
and thus sovereignty over the Senkaku/Diaoyu islatidws Japan to “jump” the Trough and claim
EEZ jurisdiction into the East China Sea up talgslared median line with China. See Harrison,
"Seabed Petroleum in Northeast Asia," p. 8.

% The resource value of the East China Sea wil