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Preface

B y almost any account, 2010 was an unsettled year in Northeast Asia
and one during which the prospects for medium-to-long range
visions of regional cooperation and integration appeared to recede. The
year marked the 50th anniversary of the U.S.-Japan Security alliance, yet
this opportunity for looking forward was sidelined by disputes over—and
the lack of progress on—longstanding plans to relocate the Futenma U.S.
Marine base on Okinawa. During a time of political instability in Japan,
this issue overshadowed all other areas of cooperation between the U.S.
and Japan and directly impacted the leadership of the newly-elected
Democratic Party of Japan government. 2010 also witnessed the rise of
tension on the Korean peninsula and deterioration in regional cohesion
in responding to North Korean provocations. Perhaps motivated by
growing concerns about North Korean stability in the light of Kim Jong
II's failing health and the uncertainties surrounding a rushed succession
plan, China scaled back its implementation of UN Security Council
Sanctions resolutions imposed on North Korea and began to overtly
back the Kim regime. Despite the sinking of the South Korean corvette
Cheonan on March 26, China refused to hear the evidence on what can
only be described as an act of war and essentially doubled its bet on North
Korea, hosting Kim Jong Il not just once but twice in the months that
followed. Tensions on the peninsula spiked further still in November as
North Korea announced that it was constructing a new light water nuclear
reactor, displayed what appeared to be a modern uranium enrichment
facility, and for the first time since the end of hostilities in 1953 shelled
South Korean civilians in an artillery barrage of Yeonpyeong Island. In
addition to the very real short-term risk of escalating the conflict, these



events exposed a growing divide in the region on how to respond to
North Korea. While in the recent past the North Korea issue was once
seen as a driver for regional cooperation, at least in 2010 it threatened
such cooperation.

These tensions on the Korean peninsula took place in the context of
perceptions of a broader fraying of the U.S.-China relationship in 2010.
In additional to perennial difficulties surrounding U.S. arms sales to
Taiwan and Chinese sensitivities over the Dalai Lama, other challenges
to U.S.-China relations included U.S. charges that China undervalues its
currency, continued limitations on military-to-military relations despite
several naval incidents, and a firm U.S. response to what appears to have
been a more aggressive foreign policy stance by China in territorial
disputes including the South China Sea and Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands.
These disputes spilled over into regional organizations including the
ASEAN Regional Forum. Furthermore, Chinese policy on North Korea,
coupled with their response to incidents related to the Sengaku Islands,
served to push both South Korea and Japan much closer to the United
States. These events, and the lack of progress toward any type of sub-
regional architecture in Northeast Asia, all have potential implications
for years to come.

With support from the Defense Threat Reduction Agency (DTRA) through
Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC), in 2009 the
Maureen and Mike Mansfield Foundation organized a series of strategy
sessions and international conferences designed to carefully define the
characteristics of an “ideal” security state in Northeast Asia in the year
2025. We identified divergent trends and obstacles to that ideal and in an
international conference specifically focused on a prioritized number of
issues with the intent of better understanding, and hopefully surmounting,
those trends or obstacles that most threatened regional coordination and
cooperation. The results from that first year of the project were published
in an edited volume, Toward an Ideal Security State for Northeast Asia
2025 (Mansfield Foundation, Washington D.C. 2010).
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In the fall of 2010, DTRA and SAIC supported a follow-on project designed
to build upon and further refine the previously defined ideal state of
peace and security in Northeast Asia in the context of developments in
the region in the intervening year.

Strategy Session with Core Group Members

In August 2010, the Mansfield Foundation convened separate project
planning meetings with core group members and representatives from
DTRA and SAIC. The Foundation invited a number of the original core
members who participated in the first year of this project, all renowned
experts from Asia and the Pacific, to participate in a Montana strategy
meeting. We also included former paper writers from our July 2009 meeting
in Kanazawa, and we added a Russian representative to the core group.
The primary objective of this strategy session was to take into account
findings from the first year’s meeting as well as recent developments in
the region in the process of further refining the definition of the ideal
and focusing the scope of the project on a prioritized group of issues
most relevant to prospects for regional integration. Participants in the
Montana strategy session also further developed a strategy and timeline
for project implementation, identified new and priority issue areas, and
identified the best possible international experts to serve as paper writers
to participate in a November 2010 program.

The core group contained key representatives from the major countries
and stakeholders in the region (China, Korea, Japan, the U.S., Canada,
Russia and Australia) including:

« Paul Bernstein, Vice President, Science Applications International
Corporation (SAIC)

o Peter Drysdale, Emeritus Professor of Economics and Head of the
East Asian Bureau of Economic Research and East Asia Forum,
Crawford School of Economics and Government, Australian
National University



« Paul Evans, Director, Program for Canada-Asia Policy Studies,
Institute of Asian Research, University of British Columbia

o Gordon Flake, Executive Director, The Maureen and Mike
Mansfield Foundation

o Linda Greiner, Finance Officer, The Maureen and Mike Mansfield
Foundation

« David Hamon, Chief Scientist & Senior Research Advisor, Office
of Advanced Systems and Concepts (ASCO), Defense Threat
Reduction Agency

« Ni Shixiong, Professor of International Relations,
Fudan University, China

« Alan Romberg, Distinguished Fellow, the Henry L. Stimson Center

« Sara M. Seavey, Program Associate, The Maureen and Mike
Mansfield Foundation

o Cheol Hee Park, Professor, Seoul National University

» Hitoshi Tanaka, Senior Fellow, Japan Center for
International Exchange

o Georgy D. Toloraya, Professor of International Relations (Korean
Studies) and Director of Korean Research Programs, Institute of
Economics, Russian Academy of Sciences

During the course of the strategy meeting, the group reviewed the original
proposed ideal identified during the 2008-2009 program, debated the
continued relevance of each bullet point, and suggested new characteristics
of the ideal that had not been previously identified or prioritized. The
result was a considerably tightened list of key characteristics, numbering
nine points as opposed to the previous fourteen.
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NOTIONAL“IDEAL” SECURITY STATE FOR
NORTHEAST ASIA IN 2025

On August 13, 2010, with support from SAIC and the Advanced Systems
and Concepts Office of the Defense Threat Reduction Agency, the
Mansfield Foundation convened a meeting in Whitefish, Montana in
an effort to further refine a previously drafted notional “ideal” security
state for Northeast Asia in the year 2025. While this ideal was geo-
graphically focused upon Northeast Asia, the discussion incorporated
the role and interests of the United States and broader international
factors that impact upon the region. A core group of participants from
Australia, Canada, China, Japan, Korea, Russia, and the United States
identified the following nine characteristics as representative of an
ideal security state for Northeast Asia in the year 2025:

In the context of regional harmony, all countries are satisfied
that their national interests are being respected and that
effective mechanisms exist to address common security and
other interests.

+ Tensions on the Korean peninsula have been eliminated. In
particular, the North Korea issue is no longer a source of
contention or instability and the Korean peninsula as a whole
participates in regional cooperation and economic development.

Northeast Asia has developed an effective framework or insti-
tutional mechanisms for addressing and managing security
concerns, including territorial issues.

Northeast Asia as a region upholds common and mutually
accepted international rules, norms, and standards. The
security of the region is enhanced by respect for democratic
governance, social and economic justice, and human rights.

continued on page 12




NOTIONAL“IDEAL” SECURITY STATE continued

Economic interaction in the region is characterized by open
trade and investment, lower barriers to cooperation and
development, and integration within the broader regional and
global economies.

Bilateral relationships in the region are characterized by
cooperation and complement regional relationships.

All countries in the region strongly support international efforts
to prevent the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction
and work collaboratively in pursuit of that goal. The region

is characterized by the low salience of nuclear weapons, the
absence of nuclear competition, and the successful develop-
ment of civil nuclear energy infrastructures that do not create
proliferation risks.

- The region plays a leading role in addressing long-term issues
such as energy security, climate change, environmental degra-
dation, and resource depletion.

Governments and civil society in Northeast Asia collectively
address non-traditional security challenges such as terrorism,
pandemics, demographic change, natural disasters, etc.

The above ideal was not intended to be a stand-alone document, but rather
atool in the overall process of facilitating a more focused and meaningful
policy dialogue within the region. Based on this ideal, participants in
the Montana strategy session then identified a list of divergent trends,
obstacles, or other factors that were likely to impact on the defined ideal.
They then carefully reviewed this rather lengthy list of divergent trends
and other relevant factors and engaged in a prioritization exercise based
upon the imminence, importance, and receptivity to policy prescriptions
of the listed factors. The product of this exercise was a list of five key issues
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related to the ideal, which in turn formed the content of the three-day
international workshop in Korea in November 2010. Finally, members
of this core group assisted the project planners in identifying qualified
scholars from throughout the region to conduct research and write policy
papers on the core issues on the agenda.

Regional Experts Workshop

Following the strategy session in Montana, nine leading scholars from
the United States and Northeast Asia prepared working papers on the
following five topics:

+ Nuclear Order in Northeast Asia: The Role of Nuclear Weapons in
the Region, Nonproliferation, and the Tension between Disarmament
and Deterrence

« The Role of Northeast Asian Leadership in Addressing Global Economic
Imbalances: Prospects and Sustainability of the G-20 and Regional
Economic Infrastructure

o Maritime Security in Northeast Asia: Naval Competition and
Maritime Safety

o Alternate Visions on the Trajectories of the Role and Influence of
China and the United States in Northeast Asia and the Resultant Power
Configuration in the Region

« Northeast Asian Regional Policy Coordination in an Era of Fundamental
Change in North Korea

Paper authors joined with the core group of scholars from the Montana
strategy session in November 2010 for a workshop and public conference
in Busan and Seoul, South Korea, respectively. Each author was asked
to address the state of play of the issue and its relationship to the ideal,
and to make specific policy recommendations to reduce the degree of
divergence between the current trends and the identified ideal. The edited
chapters that follow represent papers as modified following a productive
and thought-provoking exchange in Busan.



Daniel Pinkston (Senior Analyst, International Crisis Group) and
Nobumasa Akiyama (Professor, Hitotsubashi University) both addressed
“Nuclear Order in Northeast Asia: The Role of Nuclear Weapons in
the Region, Nonproliferation, and the Tension between Disarmament
and Deterrence.” Dr. Pinkston questions and dissects the historical role
of nuclear weapons in the region and examines how the region’s history
and other variables impact Northeast Asia’s nuclear landscape. Professor
Akiyama explores the security paradox of nuclear deterrence and the
challenges involved in achieving nuclear disarmament. He also discusses
the importance of the U.S.-China strategic relationship and alliances in
shaping the ideal strategic environment in Northeast Asia.

Given the focus last year on the South China Sea and the Senkaku Islands,
we were fortunate to have an excellent paper from Jon M. Van Dyke
(Professor, University of Hawaii) on “Maritime Security in Northeast
Asia: Naval Competition and Maritime Safety” Professor Van Dyke
outlines the numerous maritime disputes and other obstacles that have
made it difficult for East Asian countries to work together and proposes
diplomatic strategies for addressing them. He suggests that making progress
toward resolving these challenges is critical to strengthening regional
cooperation in Northeast Asia, which he notes is urgently needed to
protect common environmental resources.

Another timely topic in the context of Seoul hosting the November 2010
G-20 summit is “The Role of Northeast Asian Leadership in Addressing
Global Economic Imbalances: Prospects and Sustainability of the
G-20 and Regional Economic Infrastructure” We had two excellent
papers by Ku-Hyun Jung (Visiting Professor, KAIST Business School)
and Andrew Elek (Research Associate, Economics Division, Australian
National University). Dr. Jung argues a multilateral mechanism is needed
to correct the global imbalance and suggests the G-20 as an appropriate
venue for addressing macro-economic issues and designing a new financial
structure. Dr. Jung also examines the potential impact of various free
trade agreements (FTAs) in the region. While he notes that it is difficult
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to speculate on the possibility of a regional FTA in the next ten years,
he predicts economic interdependence will increase as long as regional
peace is maintained. Dr. Elek argues that the G-20 offers an excellent
opportunity to shape a global economic and security environment and that
Northeast Asia should integrate through open regionalism and cooperative
arrangements, like ASEAN and APEC, but not through discriminatory
free trade agreements and transpacific partnerships. Dr. Elek continues
to argue for an outward-looking approach to economic cooperation in
Northeast Asia that will reduce poverty, boost productivity, and reduce
gaps in living standards.

On the question of “Alternate Visions on the Trajectories of the Role
and Influence of China and the United States in Northeast Asia and the
Resultant Power Configuration in the Region,” James Tang (Professor,
Department of Politics and Public Administration, The University of Hong
Kong) presents a paper on “Northeast Asia Without the United States:
Towards Pax Sinica?” His paper explores five possible paths for Chinese
dominance, but concludes that even without a strong U.S. presence in the
region, Asia is unlikely to be fully Sino-centric. Moreover, new alliance
relationships will emerge to challenge Chinese dominance. Ultimately,
Dr. Tang argues that countries in Northeast Asia need more trust and
a concrete vision for regional cooperation. Thomas Fingar (Oksenberg/
Rohlen Distinguished Fellow, Stanford University) similarly argues that the
degree to which the United States and China interact as either partners and
or rivals will be one of the most important determinants of what happens
in Northeast Asia. He emphasizes that trust and comprehensive dialogue
is necessary for their relationship and that wildcard issues—like Taiwan,
DPRK, and territorial disputes—will be difficult, but not impossible, to
overcome with patience and time.

On the difficult issue of “Northeast Asian Regional Policy Coordination
in an Era of Fundamental Change in North Korea,” Alexander Vorontsov
(Director, Department of Korea and Mongolia, Institute of Oriental Studies,
Russian Academy of Sciences) focuses on the need for a multilateral security



system in Northeast Asia, while remaining skeptical about the prospects for
such. He paints a dark picture for the possibility of a regional security forum
in Northeast Asia. In contrast, Ming Liu (Executive Director, Institute of
Asia-Pacific Studies, Shanghai Academy of Social Sciences) points more
optimistically to the regional powers’ successful experience with policy
coordination in the Six-Party Talks. He suggests that successful Six-Party
Talks could evolve into a Northeast Asian security mechanism, but notes
that a number of issues must be addressed before trustful cooperation
on the North Korea nuclear issue and military conflict on the Korean
peninsula can be achieved.

Following the closed door workshop in Busan, we were pleased to col-
laborate with the Graduate School of International Studies at Yonsei
University in Seoul on a public program that highlighted the key findings
of this project. The caliber of our discussion was greatly enhanced by the
participation of former Republic of Korea Prime Minister Lee Hong Koo.

Reviewing the ideal security state for Northeast Asia for a second
consecutive year provided an opportunity to evaluate the ideal in the
context of developments in the region during the intervening period
and perhaps more importantly the relative proximity of the current state
of the region to the ideal. In this context, 2010 was a year of backslid-
ing, as evidenced by the following preliminary conclusions from our
deliberation in Busan:

« The fraying of the U.S.-China relationship has negatively impacted
most efforts at regional integration and cooperation.

 Regional consensus and cooperation on North Korea has weakened,
as evidenced by the divided response to the sinking of the Cheonan.
Whereas the North Korea issue was once seen as a driver for regional
cooperation, it now threatens such cooperation even in other areas.

« Territorial disputes, and in particular more aggressive Chinese claims in

the South China Sea, Yellow Sea, and the Senkakus have alarmed countries
throughout the region and raised concern about China’s intentions.
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o There isless confidence on economic liberalization within the region.
Regional efforts at trade liberalization have stalled, APEC is seen as
increasingly irrelevant, and at the time of our November 2010 program,
prospects for the KORUS Free Trade Agreement or the Trans-Pacific
Partnership looked relatively bleak.

« One potential area of progress could be seen in the region’s positive
response to President Obama’s Prague speech on nuclear disarmament
and the region’s active involvement in the April 2010 Nuclear Security
Summit in Washington, D.C. Yet even on this issue, revelations by North
Korea about its uranium enrichment program further heightened the
challenges faced by the region.

Once again, the Mansfield Foundation is pleased to have received gener-
ous support from DTRA through SAIC for implementing their vision in
creating this project series. The program was an intense strategic exercise
for the core group of regional specialists, paper writers and observers. The
nine papers that follow provide valuable insights into key issues related
to the ideal security state for Northeast Asia. We are confident that these
papers will contribute to a better understanding not only of the numer-
ous obstacles to reaching that ideal, but also of the many ways regional
powers can address these obstacles and work toward the cooperation and
integration critical to the future of this important region.

L. Gordon Flake
Executive Director
The Maureen and Mike Mansfield Foundation

Sara M. Seavey
Program Associate
The Maureen and Mike Mansfield Foundation

March 2011






Nuclear Order in Northeast Asia:
The Role of Nuclear Weapons in
the Region, Nonproliferation, and
the Tension between Disarmament
and Deterrence

Daniel A. Pinkston

History Matters

Policymakers and scholars in the fields of security studies and inter-
national relations often neglect historical lessons, draw the wrong
historical inferences, or select the wrong historical cases in their efforts
to understand current policy issues. In contrast, historians are prone to
argue history explains everything, but that approach is not useful for
policy. Path dependence is undeniable, and the history of the nuclear
age has had a tremendous impact on nuclear doctrine. However, the
historical lessons are not universal, and nuclear policy varies widely
across the region. The task for scholars and policymakers is to understand
the relevant historical lessons along with other variables that impact the
regional nuclear landscape.

Northeast Asia is the only place where nuclear weapons have been used in
conflict. Chemical and biological weapons were also used in the region, and
memories of imperial aggression and colonialism—although fading—still
affect Northeast Asian political leaders today. However, the U.S. atomic
bombings of Japan left dissimilar psychological effects. The horror of the
nuclear attacks on Hiroshima and Nagasaki led to the development of
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a “nuclear allergy” in Japan, but at that time, many believed the bomb-
ings demonstrated the utility of nuclear weapons in achieving political
objectives. After the indiscriminate aerial bombings of civilian targets
by both the allied and axis powers in World War II, many had expected
a low threshold for the use of nuclear weapons. Superpower military
planners believed they could be introduced into the battlefield like any
other weapon—except that nuclear weapons could reduce or eliminate
the need for protracted wars.

The international and regional security environment changed when the
U.S. nuclear monopoly was broken in 1949. That year also ushered in a
dramatic structural shift when the Chinese Communist Party defeated
the Kuomintang in the civil war and established the People’s Republic
of China (PRC) on the mainland. As the PRC aligned with the Soviet
Union, Northeast Asia became deeply enmeshed in the emerging Cold
War. Korea and the Taiwan Strait were on the fault line of the Cold War in
Northeast Asia, and the Korean and Taiwan issues have yet to be resolved.

The literature on nuclear weapons, deterrence, arms control and disarma-
ment focuses extensively on the U.S.-USSR rivalry during the Cold War,
but the world has changed significantly. The political, economic, and
technological changes at the global, regional and domestic levels have
introduced new challenges and opportunities that were not part of the
bipolar Cold War structure. Is the literature on the superpower nuclear
rivalry still relevant now? Is it relevant for Northeast Asia? If so, how? Are
the relevant nuclear lessons from the Cold War universal? Or do different
powers and nuclear aspirants have different interpretations? Will those
interpretations change over time? Can we predict how or why?

Nuclear weapons have been part of the Northeast Asian security envi-
ronment since 1945. The U.S. implicitly and explicitly threatened to use
nuclear weapons to end the war in Korea, which motivated the PRC to
pursue its own nuclear deterrent. The U.S. deployed nuclear weapons to
the region during the Cold War as part of its global security strategy and to
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deter the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK or North Korea).!
Despite several close calls, the region has remained relatively stable; no war
has broken out since the Korean War Armistice was signed in July 1953.

Have nuclear weapons been the source of this stability? Or has something
else stopped us from going over the brink? Scholars and policymakers
have divergent views on nuclear weapons and their effects on strategic
behavior. Under conditions of strategic balance and credible second strike
capabilities, nuclear weapons only appear to be useful when they are not
used. Some believe nuclear weapons induce caution, but others believe
we cannot rely on the rationality of those who command and control
nuclear arsenals.

The U.S. and Japan particularly were concerned when China joined the
nuclear club in 1964, and after a serious internal debate Japan decided
against the nuclear option. However, Japan has a large nuclear power
industry and full fuel cycle capabilities.” The Republic of Korea (ROK or
South Korea) had an active nuclear weapons program in the early 1970s,
but abandoned that program under extreme U.S. pressure. The Republic of
China (ROC or Taiwan) also pursued a nuclear weapons option following
the PRC’s nuclearization, but the ROC program was abandoned under
U.S. pressure in the 1970s as well.

U.S. extended deterrence has kept Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan non-
nuclear, but North Korea appears to have achieved a nuclear breakout that
will be very difficult to reverse and will have serious implications for regional
security, nonproliferation, deterrence and disarmament. In 1961, the DPRK
signed treaties of “friendship and mutual cooperation” with the PRC and
the Soviet Union. Those treaties included security clauses providing for the
signatories to assist the other in case of a military attack by a third party.
The treaty with the Soviet Union has lapsed, but the DPRK-PRC treaty
has been renewed and the security clause is still in effect, although many
question its credibility, particularly if the DPRK were to start a military
conflict. Nevertheless, the treaties and their security assurances could not
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dissuade North Korea from developing nuclear weapons.

Should we be worried about nuclear proliferation in Northeast Asia? Do
leaders and military strategists in Northeast Asia believe nuclear weapons
have uses or utility other than deterrence? Can they be used for coercive
bargaining? What do leaders in Northeast Asia think about nuclear
capabilities and their impact on conventional posture and doctrine? Can
we estimate or make generalizations about regional leaders and risk, and
how nuclear weapons might change their calculations? Are they risk
averse? Risk neutral? Or risk accepting?

The Security, Political and Economic
Environments in Northeast Asia

History and Institutional Landscape: Northeast Asia has a historical
legacy of violent conflict, colonialism, decolonization, intense ideological
rivalries, revolution, great power rivalry, and mutual suspicion. Analysts
in the tradition of the realist school believe this legacy of acute security
dilemma dynamics and mistrust will spoil the development of regional
cooperative or collective security institutions, especially in the realm
of nuclear security. The San Francisco Treaty system of U.S. bilateral
alliances in East Asia is quite dissimilar to the collective security arrange-
ment constructed in Europe after World War II, but the insecurity and
mistrust in Northeast Asia during the last century is not incomparable
to the western European experience prior to 1945. During the period of
the two world wars, probably no one could have imagined the security
cooperation and economic integration we see in Europe today. We could
be pleasantly surprised in Northeast Asia as well.

Institutional development started much later in East Asia, and compared
to Europe and the West, institutional initiatives initially were driven by
smaller states in Southeast Asia. This contradicts the realist view that
institutions are created by the great powers and serve great power interests.
The regional institutional environment is still developing and the future
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remains uncertain. Economic issues are creating strong incentives for
regional actors to cooperate and create regional institutions in order to
reduce transactions costs. Greater progress has been made in the economic
realm, but whether similar results will follow in the political or security
dimensions remains to be seen.

The rise of new institutions has coincided with the rise of China, which
already has influenced institutional design and effectiveness. About two
decades ago the PRC reversed its distrust of international institutions and
has joined them in earnest. Beijing realized membership increased the
credibility of China’s expressed commitment to a “peaceful rise” Regional
actors and the West welcomed this development in the belief that institu-
tions constrain powerful states and reduce uncertainty and mistrust.

Beijing’s strategy was very successful, but recently has been undermined
by Chinese posture and statements on: the South China Sea; U.S.-ROK
combined military exercises in the Yellow Sea (West Sea) after the
Ch’onan sinking in March 2010 and the artillery attack against Yonp'ydng
Island in November 2010; and the recent spat with Japan over the Diaoyu
Islands (#7585 #E ) or Senkaku Islands (%2 ]34 /5). Currently, there
is an internal debate in China on China’s appropriate role in a changing
global environment. Some believe U.S. power is in irreversible decline
and that China should challenge the U.S. in East Asia. However, many
Chinese realize that Beijing’s recent actions have been perceived as
hostile or belligerent abroad and ultimately can damage China’s interests.
While Beijing will adjust its approach, we should not expect China to
remain passive on foreign policy issues. China will continue to pursue
its national interests abroad with greater confidence and assertiveness as
China becomes more powerful.

The constructivist school in international relations argues that social-
ization affects the identities and interests of agents, but outcomes are
indeterminate. Greater social interaction or “dynamic density” can
accelerate the construction of common identities and reveal common
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interests. But socialization can also expose divergent interests and
enmity and conflict can result. The constructivist school is agnostic
about the final result, but social interaction is a necessary condition for
the establishment of a community with shared identities and common
interests. Northeast Asia has a long way to go, but the institutional
foundation arguably is being built for the eventual establishment of a
regional community.

Geography: U.S. and Soviet interests were global and their allies or client
states confronted each other in several regions. However, the superpow-
ers did not share significant borders, and they are geographically large
countries. In Northeast Asia, geographic proximity can exacerbate crises,
especially when nuclear weapons are involved. Confidence-building,
transparency, and the establishment of crisis management mechanisms
could be critical in avoiding violent conflict. While China and Russia have
huge land masses, Japan, the Koreas, and Taiwan do not have the strategic
depth to withstand even limited nuclear attacks. This could exacerbate
a crisis on the Korean peninsula, for example, if ROK leaders felt they
had to use extensive force in a quick preemptive strike to eliminate the
possibility of DPRK nuclear retaliation.

Power Asymmetries: Northeast Asia is also characterized by significant
power asymmetries. The region has both nuclear powers and non-nuclear
powers, and significant differences in conventional military capabilities
as well as other general elements of national power. North Korea once
again is the outlier. Although the DPRK allocates an extraordinary
proportion of national resources to the military, the country continues
to fall behind in the conventional realm. Most of the military hardware
is 1950s or 1960s vintage, and the country is having difficulty feeding
its one-million-man conscript army. The North Korean military leader-
ship recognizes this conventional weakness, but the country does not
have the economic or technical resources to modernize its military, so
Pyongyang emphasizes the development of asymmetric capabilities,
including nuclear weapons.
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Domestic Politics: The region varies in terms of domestic politics as
well. Japan is a democracy based on a cabinet system of government, and
the ROK is a democracy with a strong presidential system. The ROC is
a democratic presidential system, but the PRC and DPRK are one-party
states. All countries in the region except the DPRK have outward oriented
economies. North Korea is an authoritarian and “personalistic” system
based on the Kim family dynasty. The country has only known two lead-
ers and the country is now in the process of transferring power to Kim
Jong-tin, the third son of Kim Jong-il.

The succession process was formalized during the Korean Workers
Party (KWP) Third Party Conference in September 2010, the first major
party meeting since the KWP Party Congress in 1980. However, plans
and institutional arrangements for succession were underway in 2009,
shortly after Kim Jong-il suffered a stroke in August 2008. North Korea,
apparently as part of succession plans, tried to reassert state control over
the informal economy with its currency reform that was announced on 30
November 2009. Over the last year, the DPRK government has tightened
restrictions on market activities and has been reversing even very modest
economic reforms that were implemented in July 2002. This effort to revive
the economy by turning more towards orthodox central planning was
designed to give the ruling elite greater control over resources and thus
greater control of political supporters as well as opponents.

Domestic political orientation can also help explain why some countries
have renounced nuclear weapons or abandoned weapons programs.
Etel Solingen argues that liberal democracies with outward economic
orientations are much less likely to pursue nuclear weapons than
inward-looking authoritarian regimes.’ Japan, the ROK, and Taiwan
economies would be vulnerable to international sanctions in the case of
nuclear breakout, and furthermore, they are dependent upon uranium
imports for nuclear fuel. It’s difficult to imagine the citizens of these
developed economies being willing to forgo the electricity provided by
their nuclear power reactors.

25 ——
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Threat Perceptions: Sources and degrees of insecurity also vary greatly
in the region. The most acute problems are associated with the zero-sum
national division issues of China and Taiwan, and the two Koreas. While
the U.S. and its alliance partners view the U.S. military presence and
extended deterrence as public goods for the region, China is ambivalent
and North Korea is vehemently opposed to the U.S. presence. China is
most suspicious of U.S. intentions regarding Taiwan and fears U.S. support
could lead to Taiwan’s independence. On the other hand, most Chinese
recognize the constraining effect the U.S.-Japan alliance has on Tokyo,
but Beijing believes the overall security architecture is suboptimal.

As China continues its rise, Beijing likely will continue to probe and
challenge the U.S. and its allies in the region. China’s recent words and
actions regarding the South China Sea, the Diaoyu Islands, and U.S.-ROK
combined military exercises are prime examples. Although China would
prefer to see a regional security arrangement under Beijing’s influence
or control, the withdrawal of the U.S. from the region and movement
towards such an arrangement could trigger a regional arms race contrary
to China’ interest.

North Korea consistently has demanded the withdrawal of the U.S. from
the region, but Pyongyang never has suggested it would support or partici-
pate in any regional collective security institution even though the vague
concept is one of the commitments in the Six-Party Talks. Pyongyang
generally views the world as hostile and is suspicious of multilateralism,
particularly as a provider of national security. North Korea’s increasing
reliance upon asymmetric threats such as weapons of mass destruction
(WMD) and ballistic missiles is perceived to be the greatest regional
threat by Japan, South Korea, and the United States.

North Korea’s economic autarchy based on chuche (F=#%) makes it difficult
to modernize the economy and society, but it also makes it difficult or
impossible to modernize the military even though Pyongyang has adopted
a “military first (55 )" doctrine. Greater reliance upon WMD has resulted
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in international sanctions, which has affected the ability of the regime
to earn foreign exchange and consequently has increased incentives for
Pyongyang to engage in illicit activities including WMD proliferation.*

The U.S. and international community consider the DPRK’s nuclear
proliferation activities the most serious security threat emanating from
the region. In the early years of North Korea’s nuclear development,
Pyongyang was a recipient of materials, components, and technology,
but in more recent years North Korea has emerged as a supplier as well.
Nonproliferation and counter-proliferation actions require multilateral
cooperation to succeed, and in the DPRK case, China’s commitment
to active participation is critical. However, China’s perception of the
proliferation threat diverges from that of Japan, the ROK, and the U.S.

Ideology and “Strategic Culture or Military Culture”: The DPRK
is the outlier here once again as it adheres to an ideology of songun or
“military first” Songun was developed in the mid-1990s following the
collapse of Marxism-Leninism in the former Soviet Union and the Eastern
European countries. Songun places the soldier before the worker, but
it retains the Leninist view of the international system, describing it as
exploitive and unjust. An assumption is that the major capitalist power,
now the United States, must be exploitive as it cannot control the greed
to expand and earn profits abroad. Other countries and their citizens
are doomed to become “slaves of the imperialists” unless the nation and
people have strong military power to resist. In this sense, it is very “realist”
in orientation, but according to songun, the military and the people need
a strong leader to maintain unity and survive.”

This distorted lens is dangerous because of the concentration of power in
one person and the disproportionate influence of the military. Military
leaders are more prone to turn to force as a solution to problems since
it is what they are most familiar with and most adept at implementing.
The leader must establish his credentials to be recognized as a great
commander, so this raises the likelihood of military adventurism. This
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is particularly the case if Pyongyang feels it has a military advantage,
the U.S.-ROK alliance is fragile or not credible (the U.S. is distracted
or disengaged), and when the DPRK is experiencing leadership transi-
tion. That was the case in the 1960s and early 1970s when the DPRK
had a conventional military advantage over the ROK, the U.S. was
preoccupied with Vietnam, and Kim Il-sung was starting to pave the
way for a transfer of power to Kim Jong-il. History could be repeating
itself now as the North Korean leadership could believe it has acquired
military superiority with its WMD arsenal, the U.S. has been stretched
thin in Iraq and Afghanistan, and succession to the next generation is
underway in the DPRK.

Brian Myers argues that North Korea is organized around an extreme
racist ideology that extols the genetic purity of the Korean people,
who must be protected by a “maternal” Great Leader from global
decadence. In The Cleanest Race: How North Koreans See Themselves
and Why It Matters, Myers never answers this question as it applies
to international relations.® While Myers’ thesis is another perspec-
tive on the mythmaking surrounding the Kim family cult, there is
no evidence to suggest that North Korean racist views are similar to
those of Nazi Germany or imperial Japan whereby the nation-state had
to expand in a system of geo-political Darwinism. On the contrary,
North Korea prefers to be left alone and “clean” except on the issue
of national unification. However, the national ideology sometimes
shows signs of satisficing and settling for a “clean” half of the Korean
peninsula based on Kory6 traditions rather than be contaminated by
the “globalized” or “bastardized” south.

While North Korea could try to use its small nuclear arsenal for blackmail
or coercive diplomacy, carrying out the threat to use its nuclear weapons
unless its demands are met is not credible under conditions of robust
extended deterrence by the U.S. The DPRK nuclear arsenal has little use
except for deterrence, but unauthorized or accidental use, or a nuclear
accident cannot be ruled out.
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Outstanding Issues: Korea and Taiwan present extraordinary challenges,
and their disposition can cut both ways. A peaceful resolution satisfactory
to all parties would be very positive in achieving the goals outlined in this
project; or they could escalate with very bad consequences. In the interim,
the best we can hope for is smart management to avoid bad outcomes.
Transparency and communication regarding preferences over outcomes
is important. Respect for differences is critical and the commitment to
seek peaceful resolution of differences must be clear. Growing regional
economic integration and the cost of conflict create strong incentives to
cooperate, but it cannot happen on its own.

Nonproliferation, and the Tension between
Disarmament and Deterrence

The paradox in Northeast Asia is that extended deterrence has both posi-
tive and negative effects on nonproliferation. U.S. extended deterrence
reassures U.S. allies in the region who otherwise could be highly motivated
to develop nuclear weapons. However, U.S. extended deterrence is not
reassuring to North Korea, and China is often suspicious or sensitive
about the posture of U.S. forces in the region.

If the U.S. continues to reduce its nuclear stockpile while China modernizes
and increases its nuclear forces, Japanese security planners are worried
that the U.S. and China could conclude an arms control agreement that
somehow neglects Japanese security concerns. Tokyo and Seoul are also
concerned that Washington could acquiesce and accept a small DPRK
nuclear arsenal that is capped with assurances of no proliferation. These
worries are probably exaggerated, but some form of these scenarios cer-
tainly would lead Japan and the ROK to reconsider their nuclear options.

Another fear is that if North Korean nuclear and missile development is
not checked, an ICBM capability could expand North Korea’s options in
the region as it could deter U.S. intervention. The “decoupling” would
raise insecurity in Japan and the ROK, with uncertain ramifications.
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To enhance the credibility of extended deterrence, the U.S. and its
allies will have to remain closely engaged on deployments, doctrine,
operational planning, command and control, the rules of engagement,
etc. The institutional mechanisms for this coordination are in place, and
they should be sustained despite domestic political changes in Japan, the
ROK, and the U.S. until there is a fundamental change in the region’s
security environment.

Nonproliferation will require multilateral cooperation, but it does not apply
only to the DPRK. The peaceful use of nuclear energy is expanding in the
region, and China and the ROK aggressively are seeking foreign markets
for their nuclear suppliers as demand for nuclear energy increases in the
Middle East and Southeast Asia. Nonproliferation and export control
compliance will require the enforcement of international rules, standards,
regulations and norms—which must keep pace with emerging technologies.
This will require international cooperation, but also cooperation among
governments, private firms, industry associations, nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs), and intergovernmental organizations (IGOs).
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Nuclear Order in Northeast Asia:
The Role of Nuclear Weapons in
the Region, Nonproliferation, and
the Tension between Disarmament
and Deterrence

Nobumasa Akiyama

“Ideal” State on Nonproliferation for Northeast Asia in 2025

“All countries in the region strongly support international efforts to prevent
the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and work collaboratively
in pursuit of that goal. The region is characterized by the low salience of
nuclear weapons, the absence of nuclear competition, and the successful
development of civil nuclear energy infrastructures that do not create
proliferation risks.”

Role of Nuclear Weapons in Shaping the
Strategic Environment in Northeast Asia

The existence of nuclear weapons has provided ambivalent values
to countries in Northeast Asia. Nuclear weapons have served as a
stabilization factor. As allies of the United States, Japan and the Republic of
Korea (ROK) have been assured security under U.S. extended deterrence
vis-a-vis aggression by potential adversaries. For China, its minimum
deterrent nuclear capability vis-a-vis other nuclear weapons states such
as the United States and Russia (or the Soviet Union) has guaranteed its
sense of security. For the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK),
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its nuclear program is considered indispensable to securing its regime
survival and getting more concessions from the United States, ROK, and
Japan in economic assistance negotiations.

In the meantime, the persistent need for nuclear weapons as deterrents
implies that the regional strategic environment remains unstable, and
still cannot offer favorable conditions for nuclear disarmament. With
the absence of confidence among states, East Asia remains in a security
paradox. In such a security environment, nuclear weapons pose greater
risks of catastrophe by accident, miscalculation, or misunderstanding.
The paradoxical logic of nuclear deterrence—that the risk of nuclear
catastrophe would serve the maintenance of peace by posing restraints
on strategic challenges by states—has prevailed. Now Northeast Asia
faces a serious challenge to address the agenda of nuclear disarmament,
or a “world free of nuclear weapons” set by President Obama’s speech in
Prague in April 2009, under such a security circumstance.

Nuclear Development of North Korea

The Ideal

The ideal situation regarding North Korea’s nuclear crisis is the complete
dismantlement of its nuclear weapons program as well as abandonment
of relevant delivery systems, while its civilian nuclear power program
could be maintained under strict International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA) safeguards based on the Additional Protocol of the comprehensive
safeguards agreement between the IAEA and North Korea. The North
Korean regime would choose to be more cooperative with others to get
more economic assistance and assurance of regime survival. (Alternatively,
the Korean peninsula may have been unified peacefully.)

The Six-Party Talks might have been transformed into a semi-permanent
forum for discussing wider regional security matters such as multilateral
confidence-building, items that are being discussed at working groups
of the Six-Party Talks.
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State of Play

In the agreement of February 2007, North Korea agreed with the rest of the
Six-Party members on a disablement plan consisting of twelve measures
at three nuclear facilities (a fuel fabrication facility, a 5MWe reactor, and a
reprocessing plant). However, this disablement process has been suspended
with two measures unfinished, namely, the discharge of the spent fuel rods
from the reactor and removal of control rod drive mechanisms. North
Korea suspended its disabling process, reacting against the U.N. Security
Council President’s statement regarding North Korea’s missile testing in
August 2008. Since then, North Korea has announced several times that
it has been further escalating nuclear weapons production activities.

Currently, IAEA has been denied access to nuclear facilities. North Korea
conducted a second nuclear test in May 2009. In November 2009, it
reported to the President of the U.N. Security Council on the success of
enrichment experimentation and weaponization of plutonium. The recent
sinking of the South Korean ship Cheonan by North Korea symbolically
showed the difficulty of inducing North Korea to get engaged in dialogue
with the rest of the Six-Party members. And the consequent political
struggle between China and South Korea, Japan and the United States
over the U.N. Security Council resolution showed a divergence of views
regarding North Korea’s tit-for-tat policy among countries in the region.

Since the survival of the regime seems the prime objective of possessing
nuclear weapons, the North Korean regime would not give up its nuclear
weapons so easily under the current international environment, where it
could not be so sure about any kind of commitment by the United States,
South Korea and Japan (or even China). Without a major transformation
of North Korea’s relationship with the United States and Japan as well as
South Korea, it is not likely that North Korea would forego its nuclear
weapons capability as long as the current regime survives.

An intermediate policy objective is to move from the state of “crisis stability”
or “crisis management” to complete dismantlement of the North Korean
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nuclear weapon program. What North Korea has to do first to fulfill the
obligation for verifying disablement of nuclear capabilities is to provide:
a correct and complete declaration on plutonium-related activities; full
disclosure of enrichment activities; a full account of alleged proliferation
activities, including cooperation with Syria and Iran; and a complete
declaration of weaponization activities. For reasons mentioned above,
however, it is assumed that North Korea would not unconditionally agree
to such confidence-building measures as a first step to total elimination
of nuclear weapons capabilities. Although it is not appropriate to give
“rewards” for each small step that North Korea takes, it may be important
to multilaterally provide some kind of assurance to North Korea as an
incentive for eventual achievement of the objectives.

But in the short run, while they need to encourage and press North Koreans
to engage in dialogue and negotiation on the denuclearization process,
countries concerned need to be jointly prepared for seeing North Korea’s
nuclear program in turmoil/confusion during a future regime transition,
even if it is a less likely scenario.

U.S.-China Strategic Relationship

The Ideal

The central factor in determining the shape of a strategic environment
in Northeast Asia in 2025 will be the U.S.-China strategic relation-
ship. Although it is not foreseeable that a “world without nuclear
weapons” will be realized by 2025, the role of nuclear weapons in both
deterrence and war fighting scenarios will be sharply reduced, and
a nuclear exchange will become almost inconceivable. The United
States and China will be engaged in an arms reduction process
bilaterally, or even multilaterally involving India and Pakistan, with
close linkage with U.S.-Russia arms reduction. By that time, China
could make its nuclear posture more transparent, and verification
mechanisms for arms reduction could be established among major
nuclear weapons states.
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State of Play

A key element of an ideal situation regarding the U.S.-China strategic
relationship is how to define and reach a consensus on “strategic stability;”
in which all parties concerned (including those that are subject to U.S.
nuclear extended deterrence) are in mutually acceptable relationships and
are not tempted to take aggressive actions vis-a-vis others.

Due to asymmetrical force structure and doctrines as well as different
strategic portfolios and interests, it may not be so easy to establish a new
modality or strategic stability between the United States and China.

While the nuclear force structure of the United States is centered on long-
range strategic forces, the weapons China possesses are mainly mid-range
and long-range forces are limited (See Table 1). From a U.S. perspective, it
would be enough to have long-range forces when considering only bilateral
relations with China: nonetheless, when considering its allies such as Japan
and ROK, it becomes crucial for the United States to take into consideration
ways to deal with China’s short- and medium-range forces as a part of the
nuclear threat it poses to these countries. Chinese nuclear launchers and
storage facilities are located closer to its coast. From China’s perspective,
on the other hand, it becomes vital to maintain its medium-range nuclear
forces in order to preserve a strategic balance with those neighboring
countries with nuclear weapons, such as Russia and India.

As far as declaratory policies are concerned, China has declared no first
use of nuclear weapons, and an unconditional negative security assurance.
It also states that nuclear warheads are not “mated with” delivery systems.
China claims that such declaratory policies provide far more transparency
in nuclear policy than other nuclear weapons states. It insists that transpar-
ency in declaratory policies serves the purpose of nuclear disarmament
better than transparency in counting of warheads and delivery systems
and mutual visits or other confidence-building measures. Here is a gap
in understanding the priority in issues of transparency. Conventional
theory of arms control stipulates the principle of “trust but verify,” and
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numerical transparency is considered a critical basis for arms control and
disarmament, as intentions cannot be verified. But China believes that
self-declaration of doctrine is better.

Although China’s logic is less convincing to some, China’s reluctance to
disclose information on the number and types of nuclear weapons and
their deployment makes sense strategically. It could cover up inferiority
in the size of nuclear forces, while maintaining minimum deterrence
capability at the strategic level and limited deterrence. In the meantime,
China has been working on modernizing its nuclear arsenal to increase
the survivability of the arsenal by developing mobile land-based launch
systems and new Jin-class ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs). Its mod-

Table 1: Chinese Nuclear Forces, January 2009

Type/ Year first Warheads No. of
Chinese designation deployed deployed X yield warheads
(US designation)
STRATEGIC WEAPONS (186)
Land-based missiles 134 134
DF-3A (CSS-2) 17 1971 3,100 1x3.3Mt 17
DF-4 (CSS-3) 17 1980 5,500 1x3.3Mt 17
DF-5A (CSS-4) 20 1981 13,000 1x4-5Mt 20
DF-21 (CSS-5) 60 1991 2,100 1 x 200-300 kt 60
DF-31 (CSSX-10) -10 2007 >7,200 1x? 10
DF-31A (?) -10 (2008-10) >11,200 1x? 10
SLMBs (12) 12
JL-1 (CSS-N-3) (12) 1986 >1,770 1 x200-300 kt (12)
L-2 (CSS-NX-5) (36) (2009-10) >7,200 1x? (36)
Aircraft >20 (40)
H-6 (B-6) 20 1965 3,100 1 xbomb (20)
Attack (? 1972-? ?  1xbomb (20)
---—
Cruise missiles (DH-10) 150-350 2007 >1,500 1x7?
Short-range ballistic 2

missiles (DF-15 and DF-11)
TOTAL (186)

Source: Kile, S.N., Fedchenko, V. and Kristensen, H.M., “World Nuclear Forces,” in Stockholm International
Peace Research Institute, SIPRI Yearbook 2009: Armaments, Disarmament and International Security (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2009), 366, table 8.6 Chinese nuclear forces, January 2009.
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ernization focuses on long-range delivery capabilities (see the column
“Year first deployed” in Table 1). It is not clear whether these phenomena
combined suggest that China will depart from minimum deterrence
against the United States and gain more confidence in its conventional
capabilities at the regional level, as described in the 2010 U.S. Quadrennial
Defense Review, which suggests that China is developing sophisticated
weapons to increase anti-access and access denial capabilities. Due to the
lack of mutual understanding regarding China’s military modernization,
the risk of overestimation or miscalculation of—as well as over-reaction
to—Chinese intentions and actions could happen.

However, it is not so clear if these declaratory policies will be maintained
in the future. For example, China has been developing Jin-class subma-
rines that could carry and launch JL-2 missiles. It is not conceivable that
submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) on submarines do not
mate warheads.

Since the nuclear forces of the United States and China are asymmetric,
this also presents issues. In the case of the United States and Russia, which
traditionally maintained strategic stability by systemizing nuclear deter-
rence through arms control, two principles existed. First, both countries
accepted vulnerability vis-a-vis each other. Second, guaranteeing the
transparency of forces was an important factor in verifying the balance
of forces. However, China has not announced its overall nuclear forces
(number of warheads, delivery system and deployment status) in order
to disguise its asymmetric inferiorities regarding its force. Moreover,
since there is a gap in understanding on nuclear deterrence between the
United States and China, it is extremely difficult to achieve agreement
on securing transparency as a bottom line for strategic stability. In other
words, this implies that there is no presupposition for “strategic stability.”

The equation of “strategic stability” in East Asia is expected to see many more
variables than before, making it all the more complicated. Furthermore,
the rivalry between India and Pakistan in South Asia has its own unique
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structure and is a big problem for global nuclear disarmament. In addition,
the nuclear race in South Asia will no doubt have a huge influence on
neighboring China’s strategic thinking. Therefore, security situations that
have a crucial influence on regional nuclear disarmament are not confined
within a certain region, but rather intertwine with multiple regions. Due
to this strategic nexus of South Asia and Northeast Asia, the arms race
or strategic environment in South Asia could also affect Northeast Asian
nuclear disarmament and strategic stability.

The future nuclear disarmament process in Northeast Asia, whether it
is a bilateral one between the United States and China or a multilateral
one involving Russia, the UK, France and non-NPT (Non-Proliferation
Treaty) nuclear armed states, has to be a process that establishes a new
“strategic stability” among nations that possess an asymmetric force
structure and asymmetric strategic interests. Indeed, the Nuclear Posture
Review (NPR) of the United States implies that deterrence ought to be
structured focusing on other areas besides the balance maintained by
strategic nuclear weapons: the role of conventional weapons, pursuing
balance through confidence-building with Russia and China over talks,
and a tailored deterrence system as well as regional security architecture
that takes into account the regional situation are important issues that
must be considered.

In a time when we are experiencing a paradigm shift regarding the threat
of nuclear weapons, a record of conventional nuclear deterrence does
not necessarily guarantee the legitimacy of nuclear weapons or nuclear
deterrence. Rather, the necessity of structuring a new logic of “strategic
stability” is increasing more than ever. Nuclear weapons states and other
concerned states should work among each other to frame a process for
comprehensive strategic/disarmament talks as well as arms control negotia-
tions in order to pull together their respective strategic understandings.
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Alliances and Extended Deterrence

The Ideal

U.S.-led alliances in the region remain vital to the peace and stability of
Northeast Asia as the foundation for regional security architecture. As
long as nuclear weapons continue to exist, U.S. allies would prefer that
U.S. nuclear force be extended to their defense. However, as nuclear
threats decrease, the salience of nuclear weapons in the maintenance
of security and stability of the region becomes lower. Consequently, the
role of nuclear weapons in assuring allies will be reduced. There may be
a declaration in nuclear doctrine that the “sole purpose” of using nuclear
weapons is for deterring nuclear attacks by adversaries. A major task of the
alliances would be to maintain regional/international order, which could
ensure safe, secure and fair access to global commons such as freedom
of navigation, cyberspace, and outer space, and could back rule-based,
negotiated ways of resolving problems and conflict.

State of Play

Although it is not easy to verify the causal relationship between the
absence of major war in East Asia and the existence of U.S. extended
nuclear deterrence, a consensus view in the region is that U.S. extended
nuclear deterrence has played a critical role in assuring the security of U.S.
allies such as Japan, the ROK and Australia, and reducing proliferation
temptations in these countries. As long as nuclear armed states exist,
non-nuclear allies of the United States would prefer to maintain the U.S.
commitment of extended nuclear deterrence. Since it is unlikely that
a “world without nuclear weapon” will be realized by 2025, extended
nuclear deterrence will remain one of the important elements of strategic
planning and alliance commitments.

In the meantime, if threats of nuclear weapons in the region are significantly
reduced, the nuclear element of extended deterrence could be shrunk. In
the 2010 Nuclear Posture Review, the United States defined that nuclear
forces would play a "fundamental role” in deterring nuclear attacks on
the United States, its allies and partners. A key is that it did not limit the
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role of nuclear weapons to solely deterring nuclear attacks. But at the same
time, during the drafting process it was suggested that the plausibility of
adopting a nuclear option in war fighting, if not in deterrence, is shrink-
ing, and in the Northeast Asian security environment, the likelihood of
nuclear war among states is diminishing.

If this trend continues and the number of U.S. nuclear weapons keeps on
decreasing, the credibility of U.S. extended deterrence will be at stake. Allies
need to share strategic calculations on how extended deterrence would
function with the reduced role of nuclear weapons, the increased role of
conventional forces, and more emphasis on missile defense, as means of
“deterrence by denial,” which could imply the shifting from “deterrence by
punishment” with nuclear strike capabilities. When the ability of “deter-
rence by denial” such as the missile defense initiated by the United States
and Japan improves, it may change the modality of the deterrent relations
which used to center on “deterrence by punishment”; the way in which
it may change as well as how its strategic implications are evaluated may
alter the equation of balance between the United States and China. U.S.
alliances should envision a better management of this possible transition.

A Northeast Asia Nuclear Weapon Free Zone

The Ideal

In relation to extended deterrence and the nuclear posture of nuclear
weapons states, it may be necessary to examine the possibility of a nuclear
weapon free zone in Northeast Asia. A nuclear weapon free zone treaty
is a legal institutionalization of the commitment to a collective provision
by nuclear weapons states of negative security assurance vis-a-vis non-
nuclear weapons states. In an ideal situation of reduced nuclear threats
in the region, all non-nuclear weapon states in the region could enjoy the
assurance that they are not attacked with nuclear weapons.

State of Play
In Northeast Asia, Japan, the ROK and the DPRK could be the subjects
of such a security assurance. There is almost a consensus view in the
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region that dismantlement of North Korea’s nuclear weapons program
is an essential factor for realizing this idea. However, views diverge in
terms of the sequences of formulating such a zone. Should the complete
dismantlement of the North Korean nuclear program be considered
a prerequisite, and thus should the process of formulation start after
realization of dismantlement? Many (at least in Japan) view complete
dismantlement as a prerequisite to realizing the idea of a nuclear weapon
free zone in this region. Alternatively, can members of the Six-Party
Talks present this idea, a formalized negative security assurance, as an
incentive for North Korea to implement the dismantlement of nuclear
weapons programs?

If nuclear weapons states could agree on diminishing the role of nuclear
weapons, and jointly adopt the “sole purpose” role of nuclear weapons
(that means “upgrading” from the fundamental role stipulated in the NPR),
it could be consolidated by legalization through a nuclear weapon free
zone. Establishing such a treaty-based commitment would bind nuclear
weapons states in their declaratory policy. However, as long as nuclear
weapons continue to exist, there may need to be a verification mechanism
to make such doctrinal commitments credible. Also, a concern could
remain whether security assurance through extended nuclear deterrence
of alliances can be given up for this declaratory commitment.

Proliferation Concerns in Northeast Asia

Civil Nuclear Activities

The Ideal

Peaceful use of nuclear energy will further expand. All countries (includ-
ing Taiwan) have ratified and implemented their respective Additional
Protocol to the IAEA Comprehensive Safeguards Agreement. Even China
(a nuclear weapons state whose civilian program may require a different
type of safeguards agreement with IAEA) clearly separates civilian and
military nuclear facilities and submits the civilian parts of their nuclear
program and materials to Additional Protocol equivalent safeguards and
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verification. A sufficient level of confidence on nonproliferation would be
established and verified under a strengthened IAEA safeguards standard.

A solution regarding spent fuel management may be sought through
regional cooperation. Such a multilateral regional framework may also
serve as a confidence-building mechanism by increasing transparency on
their activities, sharing information on nuclear safety and security, and
conducting joint research and development activities on future nuclear
technology such as new types of reactors and proliferation-resistant
technology in backend management, including reprocessing.

State of Play

Northeast Asia is a “nuclear-dense” region. In addition to four nuclear
armed states, namely China, Russia, North Korea and the United States,
all parties except Mongolia have extensive nuclear power programs. The
role of nuclear energy is expected to increase further in response to rising
energy needs and global warming concerns. For example, in the case of
Japan, in June 2010 the Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry (METT)
announced a plan to increase energy self-sufficiency to 70% by 2030, for
both energy security and CO2 emission reduction purposes. In terms of
energy security, at this moment, Japan needs to import approximately 80%
of its energy needs. In terms of environmental concerns, METT announced
the Cool Earth 50 energy innovative technology plan in 2008. According to
the estimate of the Japan Atomic Energy Agency (JAEA), a 54% reduction
in CO2 emissions from 2000 levels by 2050, proposed in the plan, could
lead to a 90% reduction by 2100. To achieve this goal, nuclear energy needs
to contribute more, by serving as an increased share of the energy supply.

Civil nuclear activities are usually considered non-threatening as long
as they are under the strict safeguards of the IAEA. In other words, civil
nuclear activities are also not considered threats if the states concerned
have achieved the sufficient level of confidence among them. However, in
this region, there are three factors that raise concerns over proliferation
from civil nuclear activities.
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First, the lack of trust and confidence as well as rivalry mentality among
states could raise concerns about capabilities in the region. For example,
although Japanese full scale fuel cycle activities are under strict IAEA
safeguards and have proven non-diversion to military activities, some
may still claim that this capability per se poses threats, fearing that Japan
could change its mind and determine to pursue a nuclear option.

Second, the nuclear nonproliferation regime includes institutional deficits
such as the imperfection of the IAEA safeguards system and export
controls. In the region, there has been a record of a lack of IAEA enforce-
ment capacity; the IAEA inspection team was kicked out of North Korea;
and despite repeated adoptions of U.N. Security Council resolutions to
impose sanctions, North Korea has not given up its program. Also, the
case of Iran presented ambiguity in 