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When the Cold War Was Over

MOGAMI Toshiki

With the end of the Cold War, a strangely
simplistic or optimistic view of peace seems to
have prevailed in the world, if ephemeral in
retrospect. It was the view that peace was now
simpler and easier: simpler in the sense that
peace meant the absence of war or the effective
suppression of aggression and the like, and
easier in the sense that, now that an
accommodation between the U.S. and the then
U.S.S.R. was possible, aggressions could be
calmed down without much difficulty.

The view was strangely simplistic partly
because the complexity of the notion of peace
had already been elucidated, particularly with
the development of the concept of positive
peace, so that it was understood to extend

beyond the absence of war. Even if it was to be
understood in terms of armed conflict alone, it
was not unforeseeable that forthcoming
conflicts would be smaller in scale and more -
complex in nature, typified by ethnic and/or
civil strife.

And the view was strangely optimistic
because a U.S.-U.S.S.R. accommodation could
only ever be one of the necessary conditions
which had to be supplemented by many other
factors, such as the willingness of a certain
number of states to sacrifice the lives of their
nationals in case the suppression of an
aggression was to be carried out. Moreover,
their "agreement” was far from guaranteed;
worse still, the implicit presupposition that the




U.S. as the predominant world power would
always take the lead in organizing an attempt
to suppress aggression, to which the U.S.5.R.
was to be invited to agree, was in no way
well-founded, either.

Despite this blend of simplicity and
optimism, the view was factually endorsed by
an exceptionally rare event: the 1991 Gulf War.
It originated from a classical war of aggression,
was able to mobilize the armed forces of twenty
some countries with the legitimation by the
U.N. Security Council, and succeeded to obtain
the support of the U.S.S.R. But the short
history since then illustrates well that this war
was the offspring of a rare convergence of
exceptional conditions, soon to be outflanked by
a more complex and difficult reality.

Now the complexity, and difficulty for that
matter, of peace reveals itself in another aspect.
That is to say. a new assertion has emerged to
the effect that peace means not simply to
abstain from the use of force but, on the

contrary, to employ the use of force for the most

essential purposes such as humanitarian
assistance.

Although the notion of humanitarian
intervention may be historically dubious,

reminding us of the Nazi intimidation of

Czechoslovakia before its annexation of
Sudetenland or the U.S. military invasion into
Grenada, it can force pacifism to face a serious
question as a matter of principle. It is the
question which asks whether you can abandon
those innocent people when they are being
brutally killed or about to be killed. The
question is of such a nature that anyone
serious about and committed to peace cannot
say yes to it: it forestalls any exit from the
beginning.

If you cannot say yes to that question. then
will you be obliged to intervene militarily
exactly because you are committed to peace?
But those committed to peace cannot be that
relaxed in handling the issue. And they do not
have to, either. But the gquestion remains: if

you cannot abandon those innocent victims yet
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hesitate to protect and save them with armed
forces, then what are the alternatives at your
disposal in emergent situations? This is no
simple question and no easy answer for it is at
hand.

This is exactly where peace researchers
have to hang in. Their task is to search for a
solution that is both workable and principled,
or both practical and restrained. If you cannot
abandon innocent victims, you have to do
something to help or save them, but it does not
necessarily mean that you have to resort to
force. And the vocation of peace researchers is,
it seems to me, to endeavour to find workable
and practical solutions without depending on
force too easily, even if strictly conditioned use
of force may be reserved as the ultima ratio.

Thoughts on peace can vary according to
time, though there can be some unalterable
cores. There are times when the respect of
absolute pacifism matters most. And there are
times when one is compelled to be content with
relative pacifism, doing all that one can to
realize it, resisting the temptation to rely on
violence too easily, but waiting for the
opportunity to retrieve the moment for more
ambitious pacifism. Our time, in which peace
has become more complex, seems to belong to
the latter category. Advocating pure and
absolute pacifism does not solve all the

problems of the time, yet practical
problem-solving, though badly needed, should
that

unalterable core principles of peace may be

not be overextended so even the
sacrificed. The question is how: how; for
instance, should we respond to the voices of the
anguished? Difficult as it is, this is also a
challenging opportunity for human history.
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| Self-determination,
Human Rights and Cosmopolitanism in the 1990s

Jean-Marc COICAUD

The 1990s have seen the development of a
problematic relationship among
self-determination, @ human rights and
democratization at the international level,
especially in the context of the involvement of
the United Nations in the Balkans. The
présent article intends to demonstrate this
problem by touching upon three main points.

Firstly, the article examines briefly the
major principles that structure international
law and the international system—major
principles, of which self-determination and
human rights are two, that the United Nations
has to express and implement, making these
principles in themselves crucial tools for
international democratization.

‘Secondly, it examines how the prevalence
of considerations of self-determination has
been rather problematic in the 1990s vis-a-vis
human rights and democratization. The article

analyzes how an ethnic interpretation of -

self-determination by local actors in the
Balkans and its reluctant endorsement by the
United Nations led to very ambiguous
outcomes for human rights and minority rights
and ultimately, for democratization in the
region.

Thirdly and finally, the article explores
some of the general lessons to be drawn from
the recent conflicts in the Balkans.
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I. The Major Principles of the International-

System and the United Nations’ Role in

International Democratic Culture
Certain major principles constitute the

fundamentals, and structural standards, of

international law. They establish the overall
legitimacy of the international system, both in
terms of values and in terms of modalities for
action. They also spell out for state actors the
main rules of the game of international life.
These include: the
sovereign states; the
self-determination of peoples; a prohibition on
the threat or use of force; the peaceful
settlement of disputes; non-intervention in the
internal or external affairs of other states;
respect for human rights;
cooperation; and good faith.

major principles

equality of

international

Although each of these principles is
essential for the global equilibrium of
international law and of the international
system, they make little sense when taken
separately. When it comes to understanding
international law systemically, and the role
these principles play in international law and
international affairs, they have to be
approached holistically and in relation to one
another. '

Once these principles are analyzed as a
whole, it is quickly apparent that there are
relations of both compatibility and competition
among them. The juxtaposition of the sense of
compatibility and competition echoes the
various and evolving demands that the
international system as regulated by




international law is asked to recognize and
cater for.

An example of the compatibility among
these
between the respect for human rights and for

principles is the complementarity
self-determination for peoples. Both deal with
people’s rights. On the other hand, more and
more people recognize the growing competition
or problematic coherence between the respect
for human rights and for national sovereignty,
between the respect for human rights and for
non-intervention in the internal affairs of
states. As it happens, this competition between
human rights and national sovereignty is a
rather new phenomenon, one that has emerged
rather recently and deepened in the past
decade or so.

The relationships of compatibility and
principles  of

competition among  the

international law are by no means fixed forever.

The products of an historical and political

evolution, they evolve with the changes

affecting the structuring and validating
parameters of the international system itself,
in turn exercising their own influence on the
identity of the international system and
international law. In the end, the more or less
explicit and entrenched hierarchy that emerges
from the compatibility-competition

relationships among the principles of
international law tends to indicate the evolving
priorities of the international system, and of
the institutions meant to be its expression and
its tool of implementation, primary among
them the United Nations itself.

It is in this context that,
beginning of the 1990s, the United Nations has

tended to give more importance to principles

since the

that focus on democratic culture, that are part
of a commitment to democratization. In doing
so, the United Nations is echoing the historical
trend towards a growing democratization of
international society, as well as being an actor
in that trend. This trend is illustrated by the
emergence of new actors from civil society, such

as NGOs, and the increasing role played

recently by public opinion and the media.
Hence the fact that the principles of
respect for human rights and for
self-determination have come to be—directly or
indirectly, explicitly or implicitly—part of the
agenda of the United Nations during the 1990s.
However, because it has had to address the
issues of human rights and self-determination
in an environment where ethnicity is politically
loaded, the United Nations has not been
especially able to produce a satisfactory record
on these issues. There is no better illustration
of this situation than the United Nations’

involvement in the Balkans.

II. Self-determination, Human Rights and
Democratization in the Balkans in the 1990s:
the Burden of Cosmopolitanism

From the historical standpoint, the
self-determination was first
proclaimed towards the end of World War I by
the Soviet Union and the American President
Woodrow Wilson,

between the Soviet and American versions.

principle of

with notable differences

Initially, it was intended that the principle
would apply both to nationalities in Europe
(chiefly those under the Austro-Hungarian
monarchy) and to colonized peoples. However,
in the period between the two world wars, the
principle was largely implemented in
Europe—mostly in the Balkans and Central
Europe—whereas the staunch opposition of
colonial powers prevented its application to
colonies. It was only after World War II that
self-determination acquired greater normative
value worldwide. It became the prime tool of
access to independence for many regions that
had until then remained under the grip of
imperial powers, primarily in Southeast Asia
and in Africa.

When it comes to the substance of the
principle of self-determination, by and large it
has been understood to apply to three main
categories of people: those under colonial, alien,
domination.

or racist Consequently,

self-determination amounts to the right of an



ethnic, racial, or religious segment of the

. population in a sovereign country not to be

oppressed by a discriminatory government. In
other words, it encompasses—and the point is
essential to this discussion—the principle of
equality before the law and the enjoyment of
human rights and fundamental freedoms for

- gll, without distinction as to race, language, or

religion. By the same token, when these rights
are not respected, self-determination becomes,.
then, the right of a people or a group to choose
freely, to choose for themselves a form of

" political organization and their relation to

other groups. The choice may be independence
as a state, association with other groups in a
federal state, or autonomy or assimilation in a
unitary, non-federal state.

The goal of self-determination is the
establishment of a polity as inclusive, as able to
integrate and balance what have emerged in
20%h century practice to be the two major
components of self-determination: the state
dimension (a that is
non-particularistic and protective of every
individual) and the dimension of communal life
(the cultivation of a sense of togetherness, of a
tight-knit community based on homogeneity of
culture, religion, language, or ethnicity). On
this balanced integration rest the rights of all
individuals; in this way the rights of minorities
come to be recognized and respected in the
political communities that emerge out of a call
for self-determination. ‘

It happens, unfortunately, that
self-determination was realized in the 1990s in
the context of the dissolution of the former
Yugoslavia, taking place against the search for
such a balance. Self-determination unleashed
xenophobic forces and led to what has been
coined “postmodern tribalism.”

rule of law

Self-determination
Nationalism

The actors at war on the ground in the
Balkans in the 1990s made use of
self*determination almost exclusively along

Hijacked by Ethnic

ethnic lines. Not only did they call upon ethnic
self-determination to justify their struggle, but
they also more or less explicitly aimed to
establish new national entities based on the
exclusion of other ethnicities. As a result,
self-determination was arguably hijacked by
ethnic nationalism. .

The local political leaders—including the
Serb leaders of Serbia, Croatia and Bosnia, but
also the Croat leaders of Croatia (especially
Franjo Tudjman) and Bosnia, the Muslim
leaders of Bosnia and later the leaders of the
Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) as well—as
soon as it appeared that conflict was going to
unfold, envisioned the creation of states that
were more or less ethnically pure. Although in
competition with each other, they all used
self-determination as a political resource to
advance this goal.

It is not, to be sure, politically correct to
make such a statement, especially since the
international community and the United
Nations generally supported Croatia and
Bosnia. This is even more the case since both
Croatia and Bosnia gave the international
community various guarantees concerning the
respect of individual rights and minority rights,
at the time of the drafting of the Croatian
Constitution and the Dayton
respectively. However, the chain of events in
Croatia, Bosnia, and Kosovo tends to indicate
that most of the
multi-ethnicity were largely formal rather than
real, largely made to generate the extension of
international solidarity and garner the support
of the international community.

In Croatia, the Croats used the military
offensive of July 1995 to clear Krajina of as
many Serbs as possible. In addition, although

accords,

commitments to

the rights of the Serb minority are supposed to
be taken care of in the new Constitution, the
facts have demonstrated very little desire to
ensure these rights. In Bosnia, the picture is a
bit better, in the sense that technically the
Bosnian State is a multiethnic state, with
political mechanisms meant to ensure a




relative equality of access to power and
guarantee the rights of minorities. In reality,
however, there is little cooperation between
Serbs and Muslims at the political level, and
multi-ethnicity is largely a fiction since the two
opposing
integrated. Such lack of integration is as much
the will of the Bosnian majority as of the Serb
minority of Bosnia. In Kosovo, finally, the
prospects of a cohabitation between the Serbs

communities are certainly not

and the Kosovars are also extremely unlikely.
In other words, while calling upon the

the Western

democratic powers for the support of their

cosmopolitanism  of major
causes, local leaders of Croatia and Bosnia
have mainly been in the business of ethnic
nationalism, of putting together policies very
different from the goals of democratic politics.
For all sides in the war, the political objectives
had little to do with the goal of constructing, by
“elective nationalism,” a nation driven by
pluralism and respect of minorities to which
the United Nations was committed by its
mandate.

The United Nations’ Reluctant Endorsement of
the Ethnic Use of Self-determination

It would not be fair to the United Nations
to say that it encouraged such tendencies or
the establishment of discriminatory policies on
the ground. In fact, if the United Nations went
along, Nothing
illustrates this reluctance better than the fact
that the official United Nations documents of
the time, during the years 1992-1994, hardly
mention the term “self-determination.”

The members of the Security Council
certainly had the issue of self-determination in
the back of their mind when they were

it was only reluctantly.

addressing the Balkan problems. They knew
that it was part of the background of the region,
as well as one of the key elements of the
unfolding crisis. However, the Security Council
would not refer explicitly in their statements to
the term “self-determination” because somehow,
on the ground, the actors in the struggle had
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conflated with self-determination an ethnic
interpretation that did not correspond to a
balanced and democratic use of the principle.

It is in the context of this reluctance by the
United Nations that one has to understand the
insistence of the United Nations, after the
recommendations of the Badinter Commission
in 1992, on having the Croatian Constitution
make special provisions for the rights of
minorities. And indeed, it is only due to such
insistence that Franjo Tudjman inserted
provisions for rights into the
Constitution. Likewise, all the various plans
that the United Nations had for Bosnia made a
point of envisioning a multi-ethnic state, in
terms of power-sharing and the rights of
citizens and minorities. These provisions
echoed the refusal to endorse the idea of the
partition of Bosnia along ethnic lines.

The unwillingness of the United Nations to
have ethnic nationalism hijacking the principle

minority

of self-determination remains, though. only one
part of the story of the UN’s involvement in the
democratization process of the Balkans in the
1990s. In spite of its resistance to the
appropriation of the principle of
self-determination by ethnic nationalists, the
United Nations endorsed it de facto.

The UN endorsed it when it decided to go
along with the official recognition of Bosnia,
following the declaration of independence of
Slovenia and Croatia. Whether we like it or not,
the recognition of Bosnia was clearly an
initiative that somehow formalized the growing
divide between the Serbs and the Bosnians and
the idea that, ultimately, some separation
would have to be established along ethnic lines.
The United Nations also endorsed the de facto
hijacking of self-determination by ethnic
nationalism when it went on elaborating plans
of repartition and distribution of lands in
Bosnia, more or less along ethnic lines. Even if
some form of loose federation was envisioned in
these plans, their main outcome was ethnic
separation. Finally, once the war had stopped,
the United Nations, in the midst of the



reconstruction of Croatia and Bosnia, has not
been assertive enough in making a priority of
ensuring the protection of
minorities—specifically the Serb minority—in
Croatia, nor in assisting the ethnic integration
of Bosnia. -

As a result, one cannot say that the United
Nations’ policies in the Balkans, even if they
were largely policies taken reluctantly and

. under the pressure of the contingencies, have
. truly favored the development of a democratic

culture or the process of democratization.
Although the situation is likely to improve in
Croatia under the new political direction.
minority rights are still hardly respected. In
Bosnia, ethnic separation is a fact of daily life,
and we have all read recently what is
happening to international aid to Bosnia. Due
to widespread corruption, a very notable
percentage of international aid is being
siphoned off and used in illegitimate ways. It is
still too early to give a prognosis for Kosovo.
but there are few reasons apparent to be
greatly optimistic.

Such outcomes—which are, unfortunately,
nothing since too often, newly
independent countries have followed
undemocratic paths—are certainly not very
encouraging for the international community.

Although it is no excuse, one has to admit
that, once the conflict began, the United
Nations had very few good options to choose
from. Once the war broke out, was it possible
for the United Nations to look for a solution in
Croatia and Bosnia along any other lines than
those defined by the local actors on the ground?
Was it possible to try to stop human rights
violations other than by trying to work out a
pragmatic political solution, however imperfect

new,

and contrary to the democratic culture of
pluralism? The answer is “probably not.” Once
the stage set for the unfolding drama, the
United Nations had to try to work out a
solution that was inevitably imperfect. Once

the violence had gone too far in the Balkans,.

reconciliation, accommodation and the

possibility of real ethnic integration probably
receded from the reach of the international
community.

In a way, the United Nations sacrificed its
commitment to democratization in the short
run for the sake of peace. It is a sacrifice that is
certainly not easy for the international
community to make, as its handling of Kosovo
once again shows. The reluctance of the
international community to grant Kosovo the
prospect of independence, and the efforts of the
United Nations’ mission in Kosovo to ensure
the protection of the rights of the Serb minority,
are a testament to this.

III. The United Nations and the Prospects for
Democratization in Situations of Ethnic
Conflict

Three lessons can be drawn from the
Balkan and the United Nations’
involvement in the efforts for peace and

crisis
democratization in the region.

Majority versus Minority

The first lesson has to do with the fact that
it is very difficult to have the principle of
self-determination the purpose of
democratization when, in an ethnic conflict,
there is one ethnic majority opposing another
ethnic minority and unwilling to respect its
rights. In this situation, chances are that the
ethnic majority will be tempted to build the
country to its own benefit, even if it means
forcing out the ethnic minority The
“face-to-face” confrontation between a majority
and a minority in an ethnic conflict is not
conducive to democratization. On the other

serve

hand, when there are several minorities
fighting, it seems easier for them to reach
accommodation. Accommodation and thus
institutionalized pluralism and respect of
minority rights are required for the country to
exist. The option of driving out the unwanted
minority does not exist. The country can only
be and survive by accommodating all the

minorities.




As such, the confrontation of several
minorities is an interesting version of the
Rawlsian notion of the “veil of ignorance™ since
vulnerability is an experience shared by all
_minorities, it is better to ensure and
accommodate the rights of all minorities. The
philosophy that presided over the multi-ethnic
and multi-religious arrangements in Malaysia
is an example of this. To put forward this
argument is not to forget that the multi-ethnic
policies engineered by the use of the principle
of self-determination in the context of
decolonization often failed. The
unraveling of a number of African societies

have

should suffice to convince us of the contrary.
But the fact 1is that the
self-determination in single majority/single

use of

minority situations presents difficulties that
the Balkan story tells us not to overlook. Such
an ethnic confrontation in the Balkans made
the majority, here and there, think that it could
construct a country entirely without the
minority—hence the development of a
non-accommodating course of action, which led
the United Nations to go along with policies
democratic

and actions contrary to its

commitment.

Extending International Solidarity

The second lesson has to do with the price
that major Western democratic powers are
willing to pay for the extension of international
solidarity, and of democratic culture to areas in
conflict.

In Bosnia, as more recently in Kosovo, the
United
Nations have been much criticized for not

international community and the

adopting bolder policies in the defense of
.human rights. The international community

gave the impression that it was more
concerned with the safety of its personnel than
with that of the local populations exposed to
human rights violations. On the other hand, in
view of the evolution of the political situation in
Croatia, Bosnia and now Kosovo, including the

poor results achieved on the ground in terms of
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multi-ethnicity and democratization, one comes
to wonder if such concerns were not, after all,
quite well founded—if such concerns for the
lives of soldiers were not indeed justified.

To risk soldiers’ lives is more and more
difficult to justify at the domestic level. Fewer
and fewer people are willing to risk their life
for patriotic reasons. It is therefore- natural
that such risk appears more problematic at the
international level. What makes this risk
worthwhile is that it ensures that international
despite the possibility of
casualties, will have a salutary effect on the
region. However, if international involvement

involvement,

means, as seems to be increasingly the case in
the Balkans, paving the way for anti-pluralistic
policies and corruption, it becomes difficult to
justify casualties. More generally, if local actors
call upon cosmopolitan sentiments to trigger
international solidarity and intervention, but
this ends up contributing to the establishment
of undemocratic polities. let alone hardly viable
polities, the soundness of such involvement
becomes highly questionable.

On Victimization and Responsibility

Finally, there is the issue of victimization
The ability of the
of the United
Nations, to extend international solidarity and

and responsibility.
international community,
to contribute to the democratization of areas in
trouble is largely based upon the production of
results. It remains the salient point that it is
not exclusively up to the international
community, to the United Nations, to ensure
the realization of these results. It is also the
responsibility of the local actors. One could
even argue that, in the end, it is primarily the
responsibility of local actors. International
actors can help. But they can do so only as far
as the people fighting on the ground are willing
to break away from the cycles of hatred and
terror.

At some point, when war has stopped, one
really has to find the means to bring about a
lasting peace. One has to stop using past fears



and crimes as ways to justify the continuation
of violence. While it is true that objective
conditions can be constraining and make it
difficult for individuals to change, it is also true
that objective conditions are created by
individuals. When faced with what the future
is likely to bring to their life, people have to
decide what they want to be. This is part of
their responsibility as human beings. As such,
the victims of yesterday cannot expect to be
viewed as victims forever, especially when they
themselves, once in charge, appear to behave
with the ruthlessness of their enemies.

Jean'Marc COICAUD is Senior Academic
Officer in the Peace and Governance
Programme at the United Nations University
(Tokyo). He also teaches social and political
philosophy at the New School for Social °
Research (New York). His publications include
Legitimacy and. Politics: A Contribution to the
Study of Political Law and Responsibility
(Paris: PUF, 1997). This book will be published
in 2000-in English by Cambridge University
Press, and in Japanese by Fujiwara Shoten.
He is also a co-editor, with Veijo Heiskanen, of
The Legitimacy of International Organizations
(forthcoming, UNU Press, 2000).

Legacy of the Cold War ?:
US-Japan Military R & D Collaboration and Regional Securlty

IKEGAMI Masako

Introduction

Technology is a major factor connecting
economic, political and security dynamics.
Military technology is assumed to be a critical

concern for national security. Military research

and development (R&D) requires large scale
resource mobilization, a well advanced
technological basis and industrial
infrastructure. During the Cold War, world
military expenditure increased constantly, and
a number of advanced weapons systems were
developed, produced and transferred. Although
these Cold War-dynamics caused excessive
arms stocks and an overcapacity of arms
production, it was sustained by each state’s
expenditure, funded by tax money. It was the
Cold War ideology that politically legitimatized
such  economically inefficient arsenals
worldwide. However, with the end of the Cold
War, this ideology lost its legitimacy, and the
global arms market is shrinking. Against such

financial constraints, international arms

development and production are gradually.

becoming more like usual economic practices

that include cost-performance, transnational
mergers and acquisition (M&A) among arms
industry which, for instance, became prevalent
in Europe in the 1980s, and international
collaboration in military R&D.

In the post-Cold War armaments dynamics,
Japanese technology, particularly its advanced
dual-use (applicable for both military and
civilian use) technology, is becoming significant,
albeit implicitly, through its collaboration with
the United States in military R&D. It is
noteworthy that post-Cold War armaments
dynamics show a tendency toward
globalization and “deregulation”, which
diminishes the state’s capacity to control. This
seems to be a common political and economic
background of the 1997 Asian economic crisis.
A consequence of this trend is a threat to
international disarmament and arms control.
Despite the fact that the military R&D
dynamics shows a new tendency toward
“internationalization” and “commercialization”
after the Cold War, this does not necessarily

lead to the immediate formulation of a




post-Cold War security framework in Asia.
Northeast Asia still lives in the Cold War
framework, albeit gradually transforming, like
the "Korean Cold War". The US presence in
Asia is- still strongly supported as a vital
security guarantor by most of the countries in
the region. This is an interesting contrast with
Europe where inter-European collaboration of
military R&D promotes
European defence industry and strengthening

restructuring  of

of European regional security entities such as
the WEU (West European Union) and the
Western European Armaments Group (WEAQ),
and vice-a-versa. This article will try to explore
why this new tendency does not bring about
post-Cold War but
paradoxically strengthening the existing Cold
War framework. The article will focus on the
US-Japan collaboration in military R&D which
has been strengthened since the early 1980s,
and examine its political and strategic impacts

security dynamics,

on East Asian regional security.

New Trends of Military R&D in the Post-Cold
- War Era

Since the end of the Cold War, world
military expenditure declined significantly,
particularly among the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) and former Warsaw
Treaty Organization (WTO) member states.
While arms acquisition was immediately
influenced by a drastic change of threat
perception after the end of the Cold War,
military R&D expenditure was reduced less
immediately, or in some cases increased at the
time of security uncertainties. In the longer
term, however, the post-Cold War reduction of
global military R&D expenditure became clear.
In the past 10 years, global military R&D
expenditure fell to about $60 billion (in 1995
US dollars), of which $38 billion is accounted
for by the United States, $49 billion by NATO,
and $53 bilion by the Organization of
Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD) countries (SIPRI Yearbook 1999: 351).
With the military

decrease in global
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expenditure and the arms trade, military R&D
programs are subject to more strict
re-evaluation and selection, rationalization,
and scaling-down. In the post-Cold War era,
efforts for military R&D steadily continue, but
in a more selective and financially constrained
way. New trends in military R&D have become
explicit since the 1980s, particularly in the
post-Cold War era.

One is ‘"internationalization of military
R&D collaboration". International collaboration
per se is not a new phenomenon. For instance,
there were a number of collaboration efforts
among NATO member states (USA. UK.
Germany, etc.) since the 1950s, which were
often motivated by the United States' desire to
influence and control European military R&D.
But since the 1980s, and particularly after the
Cold War, even the United States is compelled
to find a foreign partner to maintain
large-scale military R&D projects, due to the
significant reduction of post-Cold War military
expenditures. In a word, if international
collaboration was one of many choices during
the Cold War, it has become an imperative with
the end of the latter, virtually without any
This trend is called
"internationalization of military R&D" in this
article.

alternative.

Another trend is “commercialization of
military R&D”, which means that civilian
dual-use technology is increasingly utilized in
weapons development and production as an
important technological base, and for cost
savings in the post-Cold War era. In the
cost-saving efforts under the significant
military expenditures, an
increasing number of commercially developed
and produced components and sub-systems are

cutbacks in

incorporated into weapon systems, replacing
very ‘ are
developed and produced exclusively for military
use according to the “mil-spec” (military
specification) standard. In efforts to integrate
civil-military technology, the US Department of
Defence (DoD) has begun to eliminate the use

expensive components which



of many military specifications and standards,
facilitate commercial procurement, and even
adopt commercial specifications and standards.
Behind this is the rapid improvemex}t of the
quality of civilian technology and products. The
quality of commercial technology is highly
scrutinized through the development of a large
number of products. Qualitative reliability is
thereby improved, sometimes even more than
for military systems which undergo a limited
number of tests. Thus, not only for the quality
of weapon systems but also for cost-saving,
dual-use civilian technology has become a key
element of military R&D. These new trends are
the enhancing US-Japan
collaboration for military technology.

major factors

US-Japan Military R&D Collaboration and
TMD Issue

Given the “internationalization” and
“commercialization” of military R&D as its
background. the United States took the
initiative to strengthen military R&D
collaboration with Japan from the early 1980s.
The first US-Japan cooperation in military
R&D involved joint research as part of the SDI
program. Responding to then US Defence
Secretary Weinb'erger’é invitation addressed to
the US allies in 1985 to engage in SDI research
cooperation, the Japanese defence industry
joined an architecture study for SDI based on
the government-to-government Memorandum
of Understanding (MOU) which Japan and the
United States signed in 1987. The cooperative
project was a feasibility study (basic research)
called the Western Pacific Missile Defence
Architecture (WESTPAC) with relatively
small-scale funding from the DoD. The
US-Japan SDI research collaboration was
concluded in 1993, when the SDI itself was
abandoned. The second collaborative case is the
FS-X co-development program. The Fighter
Support Experimental Aircraft (FS-X) is a new
Japanese fighter-support experimental aircraft
that is to replace the obsolete F-1 support

aircraft. The FS-X development project
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commenced in 1988 and became the first
co-development project between Japan and the
United States. Although the project suffered
from intense political-economic controversy
between the two countries at the end of 1980s,
the first prototype (now renamed the F-2) was
delivered to the Japanese Air Self-Defence
Forces for flight-testing in 1995.

In spite of the bitter experience of the FS-X
controversy, the two governments are now
collaborating for technological research on the
Theater Missile Defense (TMD) system. TMD
is a kind of “mini SDI” to counter missile
attacks in local/regional conflicts, adapting to
the new post-Cold War milieu. In 1993, top US
officials visited Japan and asked Japan to
cooperate in developing the TMD system.
Shortly before this, the US-Japan joint
research program (WESTPAC) proposed that

‘the United States and Japan should develop

and deploy the missile defence system against
missile threats from Russia, China, and North
Korea. Japan agreed to set up a Japan-US joint
working group to study the feasibility of TMD
within the framework of the US-Japan security
treaty. After the North Korean three-stage
rocket (Zkepo-dong-1) launch over the Sea of
Japan in August 1998 shocked the Japanese,
the Japan Defence Agency (JDA) requested $8
million for FY 1999 and 20-30 billion yen over
the next five years for R&D on missile defence
(SIPRI Yearbook 1999: 363), as well as the
reconnaissance satellite program which is
expected to cost at least $1.3 billion (Military
Balance 1999-2000: 174).

Technical feasibility and validity of TMD,
particularly high-tier systems such as THAAD
and Navy Theater Wide are not yet certain.
According to studies by T. Postol et a/, MIT,
development and deployment of TMD demand
huge R&D funds and present technical
difficulties, while it is technically easy and
financially cheap for opponents to counter and
neutralize TMD by way of
countermeasures and

systems
such as
submunitions. Thus the problem for Japan is

decoys




that, despite the fact that TMD does not
provide perfect or credible protection against
ballistic missile attack because of its technical
shortcomings, TMD deployment would provoke
potential strengthen their
offensive nuclear forces to maintain the
credibility of their nuclear deterrence. China,
for example, has criticized TMD, saying that it
violates the 1972 ABM Treaty, and suggests
that it will counter TMD deployment by
strengthening its offensive nuclear capability.
Therefore, Japan may risk its long-term
security because of TMD deployment, which
itself does not promise a perfect shield.

opponents to

US-Japan collaboration for TMD also contains
a significant discrepancy of perspective. For the
United States, TMD is ultimately a method for
protecting US overseas troops against ‘rogue
states’ such as those in the Middle East. In this
sense, TMD is a matter of global military
intervention for the United States. On the .
other hand. for Japan and possibly South
Korea (and even Taiwan which is enthusiastic
about TMD deployment as a shield against
China's missile blackmail), it is a matter of
homeland defence. This discrepancy concerning
the of TMD should
underestimated.

needs not be

Deregulation of Japanese Military-applicable
Technology?

So
production is considerably constrained owing to
the ‘Three Principles on Arms Export’ and the
government’s policy guidelines of 1976 on arms

far, the 'scale of Japanese arms

control, which prohibits arms exports, defence
co-production, and co-development with foreign
partners except with the United States. The
scale of defence production in Japan is
therefore relatively small: in FY 1997 the ratio
-of total defence production to total industrial
production by value was 0.57 percent (Boer
Hakusho [Defence of Japan]l 1999 3892).
However, US-Japan collaboration for military
technology may transform this industrial
feature of Japan. One significant consequent

12

that may follow the
technology

US-Japan military
collaboration is possible
deregulation of Japan’s ban on arms exports,
since US policy-makers increasingly realize
that Japan's arms export regulation is a major
barrier to further US-Japanese military
technology collaboration.

If the situation proceeds as intended by US
and Japanese decision-makers, this would be
counter-productive for the long-term efforts in
international arms control and disarmament.
Japan has already made a partial deregulation
of the three principles of arms export control in
the 1983 MOU for military technology transfer
from Japan to the United States as an
‘exception’. When US policy-makers understood
that the 1983 MOU framework was not
sufficient for further military technology
collaboration, the two governments started
discussing partial deregulation of Japan’s arms
export control, so that American weapons
with Japanese
sub-systems can be exported to third countries.
US policy'makers expect that dJapanese
companies have more incentives for military
technology collaboration in the profits from
arms exports even to Japanese defence
companies. At the same time, they expect that

systems incorporated

this revision of the Japanese arms export
control guidelines would lessen the possibilities
for Japanese companies to refuse to license
their technologies (both defence and dual-use)
to US defencerelated companies. This has
been so far justified by strict interpretation of
the three principles of arms control. Although
Japan's maintenance of the three principles of
arms export is basically in line with US
interests, they would like the Japanese
government to be more flexible in interpreting
the three principles in favour of US interests.
The implications of this change may be
significant not only for the US-Japan security
relationship but also for regional and
international security. Although the three
principles of arms export are policy guidelines
for the Japanese government and are not



legally binding, they have been significant in
constraining Japanese military and critical
dual-use technologies from being incorporated
into weapon systems worldwide
production.  If

in arms
Japanese technologies
incorporated in American weapon systems are
re-transferred to third parties, as is under
discussion between the two governments, this
may eventually aggravate the international
proliferation of advanced military technology,
which would in the long term harm the
security of Japan as well. The Japanese
defence industries can no longer be as
exceptional as it was during the Cold War. In
the post-Cold War context, the American and
Japanese defence industries may find more -
common interests and problems. This implies
that Japan may become more deeply involved
in international arms production and transfer.
As there are many Japanese dual-use
technologies which may be crucial, albeit in a
domain. for improving weapon
systems, deregulation of Japan’s arms export
controls could complicate ongoing international

marginal

“efforts for controlling military technology

proliferation.

‘Deregulation” of Military Technology Parallel
to Free-market Ideology

Japan’s albeit
invisible, in international arms development
and production dynamics, is undertaken
through its dual-use technology, and under US
leadership. Despite the fact that the
international society is struggling to control the
proliferation of advanced military technology
by various frameworks such as the Missile
Technology Control Regime (MTCR), new
trends of military R&D in the post-Cold War

era ironically show a sort of “deregulation” of
military

increasing involvement,

technology through
“internationalization” and “commercialization”.
In the context of US-Japan collaboration in
military R&D, symbolic are behind-the-scenes
maneuvers by US and Japanese government -
officials for partial deregulation of Japan’s
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strict arms export control regulations;
“deregulation” so long as it serves for
maintaining the US hegemony in military
technology. This tendency shows a curious
parallel to the background of the Asian
economic crisis that began in July 1997.

In explaining the Asian economic crisis,
critics of the so-called “Japanese model” argued
that industrial policies and other forms of
had distorted
markets, and urged free market reforms and a
restructuring of the economies along more
“western” lines (Bevacqua 1998: 410). Although
Bevacqua argues that it is premature to
conclude the western
(Anglo-American) capitalism over the Japanese
variety, he admits that the weakness of the
Japanese model is dependence on exports and
on “the role of the United States as the
guarantor of the region’s economic system by
being the region’s market of last resort” (ibid:
411). According to him, eventually it was the
Cold War politics which sustained this
economic framework between the United
States (keeping its market open to Asian
exports) and Asian economies. In the meantime,
however, Asia’s productive capacity has grown
well beyond what the United States can
possibly absorb. He also finds Japan’s failure in
implementing its initiative of an “Asian IMF
fund” in the legacy of the Cold War framework
in which Japan allowed the United States to
take the lead. If ending of the Cold War meant
the victory of capitalism vis-a-vis communism,
the Asian economic crisis appears to favour, so
far, the victory of western or Anglo-American
capitalism vis-a-vis Asian “state-assisted
capitalism” (Bello 1998). Bello 'argues that the
Asian economic crisis turned out to be
“America’s window of oppo‘rtunit,y“I “as the
Cold War wound down from the mid-1980s,
Washington began to redefine its economic
policy towards East Asia as the creation of a
level playing field for its corporations via
liberalization, de-regulation and privatization
of the Asian economies...Prior to the crisis, the

government intervention

triumph of



liberalization drive had brought meagre
results...A golden opportunity to push the UsS
agenda opened up with the financial crisis”
(Bello 1998: 434-35). While admitting the
necessity of reforming the state-private sector
relationship in Asian economies which often
lacked transparency and public accountability,
Bello
indiscriminate

points out negative effects of

globalization of financial
markets and Washington’s free market ideology,
such as the entry of speculative short-term
capital inflows. Criticizing the free market
ideology which dominates the Asian economic
reform agenda. Bello advocates the prudent
regulation of the economy in Asia’ for instance,
not deregulation or less state intervention but
more effective regulation is needed to break up
corrupt particularistic patronage networks
linking the public and private sectors. In
- discussing the organizing principle of the
economy, Bello claims the “third way” for
economic democracy is “associated with the
increasing importance of NGOs as a ‘fiscalizer’
of both government and the market in evolving
system of checks and balance” (ibid: 441).
Returning to the issue of military
technology and security, internationalization
and commercialization of military R&D may
"have similar effects of “liberalization” of
military technology. Despite the fact that the
international society struggles to control global
proliferation of advanced military technology in
various frameworks, the increasing importance
of dual-use technology is a pitfall of such
international arms control efforts. To the
the of US-Japan
collaboration, the United States induces Japan
to ‘“deregulate”

contrary, in context

its arms export control
regulations in order to gain much greater
access to Japanese dual-use technology useful
for improving American weapon systems. The
US government’s highly political intervention
into Japanese defence procurement process (as
happened in the FS-X and TMD programs)
may also have the effect of breaking up the
existing

domestic government-business
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partnership in Japanese defence procurement,
replacing it with a multinational business
network in which US defence firms and the
Pentagon take the lead. The
Whether this trend of
“deregulation” of Japanese military-related
dual-use technology and “liberalization” of
Japanese defence industry which allows even
greater influence of the US government and
defence

important
question is

defence
procurement process, will serve for the best
interests of regional and international security
in a long term? The author takes this ongoing
development of “deregulation” as a threat

industry in Japanese

against regional and international security, due
to its destructive effects on international arms
control and disarmament efforts. Eventually,
the trend of deregulation and liberalization
reduces the state’s capacity to control global
arms transfer and production. Therefore, in
order to achieve worldwide disarmament and
peace. an increasing role for NGOs and INGOs
would be. urgently needed, as Bello argued for
economic democracy, to check and monitor
military technology in both domestic and
international dimensions, namely for prudent
regulation of military technology.

Concluding Remarks: Challenging Legacy of

the Cold War in Asia? ,

In Northeast Asia, the Cold War has not
ended yet, prominently on the Korean
Peninsula (“Korean Cold War”). Strengthening
US-Japan security cooperation may bring
about “duohegemony” in which Japan
supplements US forces and strategy in the Asia
Pacific. This may revive hegemonic rivalry in
the region. In Southeast Asia, there emerged a
post-Cold War framework such as the ASEAN
Regional Forum (ARF). ASEAN also achieved
the Southeast Asia nuclear-weapon-free zone in
1995 (Bangkok Treaty). However, the legacy of
the Cold War still remains in the region.
the Cold War, major regional
frameworks such as the US-Japan security

cooperation and ASEAN were formulated

During



against threats of communism. In this sense,
these frameworks were primarily political in
liné with the US Cold War global strategy.
These frameworks, however, gained economic
characteristics as well; in order to strengthen
its allies via industrial and economic growth,
the United States opened its market to absorb
industrial products from its Asian allies. Asian
countries heavily relied on the United States,
not only as the military hegemony stabilizing
regional order, but also as the guarantor of the
region’s economic system by being the region’s
market of last resort. The US presence was
indeed vital for the countries in the region in
terms of military security and economy.
Therefore, being faced with US pressure,
Japan quickly withdrew its proposal for an
AMF even though it could have been an
effective method, if implemented adequately, to
deal with the ongoing Asian economic crisis.
Interestingly but not surprisingly, other Asian
countries did not support Japan's AMF
proposal sufficiently ehough against US
objections. This implies that eventually the
countries in the region opted for the continuous
presence and leadership of the United States,
and Japan dared not overcome psychological

and intellectual barriers to challenge US -

hegemony in the region. In spite of the end of
the Cold War, the region still maintains the
Cold War framework relying heavily on the US
presence as the guarantor of regional order.
Ironically Asian economic crisis appears to
have brought which is "more
backwards than forwards, favouring traditional
rather than new or critical security
approaches" (Cheeseman 1999: 333).

As long as the legacy of the Cold War
remains, there are some major issues that
cannot be fundamentally resolved in Asia. For
instance, the “Korean Cold War” cannot
achieve fundamental solution within the Cold
War framework, because its nature is the
“politics of asymmetry” (Sakamoto 1999) -
North Korea vs. the United States -
than the confrontation by comparable actors

change
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rather -

like the United States and the former Soviet
Union. In dealing with the North Korean issue,
even the United States is now committing itself
to trilateral cooperation (USA, Japan, South
Korea) and possibly beyond to multilateral
cooperation. Netwithstanding the high

- potential for serious conflicts such as: the

Taiwan issue to arise, the region has nuclear
weapons of major nuclear powers (USA, China,
Russia) and highly advanced conventional
weapons. Furthermore countries in the region
are steadily purchasing and modernizing
high-technology weapons, with relatively minor
cutbacks of procurement during the economic
crisis. ‘While Southeast Asia ‘achieved a
nuclear-weapon-free zone (NWFZ) in 1995,
Northeast Asia still remains under nuclear
deterrence. The Korean and Taiwan issues,
combined with possible TMD deployment,
might risk the actual use of nuclear weapons in
the region. Against such a catastrophic
scenario. there has been proposed some ideas
for a Northeast Asia-NWFZ (e.g. Kaneko 1996).

An increasing number of high-tech’
weapons (many of them are American systems)
and nuclear states (USA and China) are
region. Strengthening
US-Japan collaboration for military technology

involved in the

* will certainly aggravate the situation. Taiwan

is strongly interested in TMD deployment.
Although Taiwan conceives TMD as a
deterrent method or potential bargaining
power, the initial idea of TMD derives from the
situation in which Cold War-type nuclear
deterrence does not work (against ‘rogue
states) and may fail. Impacts of TMD
development and deployment may not be
limited to Northeast Asia, and Southeast Asia
may not be able to keep its ‘by-stander”
position in such a situation. As long as
Southeast Asia maintains its bystander
position, accepting that the major powers
maintain the balance of power in the North,
and the United States as the order-guarantor
in the region, it would be difficult for both
North and Southeast Asian ountries to



