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Abstrakt
Historie mezinárodních vztahů naznačuje, že velmoc na vzestupu vytváří nestabilní prostředí,
a to zejména v oblasti bezpečnosti. Tato diplomová práce se zabývá vzestupem Číny a jejím
dopadem na region východní Asie. Masivní ekonomický růst Čínské lidové republiky
v posledních několika dekádách má potenciál výrazně ovlivnit nejen region, ale i celý
mezinárodní systém. V akademických kruzích probíhá diskuze ohledně dopadů vzestupu
Číny, tato práce není výjimkou. Tzv. ofensivní realismus je v této práci aplikován právě na
vzestup Číny a její dopad na region východní Asie, tj. Japonsko, Korea a Taiwan. Jelikož je
tento region výrazně ovlivněn i Spojenými státy, jejich pozice je také diskutována. Základní
otázka je jakou politiku Čína zvolí se vzrůstající mocí a jak se s tím vyrovnají sousedící státy.
Teorie mezinárodních vztahů aplikovaná v této práci předpovídá, že se Čína bude snažit
vytvořit regionální dominanci. Hlavním výzkumným cílem této práce je, zda jsou zmíněné
státy a jejich politiky jsou v souladu s předpoklady ofenzivního neorealismu.

Abstract
History of international relations suggests that rising power brings challenges and creates
unstable environment in the international system. This thesis deals with the rise of China and
its implications to the East Asia region. China has experienced massive economic growth over
the last few decades which is likely to influence the dynamics not only of the region, but also
of the international system as a whole. There is an ongoing discussion in the academic
literature regarding the rise of China. In this thesis, the offensive neorealism theory of John J,
Mearsheimer is employed. This paper focuses on the region of East Asia, namely to Japan,

South Korea and Taiwan. Since the region is heavily penetrated by the US power, its position
is also discussed. The question is how China will behave when it gets more powerful and
what strategies the neighbouring countries choose in order to deal with China's rising power.
The theory assumes that rising great power strive to dominate its region in order to establish
regional hegemony. The main aim of this thesis is to examine whether or not the
aforementioned states act according to the prism of offensive neorealism.
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Introduction to the topic
The proposed M.A. thesis is going to deal with the rise of China and its implications to the
sub-region of East Asia. The situation regarding China is likely to influence international
system in upcoming decades of twenty-first century. People's Republic of China has
experienced massive economic growth over the last few decades and it is very likely that such
changes will have impact to the dynamics not only to the region but also to the international
system as a whole. Economic growth may be easily turned into other areas, especially in
country like China with huge structural potential.
There are many visions and predictions regarding future Chinese position in the international
system which differ diametrically. Positive ones emphasize the role of economic
interdependence, history and the importance of relationship management (Kang 2007).
Others, less positive, predict collapse or decline of China due to internal issues. This thesis
will be focused on rather pessimistic origins, using history and experience of rising powers
and, more importantly, theories of international relations as scientific approach. More
specifically, realist tradition of international relations will be scrutinized in order to apply it
on current and future challenges regarding China's growth and East Asia. The crucial
precondition is future Chinese continuous growth either on economic as well as political field.
Countries under scrutiny will be limited to the East Asia sub-region, namely China, Japan,
Taiwan and Korean peninsula. As the Asia-Pacific region is heavily influenced by United
Stated policies, especially after strategic rebalance to Asia, the role of United States of
America cannot be avoided in the research. Therefore, the role of USA and its bilateral
alliances across the region will be taken into consideration.
The crucial question is how China behaves on international stage when it gets powerful
enough to challenge other great powers present in the region. History suggests that rising
powers cause greater insecurity which is likely to end up in clash as for example in the case of
Japan or Germany in the run up to Word War II. Neorealist theory of international relations
will be used to provide assumptions and explanations on how countries act under the specific
circumstances of a rising power and what strategies they choose to deal with it (eg. balancing,
bandwagoning, buckpassing etc.).

Methodology
This thesis will be based on neorealist theories of international relations, applied to the
situation in East Asia. Thesis will comprise of multiple case studies. Every country has its
specific role and position in the region which affect their attitude and foreign policies.
Therefore each case study from the set will examine the position of a particular country,
namely Japan, Korea and Taiwan. The role of two great powers (i.e. China and the USA) will
be also discussed as development in the area is likely to be predominantly dependent on their
future policies and behaviour.
The principal question is how China behaves when it gets more powerful. The sub-question is
how the USA and other mentioned countries respond to that. Is security competition and
intense rivalry likely to happen in upcoming decades, do we witness these tendencies even
nowadays? Who is likely to compete and ally with whom? Or will economic interdependence
prevent instability and contribute to peaceful relations among these countries?
Neorealist theory assumes the rising power will try to establish hegemony and at the same
time push out other great powers from the region (Mearsheimer 2014). What strategies are
East Asian countries likely to adopt in order to deal with such a challenge will be scrutinized.
Main indicator for evaluating the theory will be the attitude of states towards each other.
Economic interdependence and level of trade exchange of mentioned states will be tested
whether or not it correlates with military investments and actual state policies in the field of
foreign affairs and defence.
Expected outline
1. Introduction
2. Outlining neorealist approach in IR
3. Overview and influence of great powers in the region
4. Rise of China
5. Impact on the region
a. Japan
b. Korea
c. Taiwan
6. Conclusion
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Introduction
None of the premodern times civilizations appeared more advanced and felt more
superior than that of China. Its technological precocity, trade and industry or army had no
comparison. Despite all the opportunities given by its superior position, China took the
path towards steady relative decline in 19th century the latest (Kennedy 1989: 4-9). It had
crucial implications for the next centuries and influences China until today. It was not until
the 20th century, what Eric Hobsbawm calls The Age of Extremes or The Short Twentieth
Century, respectively, when China returned to the international stage being the most
dynamic and rapidly growing economy of the globe (Hobsbawm 1994: 412-413). Today,
there is no dispute that at least partial restoration of Chinese important place in the world
took place within a rather short period of time. In fact, it took approximately a quarter
century and it has been one of the most striking phenomena in recent history
(Bardhan 2012: 4). The term “rise of China” is widely used in both academia and political
circles. This trend is evident not only in economic, but also in military dimension (Matsuda
2014: 3).
Such changes are likely to have impact on the dynamics not only of the region, but
also to the international system as a whole. One of the most relevant political relations to
explore is the sub-region of East Asia, where all players are important on the economic
side, but the political dimension remains unsettled. Current relations are rooted in a
divergent lecture of the past and have been conflicted ever since.

Area definition
The characteristic of world regions and their classification varies significantly.
International organisations and as well as governments offer different perceptions based on
domestic or international perspective. The boundaries in Asia and their definition vary
according

to

the

point

of

view

of

physical

geography

and

political

geography (Lele 2012: 8). Asia as a whole could be viewed at distinct levels. United
Nations model divide Asia into 5 sub-regions with different languages, cultures and
religions. The sub-region of East Asia consists of China (including Hong Kong and Macao
SAR), Japan, Mongolia, Democratic People's Republic of Korea and Republic of Korea
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(UN 2013). On the other hand, Republic of China (Taiwan) is not mentioned due to its
questionable international status.
East Asia appears as a distinct region in which the rise of China has a defining
influence. China's ascent to a predominant position in the region is linked to development
of regional institutions as well as East Asia economic bloc (Lim 2014: 34). Similarly,
although naming it “Northeast Asia,” Barry Buzan delineate the region by “the build-up of
an East Asian regional economy” as well as “the creation, albeit partial and fragile, of
institutional security connections” (Buzan 2003: 160).
Countries under scrutiny for the purpose of this thesis are China, Japan, Republic of
Korea and Taiwan. Consequently, the East Asia sub-region shall be understood as
consisting of these 4 countries, further referred as East Asia region.

Research question
History of international relations suggests that rising power brings challenges and
creates unstable environment in the international system. Just as in the case of Germany or
Japan at the first half of 20th century, rising power is not unlikely to end up in a clash.
In his thesis, neorealist theory of international relations will be used. Neorealists claim that
the international system is largely determined by its structure, i.e. actions and interests of
states are largely defined by the structure of international system (Huang – Patman
2013: 12).
The main goal of this research is whether or how do the states from the region of
East Asia accommodate the recent rise of China. Predominantly, but not solely, the so
called “offensive neorealism” of John J. Mearsheimer is being applied in order to explain
present behaviour and policies of aforementioned states and to predict possible future
scenarios. Also, the position of U.S. is partly discussed as the sub-region is largely
penetrated by the U.S. power. The precondition of this research is Chinese continuous
growth either on economic as well as political field. Thus, the research question goes as
follows:
-

How do states of the sub-region of East Asia respond the rise of China? What
policies and strategies they follow (eg. balancing, bandwagoning, buckpassing
etc.)?

-

Do they act according to the prism of “offensive neorealism”?
4

Literature review
The recent rise of China has drawn massive interest in academic literature.
Diametrically opposed theories emerged, some giving China as the next global hegemon
(Fishman 2006), others predicting an eventual collapse. It was A. F. K. Organski who as
early as in 1950’s in his power transition theory pointed out the possible emergence of
China (Organski 1968: 487). George Friedman in his book “The Next 100 Years: A
Forecast for the 21st Century” doubts China as a future global power. Despite its recent
economy surge he does not share the view of China as challenger. In short, there are few
obstacles which will prevent achieving further growth, and inevitably will lead to decline
or even to disintegration. Its political (in)stability depending heavily on continuing
economic growth, huge imbalances among regions will inevitably result in collapse of this
“paper tiger.” On top of that, he argues, China is not historically aggressive, and its
involvement with the rest of the world was only occasional (Friedman 2009: 88-100).
David C. Kang argues likewise emphasizing the historical (tributary system) and
cultural arguments. To him, China has been most of the time force for stability and East
Asian countries will choose accommodating rather than balancing strategy. As a result, its
rise will be peaceful since East Asian international relations history is different to the
experience of Europe or West, respectively (Kang 2007).
Samuel Huntington predicted the shift of the world’s centre of gravity eastward
resulting into a state where conflicts between groups of different civilizations are more
likely than between groups in the same civilization, in other words clash of civilizations
(Huntington 1996: 48); (Plessis – Raza 2015).
British historian Niall Ferguson in one of his visions advocates tensions within the
region: “China may so antagonize its neighbours that they gravitate towards a balancing
coalition led by United States” (Ferguson 2011: 321).
Overall, three main views regarding China’s rise and its consequences are to be
distinguished. One does consider China “fragile superpower” with future negligible or at
least questionable impact to the international system. Then, there is “optimistic” and
“pessimistic” vision. These two acknowledge the rise of China, however, assumptions of
its impact oppose each other. This thesis falls within the last, rather pessimistic view.

5

Outline of the paper
After introduction, the relevant parts of neorealist theory of international relations
applied in this thesis are introduced. Second chapter deals with China and its recent
development. The position of the U.S. in the region follows in the next chapter. Second
half of this thesis is set of multiple case studies, each dealing with one country from the
region. Hence, Japan, Korea and Taiwan are examined in separate chapters. Each chapter
dealing with a particular state is further divided into sub-chapters, namely including
economic and political/military dimension, supplemented with outline of relation
development. The last chapter evaluates the whole paper and serves as the conclusion.
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1. Realism
This chapter attempts to introduce realist tradition, or more specifically neorealist
approach in international relations. For the purpose of this thesis only brief history
description and relevant concepts are discussed.
Realism as one of the most important, if not the most important, tradition of the
international relations serves as the benchmark for most other theories and approaches
(Haar 2009: 8). Realism as an approach to the study of international relations has evolved
gradually throughout centuries. However, it was not until the 20th century when the
international relations emerged as formal academic field. In the interwar period, E. H. Carr
published The Twenty Year's Crisis. The core arguments laid out in this book are, firstly,
states as principal actors in international politics and, secondly, criticism of neglecting the
crucial role of power when thinking about international politics (Mearsheimer 2005: 139).
The father of more scientist-like realist approach, however, is considered to be Hans J.
Morgenthau. His approach shifted to a science made of laws assuming phenomena as
naturally given, a science which could both advise and explain political behaviour in
international relations (Guzzini 1998: 38-39). Morgenthau's six principles of political
realism (Morgenthau 1978: 4-15), has constituted the main essence of realism. His theory
is based on assumption that states are led by human beings with “limitless lust for power”
that are constantly looking opportunities to take offensive actions and dominate others.
Therefore, conflict and concomitant evil stems from the animus dominandi – the desire for
power (Morgenthau 1947: 165). This human nature realism, nowadays labelled as classical
realism, dominated the field or international relations from the late 1940's (Mearsheimer
2014a: 19).
In the 1970's Kenneth Waltz marked a major split from Morgenthau's traditional
realism with his Theory of International Politics. Unlike Morgenthau, Waltz does not
assume that states are inherently aggressive. To him, the main motivation for states is
survival. Nevertheless, he maintains that great powers seek the balance of power, but only
for the reason of the structure of international system. It is the anarchy which forces states
to seek security and, as a result, compete for power. More specifically, first concern for
states is not to maximize power but to maintain positions within the system. This became
to be known as structural realism or also so called defensive realism. Until today, many
kinds of realisms have emerged. Along with classical realism and neoclassical realism,
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there is structural realism further divided into at least two varieties, one of them being the
offensive realism (Snyder 2002: 149-153; Mearsheimer 2014a: 19-20; Waltz 2010).

1.1.

Offensive Neorealism

Offensive realism by John J. Mearsheimer offers new insights into the balance of
power concept, the role of geography as well as to the debate over land, air and naval
power. His assumptions are provocative and pessimistic, however, still plausible (Snyder
2002: 151).
The answer to the question why states want power is the key to distinction between
realists. For classical realists, it is the human nature, the anthropological element
(Morgenthau 1947). For structural realists, it is rather the architecture of the international
system with no higher authority and no guarantees that forces states to accumulate power.
Therefore, cultural differences as well as differences in regime type, whether it is a
democratic or autocratic one, are mostly ignored as the international system creates the
same basic incentives for all great powers. Besides the degree of power, all states are
assumed to be alike, no matter who is in charge of foreign policy. States are basically
“black boxes” which tend to behave the same way (Mearsheimer 2013: 78).
Yet, there is a significant divide between structural realists. Unlike defensive realists
(Waltz 2010), offensive realism believes that status quo powers are found rarely.
Contrariwise, states look for opportunities to gain power at the expense of rivals with the
ultimate goal of reaching hegemony in the system. Maximizing relative power is the
optimal way to maximize security. In other words, great powers act in aggressive manner
in terms of survival and security, which is the fundamental precondition of every
independent state. Thus, both offensive realism and classical realism assume states to
relentlessly seek power, however, with different incentives, see annex 1 (Mearsheimer
2014a: 21-22).

1.1.1. Main Assumptions
Offensive realism offers five bedrock assumptions in order to explain the behaviour of
states and their will to compete with each other. None of these assumptions alone dictates a
8

general rule of hostility. But when combined together, they depict a world of ceaseless
security competition resulting in three general patterns of behaviour: fear, self-help, and
power maximization. The assumptions go as follows (Mearsheimer 2014a: 30-32;
Mearsheimer 2013: 79-80):
1) International system is anarchic. It comprises independent states that have no
higher authority above them. It does not necessarily mean that that world is in
chaos, disorder or conflict. There is just no “nightwatchman” who states can turn to
if they are in danger.
2) All states possess some offensive military capabilities with the potential to harm or
possibly destroy others.
3) States can never be certain about the intentions of other states. States may not
necessarily have hostile intentions, but it is impossible to be absolutely sure.
Moreover, intentions can change in time from benign in one day and hostile in the
other. Also, states sometimes lie or conceal their true intentions. Policy-makers can
never be certain whether they deal with a revisionist or status quo state. The level
of fear varies, but it can never be reduced to an inconsequential level.
4) Survival is primary goal of states. They seek to maintain their territorial integrity
and autonomy of domestic political order. Other goals such as prosperity or human
rights are subordinated to survival.
5) States are rational actors. Rather than acting like mindless aggressors, they pay
close attention to geography, balance of power, act strategically weighing the costs,
benefits, and feasibility of their actions (Li 2016: 3). Yet, this does not mean they
miscalculate from time to time.

1.1.2. Security Dilemma, Self-help and Relative Gains
In a world of self-help, it pays to be selfish. Thus, states always act according to
their own interest. The best way for survival is to become the most powerful state in the
system. States pay close attention how power is distributed within the system and they
employ economic, diplomatic or even military means to shift the balance of power in their
favour. A country improving its position in the global balance of power does so at the
expense of others. As a result, improving one's position often threatens others and it is very
likely that threatened state do whatever is possible to ensure their survival, which
9

inexorably leads to constant security competition. This zero-sum mentality leads states to
favour relative rather than absolute gains. Unlike absolute power, states concerned with
relative power try to gain as much power advantage as possible over their potential rivals
(Mearsheimer 2014a: 35-36; Mearsheimer 2013: 81). This also became known under the
concept of security dilemma by J. Herz. In short, Herz assumes that “… a structural notion
in which the self-help attempts of states to look after their security needs tend, regardless
of intention, to lead to rising insecurity for others as each interprets its own measures as
defensive and measures of others as potentially threatening” (Herz 1950: 157).

1.1.3. Hegemony
Great powers strive to gain power over their rivals in a hope of becoming a
hegemon. Hegemony simply means that “a state is so powerful that it dominates all the
other states in the system” (Mearsheimer 2004: 185). Hegemony means there is only one
great power in the system. As system is meant to be entire world, Mearsheimer
distinguishes between global and regional hegemony. Achieving global hegemony would
be extremely difficult even in 21st century, mainly due to the stopping power of water.
Therefore, there has never been a global hegemon and it is very unlikely that one will
appear any time soon. The desired strategy for a great power is to become a regional
hegemon and possibly influence another region. States that achieve regional hegemony
prevent others from duplicating them. They fear that their rival power, so called peer
competitor, would dominate its region and become especially powerful. Thus, regional
hegemon's desired strategy is to have at least two great powers in other region as they
concentrate their attention on each other rather than on distant regional hegemon. In case
that local great power fails to face the emerging hegemon within a region, distant regional
hegemon takes appropriate measures in order to restore his desired order. This is referred
to be an offshore balancing. Today, only the United States preserve the position of regional
hegemon in western hemisphere, and has functioned as an offshore balancer several times
during the 20th century (Mearsheimer 2004: 186). In short, to qualify as a potential
hegemon, a state must have the most formidable army as well as most latent power among
all states within the region when the key relationship is the power gap between the
potential hegemon and the second most powerful state (Mearsheimer 2014a: 45).
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1.1.4. Power
At least two kinds of power are to be distinguished: the latent and the military
power. They are closely related as usually one comes from the other. Latent power is based
on state's wealth and overall size of population. To fight wars, one needs money,
technology and personnel. Latent power is the raw potential when competing with rival
states, whereas military power (i.e. size and strength of army and its supporting forces) is
the key ingredient in international politics (Mearsheimer 2014a: 55-56). Still, great powers
are very careful about latent power of rival states. Rich and populous states usually build
powerful armies. The same goes for states with large population and rapidly expanding
economies, even if these states have not yet turned their wealth into military sphere.
Greater economic prosperity has usually significant implications for security as military
power has its foundation in economy. States can afford powerful military forces to enhance
their security only if they are wealthy enough (Mearsheimer 2014a: 45-46).
Population and wealth are the two most important components for generating
military might. Population matters more since big armies require large population and only
large populations can produce great wealth. However, the concept of power has various
meanings and its measurement is not always an easy task. The most commonly used
indicator for latent power is GNP, especially in 21st century. However, other attributes,
such as technological development, should be taken into account. There is no simple way
how to measure military power of rivals mainly due to the complexity and variety of
factors. Not only number of soldiers, but also the quality of the soldiers, number of
weapons and its quality as well as quality of command need to be considered
(Mearsheimer 2014a: 61-62, 138).

1.1.5. Types of Behaviour
At least two main strategies that states use to prevent upsetting the balance of
power are to be distinguished. Great powers aim to dominate their own region and at the
same time strive to prevent rivals in other areas from gaining the same. The strategy
chosen to prevent other state to dominate the region depends on the power distribution and
partly also on geography. States have basically choices between balancing and buckpassing.
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With balancing, the initial goal is to deter the aggressor and could be done it three
ways. Firstly, by sending a clear signal of commitment to preserve balance of power. This
is usually done through diplomatic channels. Then, there is so called external and internal
balancing. External balancing means creating a defensive alliance in order to contain
dangerous opponent. Internal balancing is indeed a self-help instrument. It means
mobilizing additional sources, such as increasing defence spending, conscription etc.
(Mearsheimer 2014a: 155-157).
Main alternative to balancing is buck-passing. The main aim is to get another state
to deal with the burden of deterring an aggressor while remaining on the side-lines.
Seeking good diplomatic relations with the aggressor in the hope it will turn and
concentrate the attention on someone else – the buck-catcher, is first of the possible
strategies. Secondly, buck-passers tend to maintain cool relations with intended buckcatcher for two reasons. They do not want to get dragged into a war on the side of buckcatcher and it might foster the relations with the aggressor. Next step for buck-passer is to
build up own defences, which reduces the risk of being a target of aggression and at the
same time it will be prepared for the eventuality of catching the buck back. Buck-passer
may also allow or even facilitate growth in power of the intended buck-catcher as it
increases the chance of containing the aggressor. The main drawback of buck-passing is
twofold. Either the buck-catcher might fail to contain the aggressor which leads to
precarious strategic position or buck-passer allows the buck-catcher to increase the military
might to the extent it becomes so powerful that it upsets the balance of power in its favour
(Mearsheimer 2014a: 157-161).
Compared to balancing, buck-passing is clearly a preferred strategy. It allows
taking a “free ride” while the cost of fighting is paid by someone else. Moreover, aggressor
and buck-catcher may get involved in a protracted war leaving buck-passer stronger than
both (Snyder 2002: 161-162).
Some argue there is also a third, alternative strategy. Bandwagoning and
appeasement. Bandwagoning refers to alignment with the source of danger. With
appeasement, a threatened state makes concessions to an aggressor. But unlike the
bandwagoner, who has no will to contain the aggressor, the appeaser remains committed to
face the threat. In any case, it contradicts the offensive realism canon, it is dangerous as the
power shifts further to the adversary, and is rarely employed. Thus, bandwagoning remains
a strategy for weak and lonesome (Mearsheimer 2014a: 162-3; Walt 2015: 124-131).
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Additionally, contemporary academic literature oftentimes refers to hedging
strategy. Hedging has been brought to international relations originally from finance, and
refers to alternative strategy distinguishing from balancing and bandwagoning. It is defined
as a “purposeful act in which state seeks to insure its long-term interests by placing its
policy bets on multiple counteracting options.” In essence, it is a two-pronged approach
situated between the two ends of the balancing-bandwagoning spectrum (Kuik 2008: 5).

1.1.6. Polarity
Given the specific conditions some strategies are more likely than others. States
carefully calculate the risks of aggression taking into account actions of their competitors.
Power maximisation strategy is decided when it is estimated that benefits outweigh the
costs. When costs are too high states maintain position waiting for a more propitious
moment. However, whether states are likely to balance or buck-pass is to certain extent
determined by the structure of international system. Different strategies are employed in
bipolar and multipolar system.
State operating in bipolar system must balance against its rival as there is no option
to pass the buck. In multipolar system, however, the situation is more complicated.
Mearsheimer distinguishes balanced and unbalanced multipolar system. Unbalanced
multipolar system contains three or more great powers, one of them being the potential
hegemon. Conversely, power is divided rather evenly with no aspiring hegemon in
balanced multipolar system. Buck-passing is always an option in multipolarity. Even in
unbalanced multipolar system, where states have the incentives to work together to prevent
potential hegemon from dominating the region, buck-passing often occurs since it is very
attractive strategy to get another state to bear the costs (Mearsheimer 2014a: 269-271; Toft
2003)
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2. China
There are several reasons whether to view China as a security or other threat. These
arguments can be divided into two basic groups. The first type of argument views China as
not being a threat arguing Chinese self-constraint on assertive behaviour, internal
problems, benign track record or anti-China prejudice. The opposite side emphasizes its
military build-up, communism values, increasing power or China's hunt for energy (Wu
2009: 17). In this chapter, I will examine the rise of China in the lens of offensive
neorealism, as outlined above.
For more than a millennium, China was the dominant power in Asia. In a world of
“barbarians”, it was the only advanced civilization. Before the West set off to an economic
growth spurt in 18th century lasting until today, it was China and India who accounted
about 50 percent of global GDP. Since then, until second half of 20th century, China
experienced a relative decline, despite the West intervention forcing China to open up and
participate in the international trade. In Chinese view, it was a terrible aberration. Chinese
found themselves vulnerable, weak and humiliated in a suddenly Eurocentric world. After
devastating Great Leap Forward as well as the chaos of the Cultural Revolution, China
finally found a way to economic development. The then Chinese leader Deng Xiaoping set
China on a path of uninterrupted growth, lasting until today (Blankert 20009: 2; Kagan
2009: 6).
The story of Chinese economic growth began in 1978-1979 since the adoption of a
series of marked-oriented policies. Since then, China's economy has experienced rapid
economic growth. According to the official statistics, GDP growth in 1979 - 1997 averaged
close to 10 percent annually. As a result, China has been undergoing a dramatic transition
from largely rural, agrarian country to more industrialized and urbanized economy (Crane
et al. 2005: 17, 35).
Few nations in history have moved from weakness to strength, from vulnerability to
security in such a short time. It is a rising geopolitical giant, secure with its borders, with
economy aspiring to become the largest in the world (Kagan 2009: 4). Indeed, the
traditional pattern of Asian structure is undergoing fundamental changes and new regional
order is on the way while the rise of China being its primary causes (Dou 2009: 11).
Moreover, even without this remarkable growth, China would remain a large and
influential state. Through its long isolation from the affairs not only from the region, but
also from the world, China is viewed by its neighbours with suspicion regarding its long14

term foreign policy strategy and security intentions being aware of the past collective
memories of humiliation by West as well as Japan (Hernandez 2009: 2).
The rise of China is the most important shift of power not only in East Asia, but also in
the world. China's rise has also seen a rapid increase in the country's sway globally when it
comes to diplomatic, political, military or even cultural affairs (Schmitt 2009: 8;
Tsunekawa 2009: 9). Today, China's new weight in international economic councils,
growing international status has become one of the biggest sources of legitimacy of the
ruling oligarchy of the Chinese Communist Party (Kagan 2009: 6). While the EU appears
to be in perpetual crisis, many fear the role China will play geopolitically due to its
structural rise. The course in the last years points towards the emergence of more
multipolar world, where China is on the way to build dominant economic powerhouse. In
geographical terms, the so called “economic center of gravity” of the world GDP has
moved eastward (see annex 2 and 3). According to the statistics, China is on a path to reestablish its important position in the world which had had for centuries (see annex 4).
Indeed, China is now the second largest economy and is likely to overtake the position of
the United States in the upcoming decades (Worldbank 2016a; O'Sullivan – Subramanian
2015: 3-6). According to some figures this has already happened (BBC 2014).
It has been questioned whether the China's dynamic development will continue.
Economic as well as strategic rise of China is regarded as likely to prospect according to
not only the analysts and intelligence planners in the United States or international
scholars, but also to Chinese leaders themselves. In spite of some possible “downside”
factors that might complicate or even forestall the Chinese prospects, such as
unsustainability of current government system, economic inequalities, social tensions,
government corruption, pollution, shrinkage of direct foreign investment etc., there is still
huge possibility the ascent of China will continue over the medium and long term
(Eberstadt 2009: 131-134). After all, the essential trend is more important than whether
one predicts slow rapid or slow growth (Kugler – Tamen: 2004: 51).

2.1.

Population

Population is sine qua non for reaching status of great power. Unlike economic
productivity, population cannot be modified in short period of time. Thus, the size of
population ultimately determines the power potential. Large developing nations, such as
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China, are still undergoing demographic transitions and its population will continue to
grow for more than a generation (Kugler – Tamen 2004: 39). As the graph demonstrates, in
the last fifty years China has more than doubled its population (see annex 5 and 6). In spite
of its slowing growth, it is still under a process of massive population increase. The
population is estimated to reach its peak between 30's and 40's. Current population of
China is approximately 1.37 billion which is the biggest on the globe and is equivalent to
more than 18 percent of the world's population (Worldbank 2016b; CIA 2015; UN 2015).

2.2.

Military

Military budgets serve as a visible manifestation of national strategic intentions,
policies as well as priorities. Civil-military relations are reflected in relative scale and
dynamism of spending (Crane et al. 2005: 91). According to the Military strength
indicator, China is the third most powerful country in terms of military force in the world,
right behind Russia (see annex 8) (O'Sullivan – Subramanian 2015: 41). Unfortunately,
Chinese military expenditures are very difficult to track.
Official Chinese defence budget figures underestimate true defence spending. It is
widely held that military-related expenditures, such as overseas weapons purchases or
People's armed Police funding, are not included in official budget. Yet, the growth of
military investment is undeniable even when looking at the official People's Liberation
Army budget. (see annex 7) (IISS 2014: 209-210).
In the past decades, China has dramatically expanded its defence budget. However,
the transparency of financing, structure of forces and strategic intentions are lacking.
Therefore, for neighbouring countries it is not easy to believe that China will be a status
quo power (Tsunekawa 2009: 16). Hardly anybody would have predicted that China would
add much new military capability to the extent we are able to see today. Indeed, China has
been investing in military modernization according its economic growth, and in recent
years even outpacing it. In 2014, it has been announced that the defence budget would
increase by 12.2 percent, while the economic growth was estimated to be only 7.5 percent.
Except for 2010, since 1989 defence budget of China has increased by double digits every
year (Matsuda 2014: 3).
Over the last 15 years, the Chinese army have undergone massive structural
changes including significant amounts of new equipment. This modernization is likely to
16

require extra funding in future military budgets. In addition to that, in the past five years
the Navy has doubled the number of undertaken exercises farther out in the sea, including
submarine patrols. Also the Air force has become larger, exercising over dispersed areas.
Overall, Chinese military missions have expanded from the mainland to the coast and well
beyond (IISS 2014:208).
There has been a spending spree on a scale not witnessed since the early years of
the Cold War. New submarines and capital ships, hundreds of fighters and bomber, new
cruise and ballistic missiles have been added to the Chinese arsenal. All of this happening
at the time of no new or imminent threat (Schmitt 2009: 8). Indeed, China has never been
richer and never been safer. During the 50's it faced constant war or at least threat of war,
be it Korea, Nationalist Taiwan or India. In the late 60's the biggest threat became the
Soviet Union. After the rapprochement with the United States in the 70's and ending
international isolation, China gradually regained sovereign control over most of the lost
territories in the 19th century. As the cold war ended, no serious threat or attack from any
direction was imminent. By the dawn of 21st century it was stronger than at any time in
modern history. As paradoxically as it might seem, although stronger and more secure,
China has often acted in a highly provocative manner, as if it faced threat greater than
before (Kagan 2009: 4,11).
Simply put, the power gap between China and others, specifically the United States
is shrinking. The pace, scope and structure of China's military potential causes concerns
not only within the region. The primacy of the United States is increasingly tested and
power relations will inevitably change creating a possibility of miscalculation
(Mearsheimer 2010: 381-382).

2.3.

Strategy

As president Xi Jinping said: “China will never seek hegemony or expansion”,
ensuring his audience that China is a peace-loving nation and will remain committed to
peaceful development (CNTV 2015). Some even argue that China is and will remain
inherently passive as the Confucian culture dictates (Mearsheimer 2008: 9-10). However,
statements that Chinese forces are purely of self-defence nature, as mentioned by their
leaders, is misleading. It is difficult to distinguish between offensive and defensive military
capabilities and even if the intentions were sincere today, no one can guarantee they will
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not change in the future (Mearsheimer 2010: 383). Also, leaders have been known to lie
not only to foreign audiences (Mearsheimer 2011). As a matter of fact, statements of
Chinese politicians do not correspond much with their actions, as described below.
As the military budget increases, self-consciousness of Chinese army grows
resulting in more ambitious behaviour towards its neighbours. Given the fact that China is
already a huge country it does not necessarily need to conquer more territory in order to
establish a regional hegemony. Despite the claims of Chinese officials, it is likely that
China will further seek to grow its economy and will become so powerful which will allow
to dictate the neighbouring countries the norms of acceptable behaviour making them to
pay substantial price if they do not follow the rules (Mearsheimer 2014a: 370).
With increasing military investments, there has been corresponding shift in Chinese
military strategy. As China no longer fears invasion, the concept of counting on massive
population providing massive army capable of defeating any invasion had become
obsolete. With new technologies and expanding interests, the attention has been redirected
outward.
Chinese strategic ambition today is not so dissimilar from the American strategic
goals in 1945. Officials talking about extending China's strategic frontiers progressively
outward to so called “island chains” (see annex 11). Chinese military modernization is
increasingly characterized by the development of power projection capabilities. Naval
forces that can project power out to the “second island chain” are being built. The intention
to build blue water navy that can operate worldwide is also expected. Judging by observing
Chinese military, it is not unlikely to conclude that China is bent on aggression. Still,
Chinese navy has a long way to go in order to accomplish these undoubtedly ambitious
visions, but it is obvious that the will and the desire are there (Kagan 2009: 6,13;
Mearsheimer 2010: 384).
China can be expected to challenge the US leadership. As China tries to develop
alternative security structures, it has intensified criticism of the US alliance system. By
fielding capabilities to counter military intervention, Chinese decision makers hope to
discourage potential intervening power. This strategy became known under the Western
term of A2/AD (anti-access / area denial) or sometimes also called “counter intervention.”
Despite the fact that China itself does not use this term, it is clear that China is developing,
deploying, doctrinally supporting and training to employ sophisticated systems tailored to
counter US intervention (Heath – Erickson 2015: 145-150).
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The growing assertiveness of China became evident especially after the Beijing
Olympic Games in 2008. In the subsequent years, China surpassed Japan to become the
second world's biggest economy and during that time also started to discuss reframing its
diplomatic strategy by using the expression “core interests”. The current political order in
Asia is challenged as Chinese will to rely on sheer power of its bolstered military and
economic capabilities. Chinese navy undertakes a number of exercises crossing the East
China Sea on a way to western Pacific along Ryukyu Islands with frequency rising every
year. Whilst in 2008 there were only 2 passages, by 2013 it has increased multiple times to
14. Despite the fact international law was not violated in these cases, it has destabilizing
consequences and creates concerns within the countries in the region. Not only that, China
has also engaged itself in provocative moves with regard to the disputed Senkaku/Diaoyu
islands. The frequency of such incursions rises gradually with 52 incursions occurring in
2013 (see annex 9). This trend indicates that these actions reflect broader, pre-planned
initiative. It seems that China passed a point of no return around the year 2009 and there is
no indicator that these incursions will stop or decrease. By contrast, it is likely that this
these actions will increase following present trajectory (Matsuda 2014: 3-6). Indeed, before
2009 China kept a low profile strategy not generating much fear among its neighbours nor
in the United States. Since then, however, an increasing number of contentious territorial
disputes China has been involved is interpreted as a serious threat by other countries in
Asia (Mearsheimer 2014a: 381).
The growing assertiveness of China is, however, not limited to the sea areas. In
2013, China has for the first time established an Air Defence Identification Zone (ADIZ) in
the airspace of the East China Sea. China drew its ADIZ line to overlap with all
neighbouring states within the region, i.e Japan, South Korea and Taiwan. Not only has the
zone covered disputed islands of Senkaku/Diaoyu which are claimed by China, Taiwan
and Japan, but also some territorial sea beneath the airspace claimed by South Korea,
including disputed Ieodo/Socotra/Suyan islet, as well as waters considered international by
the United States (see annex 10). The purpose for the zone is considered to be security
reasons. When entering, all aircrafts are required to identify themselves, report flight plans
and inform about their position. Nevertheless, the United States, Japan as well as South
Korea still continue to carry surveillance activities in the area regardless of Chinese claims
(Vanhullebusch – Shen 2016: 122).
Furthermore, in the disputed area of South China Sea, runway construction and land
reclamation on the islets are in process. Satellite images reveals militarization of some
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islets as sophisticated radar and two batteries of surface-to-air missiles were deployed. It is
expected that China could soon declare Air Defence Identification Zone (ADIZ) in the
South China Sea to match the one it has already claimed in East China Sea (Rapp-Hooper
2016).
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3. USA
So far in this thesis I dealt with the rise of China. Subsequently, the implications on
the East Asia region will be discussed, starting with the US position. It is necessary to deal
with the United States as the region is historically penetrated by their power.
Does the Asia-Pacific region witness the beginning of a new phase of superpower
rivalry? Amitav Acharya posed this question in his article from late 80's when Soviet
Union and the US were competing in the region trying to shift the balance of power in their
favour. Pacific is the ocean “where the future of the world lies”, described the fate of the
region Ronald Reagan. The United States were concerned that the power in what they have
long regarded as an “American lake” might be reversed in non-too-distant future (Acharya
1987: 155). After thirty years, do we witness identical struggle for power just with
different players? The aim of this chapter is to examine the role of the United States in the
region of East Asia.
The United States is no stranger to the region. America's deep interest in East Asia
goes as far as to 18th century. As a young nation, Americans were attracted by opening
trade with the East hoping to finance its emergence from the British power. Over the
course of the 19th century, the United States insisted on becoming an Asian power on its
own. Growing American Naval presence as well as missionary establishments in China
and Korea or numerous treaties of trade and friendship, it all helped to plant its flag in the
region. By the dawn of 20th century, America became a significant power in the East Asia
equation. American influence was challenged by Japan, which had ambitions to become
the predominant East Asian power. After the Second World War, it has been decided that
America would not leave East Asia at all. Instead, it would establish itself permanently as
the predominant power in the region. The United States insisted on preserving its positions
in both Atlantic and Pacific oceans with establishing a string of bases in East Asia. Those
bases proved to be a launching point for American power during the Cold War. Today, few
decades later, many of those military bases remain. They serve roughly the same function
as originally intended. This time, however, against a different potential rival. By the end of
the Cold War, the United States decided not to dislodge its position. It rather responded to
the growing Chinese power by maintaining forces in Korea, strengthening relationship
with Taiwan or broadening and deepening its military relationship with Japan (Kagan
2009: 12-13).
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3.1.

Structure

The security structure of the East Asia region has been established after the Second
World War. It is a set of bilateral alliances, also known as the San Francisco System. For
more than half a century, regional order has been built around mutual strategic embrace of
America and its Asian partners. This “hub and spoke” security architecture has its roots in
the early Cold War and remains the most important anchor for regional stability until
today. In spite of dramatic transformation of the region, its political upheaval,
democratization, economic boom as well as crisis, it has stayed remarkably fixed. The
cornerstone of America's relationship with East Asia is built on hard bilateral security ties
bolstered by soft multilateral economic relations. The US-Japan alliance is the base of the
security order, followed by security ties with South Korea, Taiwan and other countries in
the south.
The specific way in which American security relations in East Asia has been
established reflect unique post-war power realities and array of countries in the region. At
the beginning, the East Asian version of NATO was discussed, in the meanwhile, however,
the changing security environment quickly took shape of bilateral military pacts. A
multilateral security system would have entailed a more far-reaching reduction in
America's freedom of action. The bilateral option was clear and more attractive tool which
allowed building political bargains and regional order (Ikenberry 2004: 353-358).

3.2.

Strategy

Since 1898 and especially after the end of World War Two the United States has
forged strong military alliances. As a result, the United States occupy the most strategic
passes of western Pacific forming an island chain. Nearly all China's maritime
neighbouring countries have alliance with the US (Lianlei 2015). Shortly after the end of
Cold War and the subsequent collapse of the Soviet Union, the first Bush administration
boldly stated that the United States is the most powerful state in the world and have no
intention to abandon this position. The same strategy appeared in various documents later
on assuring that the United States “should check rising powers and maintain its
commanding position in the global balance of power” (Mearsheimer 2005). Most recently,
Barack Obama stated that they are committed to maintaining American primacy, which
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simply means that Washington is likely to go to considerable lengths in order to prevent
China from becoming too powerful (Mearsheimer 2010: 385).
Despite the downward trend in the United States military spending in over the past few
years, it remains by far the world's largest military spender at nearly three times the level
of China. Military spending of the United States accounts for 37 percent of the world's
expenditures and outpaces the combined spending of the next 10 countries (see annex 12
and 13) (SIPRI 2016: 2).
The history of American foreign policy is continuous and suggests what policies are
likely to be chosen with the new challenges, such as the rise of China. After gaining
independence from Britain in 1783, American policy makers worded assiduously to turn
the United States into hegemon. It took more than a century and America had to fight
various wars. The policy known as the Monroe Doctrine laid out in 1823 came true in 1898
when the last European empire in the Americas had collapsed and the United States has
become the first regional hegemon in modern history. Subsequently, it made sure that no
other great power followed this trajectory that it would dominate its part of the world.
During the 20th century, the United States played a key role in defeating and dismantling
aspiring hegemons, be it Imperial Germany, Imperial Japan, Nazi Germany or the Soviet
Union. The main incentive is clear, it is to prevent other great powers from controlling
either Europe or Asia (Mearsheimer 2006: 161).
In the next paragraphs, in compliance with the above mentioned strategy goals, I will
describe the US policy towards the rise of China. Most people prefer to think of fights
between their own state and rival state as clashes between good and evil rather than as a
struggle for power because it clashes with their basic values. That is why the language of
foreign policy is usually couched in liberalism. Even though the public pronouncements
are usually moralist emphasizing universal values, American foreign policy has been most
of the time guided by realist logic. In essence, the United States speak one way and acts
another creating a gap between public rhetoric and actual conduct of foreign policy
(Mearsheimer 2014a: 23-26). Recent US policies seem to be no exception.
It has been announced by the end of 2011 that the Obama administration would expand
and intensify the role of the United States in the Asia-Pacific region. “The centre of
gravity” for the US including foreign policy, national security as well as economic
interests was to be shifted towards Asia. It was later on labelled as the US pivot to Asia or
rebalancing. Official goal underpinning the US pivot was to “deepen US credibility in the
region” and “devote more effort to influencing the development of the Asia-Pacific's norms
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and rules.” Series of high-level diplomatic visits to the Asia-Pacific at the beginning of the
Obama Administration foreshadowed the emergence of the pivot policy. Beginning in
2009, the United States diplomatic visibility and presence in East Asia has been upgraded.
State secretary Clinton made far more visits to the region than her predecessors (Manyin
2012: 6, 16; Chen 2013: 39-41).
Hillary Clinton officially announced the pivot in 2011 in Foreign Policy article
“America's Pacific Century.” Besides other things it mentions that after the wars in Iraq
and Afghanistan “the United States stands at the pivot point” and that it needs to
“accelerate efforts to pivot to new global realities” (Clinton 2011). President Obama
further explained this policy during his visit in Australia stating that: “the United States
will play larger and long-term role in shaping this region and its future”
(Manyin 2012: 1).
Apart from these steamy diplomatic statements, the Strategic Guidance of the US
Department of Defense from 2012 clearly identified the emergence of China as a threat
that will “continue to pursue asymmetric means to counter our power projection
capabilities” and it is therefore necessary to “maintain the ability to project power in
areas in which access and freedom to operate are challenged” (US DOD 2012: 4). What
all these policies in fact mean?
When examining the pivot in greater depth, several steps taken since the fall of 2011
could be identified. Notwithstanding the reductions in defense spending, the military
presence in East Asia will be strengthened, be more politically sustainable, more broadly
distributed and more flexible. By the 2020 the Navy will relocate its forces to about 60/40
split between the Pacific and the Atlantic from today's roughly 50/50 split which will
include not only aircraft carriers, destroyers and cruisers, but also littoral combat ships and
submarines (Chen 2013: 42).
As a part of Asian “rebalance” Washington has, besides other things, joined East Asia
Summit (EAS), announced new military deployments to Australia and Singapore,
strengthened military cooperation with the Philippines and reinvigorated formal alliances
with Japan and South Korea. Last but not least, in economic sphere it progressed with
negotiations and signed the Trans-Pacific Strategic Economic Partnership which excludes
China (TPP) (Manyin 2012: 1).
Although Obama Administration has declared that the rebalance includes diplomatic,
economic, and cultural aspects, it is clear that the US alliances in Asia are primarily of
politico-military nature and that the most significant element is in the military realm. This
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suggests that the main reason and primary explanation for the pivot is growing US
perception of potential challenge from China and fear of losing military supremacy in the
region (Chen 2013: 42-43).
Besides the mentioned policies, Washington has been engaged in other various
negotiations that would form a balancing coalition within the region. Facing the growth of
China, the US has resuscitated a decade old proposal to form an informal strategic naval
coalition consisting of the US, Australia, India and Japan. Although it has been
scrupulously denied by the US officials that it is aimed against China, further
regularization of naval ties would be a critical step in forming an “Asia-Pacific Maritime
entente” which could effectively balance China's growing naval power (Oudenaren 2016).
In East Asia, the United States has been slowly pushing for a trilateral cooperation
between South Korea and Japan. Tensions between these two have long worried the US.
Their long-standing lukewarm relation is rooted in history and territory dispute over
Dokdo/Takeshima Island. After the recent resolution of the long-disputed comfort women
issue the prospects for ROK-Japan cooperation are increasing. Facing the North Korean
threat both Japan and South Korea realized the need for both to work together to counter
Pyongyang, which is in compliance with the US policy. In fact, the United States “calls for
stronger and closer trilateral integration” and described Japan and Korea to be the
cornerstone of Asia policy. It makes good strategic sense for the US to help these two
countries to find their way together so they could face China more effectively. This
trilateral cooperation has a long way to go, but the desire of the US is undeniable (Wicker
2016; Tiezzi 2015).
In the light of China's rise, Washington has been pushing Japan to act more assertively
and improve its military forces. Japan, along with South Korea, is one of the most
important members of the coalition for the US and it will continue to be the core of its
strategy to maintain its primacy in the region. Japan has stressed the need for increasing the
military role in the region and beyond. Washington is welcoming this approach seeking to
tackle its national debt and striving to form a broader security network. As a result, Japan
and the US upgraded or transformed their alliance in order to “better respond today's
challenges.” This is the first revision since 1997 which is supposed to expand situations
and functional areas of cooperation (including global and regional activities). Japan also
expressed willingness to exercise limited collective self-defense. In other words, the US is
increasingly worried about growing power of China. Therefore, it wants Japan to play a
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key role if China adopts an overly ambitious strategy (Hornung 2015; Chen 2013: 50; Song
2012).
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4. Japan
Sino-Japanese relations have a long history. The events in China usually influenced to
certain degree Japan, be it its national development, culture of security. This applies not
only to Japan, but to the whole region of East Asia. Historically, the dynamics of the
relationship was linked to the rise of one and fall of the other. Both sides did not hesitate to
seize the opportunity to shift the balance of power in their favour. These days, however, an
entirely new unprecedented factor emerged. It is for the first time in history when both
China and Japan are world powers at the same moment with extensive international ties,
economic powerhouses and military strength. Never before has been their relationship
under such circumstances. As a result, their relationship is framed by the potential
incompatibility of their indispensable economic goals and widely divergent goals in
political as well as military field (Auslin 2009: 73-74).
Japan was formed as one of the peripheral states within the ancient Chinese
civilization. The basic elements of Japanese civilization were introduced from the
continent. Japan subsequently developed its own political and cultural identity and decided
to ignore Chinese authority, yet it still maintained trade ties. The relative independence
Japan had enjoyed was mainly due to the geographical conditions. Separated by sea, Japan
extricated itself from the traditional Sino-Centric order. Most of the time, Japanese rulers
could afford to disregard the power of China. Over the preceding 1500 years, before Japan
set off to its modernization in the 19th century, only two major military clashes have been
noted, in 13th and 16th century. In fact, even after the end of World War Two, during the
50's and 60's, China was never regarded as a military threat in spite of intensive ideological
criticism cast towards Tokyo from Beijing (Tadokoro 2012: 11-12).
In 19th century, Japan was forced to open up and accept series of unequal treaties.
Japan reacted by imitating the great powers in internal as well as external domain. It has
almost immediately begun to act like a great power on the world stage taking advantage of
almost every favourable moment to shift the balance of power and to increase its share of
world power. East Asia has been pronounced as Japan's sphere of influence the latest by
1934 (Mearsheimer 2014a: 172-173, 180). Throughout the time, Japan acted aggressively
and with extraordinary brutality. Even after seven decades after the end of World War
Two, the traumatic memories of the war still continue to trouble mutual Sino-Japanese
relations.
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After the World War Two, both China and Japan focused on their respective crisis.
Japan started a rebuilding process which correlated with the US occupation from 1945 to
1952 leading to bilateral security treaty. In the next decade Japan concentrated its efforts
on economy recovery and at the turn of the 70's and 80's became world's second largest
economy (Auslin 2009: 76).
Although Japan regained independence in 1952, it was not until 1972 when Japan
normalized diplomatic relations with China. It was mainly due to a strategic interest in
containing the Soviet Union as a common threat both to the US and Japan and commercial
interests in China's potentially enormous market. After signing the peace treaty in 1978,
the so called “friendship” paradigm defined by good will on both sides evolved, as called
by Watanabe (Watanabe 2015). Vis-à-vis common, strategic rival of the Soviet Union,
good relations between Japan and China were further strengthened. Japan became the first
capitalist country to become a donor of development assistance to China. After the collapse
of the Soviet Union and subsequent drastic structural changes, the “friendship” paradigm
started to vanish. Driven by commercial interests, Japan was one of the first to resume
relations and economic assistance after the 1989 Tiananmen Square incident. But as the
Chinese economy grew, old wounds in the form of history issues came out again. From the
Japan's point of view, anxiety and frustration over the Chinese attitude emerged. Demands
for an apology for past aggressions and fatigue after repeated expressions of remorse over
the history issues on one hand, lack of gratitude for Japanese economic assistance on the
other eventually shifted the relationship into a more emotional level (Watanabe 2015).
In the mid 90's, contentious and emotional issues rooted in history, such as un(official)
visits to Yasukuni Shrine, comfort women issue or Japanese school textbooks further
complicated the bilateral relationship. All of a sudden, the dispute over the
Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands, which had been neglected for more than half a century,
reappeared and triggered a “spiral of xenophobic nationalism” in both countries.
Paradoxically, neither the history nor the territorial issues was a salient issue under the
Mao Zedong or Deng Xiaoping. Today, they are the most controversial issues (Xie 2015).

4.1.

Economic relations

Despite the cold reality of mutual suspicion and frustration, economic ties were still
quite robust (Watanabe 2015). China's hunger for capital to fuel modernization correlated
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with Japan's strategy of developing markets for its exports and new sources of energy and
raw materials for its manufacturers. As China's economic development accelerated, the
volume of Japan-China trade has increased rapidly. Since 2007 China has become Japan's
largest

trading

partner,

replacing

the

US.

Nevertheless,

increasing

economic

interdependence did not reverse the direction towards the path to “political disharmony”
(Inoue 2016; Tadokoro 2012: 3).
The economies of China and Japan are interdependent standing for the second and third
world's largest economy, respectively (Wang 2013). There is, however, a significant
difference among them. China is Japan's traditional market. Given the growth over the last
decades, not surprisingly the Japanese businessman saw their future in relationship with
China. As Chinese purchasing power increases, it is becoming a major source of growth
for Japanese economy. China's growing economic weight is undeniable. But the success of
Chinese state capitalism coupled with the authoritarian regime allows China to play geoeconomic games (Tadokoro 2012: 2-3, 8).
China-Japan relations seem to be trapped in a simmering security dilemma, territorial
disputes, increasing strategic distrust and recently by the spill over of politics into the
economics arena. In other words, “politically cool but economically hot” known also as
“seirei keinetsu” is a phrase that has become a new norm in mutual relations (Wang 2013).

4.2.

Strategy

Through the Cold War and beyond, foreign policy based on economic cooperation and
competition rather than defense and security was the main aim of Japan. Given the
protection from external allies like the US, both home islands and economic interests were
secured. But things seem to be changing now as Japan's foreign policy will be insufficient
to meet its strategic needs (STRATFOR 2015a).
Economic interdependence seems to be increasing source of concerns for Japanese
policymakers, especially after recent experiences. In 2010, Chinese fishing boat collided
with Japan's coast guard patrol near the disputed Senkaku/Diaoyu islands. Until then, the
unwritten rule had been to “catch and return.” This time the boat captain was detained and
became a subject of criminal prosecution. In return, China arrested four Japanese
businessmen and, more importantly, restricted exports of rare earth metals, which are
essential for Japanese industry of electric and high-tech devices. Japan was heavily
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dependent on such exports. It came as a surprise as Japan never imagined that China would
take such a hard measure, possibly hurting its own business interests and reputation. To
Japan, China's reaction was totally surprising and unexpected. Even during the height of
the Yasukuni controversy political differences did not spill over to economic and business
sphere (Watanabe 2015).
Japanese government took the incident seriously. This harsh experience led Japan to
diversify supply sources and to reduce imports of rare elements from China. What's more,
it came to light that China is willing to flex its economic muscle for strategic interests. The
pronounced low profile strategy of China seems to be substituted by foreign policy of
strategic activism. Rather than pursuing solely economic gains within the existent strategic
framework, Chinese leadership were confident enough to actively pursue unilateral geopolitical goals. In other words, if necessary, the logic of geo-economics prevails over the
logic of interdependence. Chinese model of economic governance, a state capitalist model
under the authoritarian regime lacking transparency and rule of laws is now regarded as
unreliable. In order to reduce risks resulting from over-dependence upon China the strategy
of diversification is now being accelerated (Tadokoro 2012: 9-10). And it is not only the
sphere of economy that Japan is rethinking its posture.
Japan occupies a unique position in relation to China among the nations of Asia.
Throughout the post-war period, in terms of security, Japan was in comfortable position.
Military alliance insulated the country from any sense of threat from China. This
comfortable position has vanished with the rise of China. Its military modernization has
turned an outdated force into a contender for regional supremacy. Regardless of the
strength of American security guarantee and the US-Japan alliance, China has the potential
to directly threaten Japanese security. Thus, Japan's largest neighbour is now perceived as
a palpable military threat (Auslin 2009: 79). In response to China's growing power, past
longstanding postures are being reconsidered.
China as a potential future threat to Japan's security had been first acknowledged in the
1990's due to its military posture and actions. As early as in 1994, four main concerns were
articulated: (1) the size of military, (2) tendency of military budgets to increase, (3)
attempts at territorial expansion using military strength, and (4) modernization of China's
nuclear arsenal and its proliferation to other countries (Watanabe 2015).
Under the former Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi the scope and power of his office
expanded. Also, Japan's Defense Agency (JDA) has elevated to cabinet-level status under
the new name of Ministry of Defense. Following the centralization of security decision
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making, intelligence-gathering capabilities, including spy satellites, has been upgraded
(Auslin 2009: 82).

4.2.1. Security Alliance and Article 9 of the Japanese Constitution
The US-Japan alliance has served as one of the region's most important military
relationships. The original US-Japan Mutual Security Treaty was a ten year military
agreement. It was revised in 1960 granting the US the right to military bases on the
archipelago in exchange for a pledge to defend Japan in the event of an attack.
In the shade of China's missile launch exercises over Taiwan in 1996 as well as the
North Korean missile crisis in the mid 90's, Japan has decided to update and strengthen its
alliance. In response, new defence guidelines have been adopted expanding the allowance
of Japan's military operations to “surrounding areas” (Xu 2014). Yet, it still carefully
avoided direct support for combat activities in order not to violate the Article 9 of the
Constitution which does not allow Japan to exercise its right of collective self-defense
(Watanabe 2015). Indeed, article 9 of Japan's Constitution has been known as the most
controversial issue in post-war Japanese politics. Specifically, it is the two paragraphs
long, so called peace clause:
(1) “Aspiring sincerely to an international peace based on justice and order, the
Japanese people forever renounce war as a sovereign right of the nation and the threat or
use of force as means of settling international disputes.”
(2) “In order to accomplish the aim of the preceding paragraph, land, sea, and air
forces, as well as other war potential, will never be maintained. The right of belligerency
of the state will not be recognized.”
Nevertheless, within less than a decade after the document came into effect in 1947,
Japan obtained land, sea and air forces known under the name of Japan Self Defense
Forces (SDF) (Itoh 2001: 310).
In spite of the constitutional prohibition of having and using military, over the time
governments have passed laws to reinterpret constitutional restraints. The most recent 2015
legislation enables for the first time Japan's SDF personnel to engage in a combat to
support the US or other security partners when it is defending Japan. It is an important
moment in 70-year evolution of Japan's national security and might be interpreted as a
steady departure from post-war pacifism (Lind 2016: 2). This security bill reforms signal a
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new era in Japan's view of itself. It seems that real political and security concerns have
upset the balance of upholding constitutional provisions and practical military needs.
Historically, the pacifist sentiments have always won in Japan. With the passage of this
new security bill, however, it became a de facto constitutional amendment and it seems
that the success of Japan's efforts in increasing the capabilities of the SFD may be
inevitable (Ni 2015).
The government's decision to reinterpret a constitutional provision is also reflected
in the updated 2015 Guidelines for Japan-US Defense Cooperation, which is a greatest
change in security cooperation among these two countries in at least two decades. Besides
other things, such as cooperation in cyberspace, it emphasizes the global nature of the
alliance enabling participation outside its immediate region. It is a comprehensive
document addressing every aspect of the alliance and outlining the nature of cooperation in
peace time as well as in wartime. It shifts the security cooperation into a new, deeper level
(Panda 2015).
Furthermore, Japan has been more actively seeking to develop ties with likeminded
countries within the region. For example, Joint Declaration on Security Cooperation with
Australia has been announced in 2007 and bolstered with the 2010 Acquisition and CrossServicing Agreement promoting close cooperation between Australian Defence Force and
Japan's SDF. Improved defense cooperation between American allies and further
institutionalization of defense network is Japan's desired strategy (Tadokoro 2012: 6). For
this reason, Japanese authorities have been trying to pursue closer defence cooperation
with other countries in the region.
Recently, Japan and South Korea reached a landmark agreement to settle longstanding divisive issue over the comfort women providing basis to build mutual trust and
improve mutual relations. Removal of this sticking point should lead to expanded military
cooperation amongst Japan, South Korea and United States (Klingner 2015).
Similarly, Japan has been trying to strengthen its ties with India. Tokyo perceives
New Delhi as a natural partner given the shared worries about increasingly powerful,
assertive and threatening China. Both Japan and India are seeking partners among its aims
to counterbalance China. Like Japan, India has territorial dispute with China. Japan and
India also conduct bilateral naval exercises, referred to as JIMEX (Japan-India Maritime
Exercise) (Menon 2014). Not only that, Japan's Official Development Assistance (ODA) to
India has been increasing, making India the largest recipient. It is likely for Tokyo to
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continue investing its political and economic capital into relations with India as well as
other countries facing the same challenges (Tadokoro 2012: 7).

4.2.2. Security Guidelines
In 2004 the National Defence Program Guidelines (NDPG) did not perceive China
a threat stating that the probability of a full-scale invasion is declining. It has been only
noted that future China's actions should be monitored. Whilst in 2004 there seemed to be
no imminent threat, in 2014 the same but revised NDPG is not optimistic regarding China.
It expresses concerns about China's increasing military and paramilitary activities,
especially around the Nansei Islands southwest of mainland Japan. In order to cope with
new security challenges, new centralized National Security Council (NSC) has been
established to coordinate national security policies and strategy of Japan (Watanabe 2015).
It is a result of government's efforts to formulate a comprehensive and integrated approach
to national security. As one of the main security challenges has been identified “dramatic
shifts in the balance of power” as well as China's growing military power and its
“expansionist tendencies.” The key phrase is a “proactive contributor to peace” which
seems to reflect the government's desire to expand Japan's military role, especially within
the framework of Japan-US alliance (Yuzawa 2014).
China and Japan share its sea lines of communication and Chinese military is
becoming increasingly proactive not only in the disputed territories, which is a fearsome
prospect for Japan (STRATFOR 2015a). Thus, Japanese authorities have taken several
steps to upgrade their strategy. It is now obvious that Japan's defence resources are directed
more in responding China's growing naval pressure. The concept “dynamic defense” aims
to improve mobility of SDF and to develop new amphibious warfare capabilities to defend
Japanese territorial waters, air space, and offshore islands in response to intensification of
Chinese activities. More importantly, it puts emphasis on relocating some of the forces
from northern area towards south-west of Japan. Also, new helicopter carriers, and the
largest naval vessel since the end of Second World War has been commissioned. It seems
Tokyo is addressing China's naval pressure by reorganizing its force structure, so far
without rapid increase of the total scale of its forces (Tadokoro 2012: 6; IISS 2014).
Nevertheless, in 2015 Japan began with only slight increase of its military budget which is
now 7th to 8th largest on the globe (see annex 12 and 13) (SIPRI 2016: 3).
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5. South Korea
In geographic terms, Korea is a peninsula of continental China, regarded as a main gate
to the Asian continent. The peninsula functions as a strategic spot, in China's view as a
buffer zone against maritime powers (i.e. the US and Japan). China's influence remains
vital factor to the stability of the peninsula (Choo 2010:150).
Historically, Korean Peninsula has been an object of rivalry among great powers of the
Asia pacific. Both east and west neighbours, China and Japan, have used the peninsula to
reach regional dominance on numerous occasions over the millennia. In 20th century, one
of the main clashes of the Cold War took place in Korea, replacing China and Japan with
the United States and USSR. As a result, two client states were established and the Korean
peninsula remains divided until today. Recently, the emergence of great power is witnessed
again, this time with China.
Republic of Korea (ROK), also referred as South Korea, went through successful
democratic transition in the late 1980's and recorded one of the most rapid and sustained
rates of economic growth in the world (Hundt 2008:1-2).Since the end of the Korean War,
China maintained a close alliance with its ideological comrade-in-arms, the North Korea.
The linkage between these countries was demonstrated by China-North Korea mutual
defense treaty. Moreover, with the escalation of Sino-Soviet dispute, relations with North
Korea were further strengthened, giving North Korea the strategic advantage of holding
both Chinese and Soviet “card” (Liu 1993: 1084).
Similarly, Seoul's foreign policy and external strategy has revolved around the US as
Washington has been its protector against the communist threat, North Korea in particular.
Due to this fact, relations between China and South Korea were mostly antagonistic, if not
entirely hostile. For South Korea, Taiwan was a principal partner. During this period,
virtually no room was available for direct relationship between Seoul and Beijing, with the
exception of Panmunjom armistice meetings. In the 1970's, however, with the
rapprochement of the US and China, which came as a shock to South Korean elites, Seoul
cautiously opened the door to socialist nations like China, yet still remained alerted
security-wise. The relationship further ameliorated in the 1980's with South Korea's
growing national pride and in pursuit of economic diversification of export markets and
investment destinations hoping to reduce excessive dependence on the US and Japan.
Besides, Seoul wished to shed its role as the US loyal subordinate by seeking
rapprochement with Beijing and even Moscow. South Korea did not even follow measures
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adopted by the US, Europe and Japan in response to the Tiananmen massacre in 1989. It
rather stayed silent willing to resume business with China. Furthermore, South Korea and
China shared to certain extent the perception of Japan as a latent threat (Chung 2012: 6-9).
With collapse of the Soviet Union, strategic importance of North Korea to China
sharply declined, enabling to normalize relations with South Korea. Gradually, a policy of
economic rationality was given preference over ideology (Liu 1993: 1084-1085). As a
result, the Republic of Korea and China established diplomatic relations in 1992 based on
“reciprocal equality, peaceful coexistence, good neighbour policy, and mutual support of
one China as well as peaceful unification of the Korean Peninsula.” Diplomatic ties with
the Republic of China (Taiwan) were severed, and a new era in the ROK-China
relationship has been opened. Both countries have settled and reconciled the then hostile
relationship, overcoming system composition and ideology differences and entering into
the post-Cold War era (Hwang 2014: 1-2).
During the era of Kim Dae-jung as a president, “dual track” strategy – the so called
Sunshine Policy towards North Korea as well as engagement policy with China was
pursued. During this period favourable and hopeful views of China emerged contrasting
with increasing anti-Americanism. South Korea insisted on “diplomacy with self-esteem”
vis-à-vis the US and Japan's different interests in coping with the nuclear crisis. As the
government stressed multilateral cooperation, bilateral ties with the US were weakened
(Chung 2012: 9-11). It resulted in warmer relations with Beijing and triggered “new
thinking” in Seoul's strategic outlook. In the light of deteriorating relations with US, China
was considered as a potential hedging power. It served as a base line with South Korea's
desire to become a hub of economics and commerce in East Asia and corresponded with a
wish of becoming a balancer in East Asian affairs (Choo 2010: 158-159).
Nonetheless, in 2004 the dispute with China over the historical ownership of the
Goguryeo kingdom emerged, raising grievances and doubting intentions of China among
South Koreans. The dispute reinforced fears that China views itself as the region's natural
hegemon, and could possibly override Korean interests. It has undermined confidence that
China would treat South Korea as a meaningful player (Hundt 2008: 12). As a matter of
fact, the history dispute somewhat damaged the perception of China. Facing massive
military investments and deepening economic dependence, a sort of “China fear” began to
emerge.
With the Lee Myung-bak's entry into office in 2008, weakened ties with the US were
restored and consolidated. Given the prevailing zero-sum mentality in Korea, it inevitably
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led to further deterioration of relationship with China, or at least of its perception.
President Lee administration's policy of alliance first consolidated the strategic relationship
with the US by America's request for military support especially in Iraq and Afghanistan,
which was regarded by China as de-prioritizing and rejecting the pro-China policy of
former governments (Chung 2012: 11-13).
Despite the continued declarations of partnership, China and South Korea had to face
cold reality in 2010, when the Korean Warship Cheonan sank after unexpected attack of
North Korea and subsequently South Korean island Yeon-pyeong was bombed. South
Korea expected China's support on the international stage. However, China instead adopted
ambiguous position favouring North Korea, leaving South Korea not only disappointed,
but even with anger towards the Chinese attitude. Forced repatriation of North Korean
defectors back to North Korea and clashes over illegal fishing further deteriorated feelings
between both countries and presidential visits to China were almost cancelled (Hwang
2014: 3-6).
The once awkward relationship has considerably subsided with new president, Park
Geun-hye. Her visit to China promoted as a trip for “heart-to-heart building of trust” has
been well received with the effect of cementing bilateral ties. In particular, Beijing's
constructive approach towards North Korea and the decision to start official negotiations
regarding the demarcation of maritime boundaries, including exclusive economic zones
(EEZ), was a significant step forward (Chung – Kim 2016: 126-127). Whether or not it
will be resolved remains unclear. It seems, however, that Korea and China are once more
entering into a new phase of mutual relations. Overall, the more than twenty-year relation
between Seoul and Beijing could be described as “hot in economics, warm in diplomacy,
but cool in security” (Chung 2012: 12; Kim 2012: 119).

5.1.

Economic relations

Since the establishment of diplomatic relations in 1992, the trade increased 35 times. In
2003, China surpassed the US in volume in South Korea's export market. South Korea's
exports to China are now more than double the volume compared to the US (Park 2013:
11). To South Korea, China is its “four No. 1s”: its largest trading partner, largest export
market, largest importing country, and largest trade-surplus source (Kim 2012: 118). A
closer look at the data reveals that South Korea does not trade evenly, especially with
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China. It is not a balanced relationship, with China taking more than 26 percent of South
Korea's exports.
By contrast, while South Korea is a leading partner for China, it is nowhere near as
crucial. It is a case in point in trading asymmetry. In economic terms South Korea is
dependent on China, especially when taking into account the structure of South Korean
economy and its chaebols (Denney 2015). Moreover, China and South Korea recently
signed Free Trade Agreement. Seoul's reluctance to join TPP is perceived by some as a
desire to avoid the US led regional architecture, possibly because of the fear of upsetting
China, which reinforces the narrative that economic relations with China are privileged
over those with the US (Lee 2015).

5.2.

Strategy

5.2.1. Military Alliance
South Korea is a treaty ally of the US on the basis of the Mutual Defense Treaty
from 1953 and carries the status of major non-NATO ally. Despite the fact that the treaty is
about an armed attack on both sides, in reality it was rather a one-way security protection
from the US to South Korea. However, the status of South Korea being solely a security
consumer has been changing recently. With the growth of economy, South Korean defence
capabilities have also dramatically increased. In 2009 the “Join Vision for the Alliance of
ROK and the US” has been issued, further expanding and deepening the cornerstone of the
ROK-US security relationship. Development of weapons of mass destruction as well as
danger of nuclear proliferation from North Korea remains a direct threat to both the US
and South Korea (Park 2013: 10-11).
From the Chinese perspective, the ROK-US alliance remains probably the biggest
impediment to constructive relations with South Korea. Until approximately the mid
2000's Beijing officially opposed the presence of American troops, but implicitly
recognized the utility of these forces. As China became more powerful both in economy
and military terms, its objection to the ROK-US alliance is becoming increasingly louder,
especially after the US rebalance strategy. China fears that the alliance might be possibly
used to contain China and views it as a remnant of the Cold War. As long as South Korea
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is determined to sustain the alliance with the US, it is likely to remain a thorny issue for
China-South Korean relations (Chung – Kim 2016: 141-142).

5.2.2. ROK's defense plan
In 2014, the current Park Geun-hye administration announced a new defense reform
plan targeting the year 2030. It seems to be an updated version of the Defense Reform
2020 formulated back in 2004 (Park 2014: 379-380). In the view of present day threats as
well as future uncertainties, the goals have been adjusted in accordance with changes in the
security environment. It mentions in particular the future of North Korea and its nuclear
program, fluctuation of US-China relations and its impact on the peninsula, and
uncertainties surrounding Chinese military intentions as well as the emergence of
unforeseen security threats (Kim 2012: 122).
It is obvious that South Korea's most pressing security concern remains North
Korea. In accordance with the Mid-Term Defence Plan 2013-2017, deterrent and defensive
systems are being developed. South Korea's defense policy, however, is not focused
entirely on the Korean Peninsula. The protection of the country's sea lines, including
dispute over Dokdo/Takeshima with Japan or over the Yellow Sea's Socotra Rock with
China also influences military planning (IISS 2014: 201-202). Indeed, reports of South
Korea's naval plans demonstrate that the country's maritime ambitions are far beyond than
just the North Korean threat. Seoul's will to greatly expand its blue-water maritime
capabilities navy indicates that its long-term interests are closely linked to the sea. South
Korea's trade and communication is now entirely dependent on sea-lanes. As the Chinese
continue

their

extensive

naval

modernization

and

Japanese

pursue

“military

normalization” South Koreans does not seem to be left behind with their plans
(STRATFOR 2013). The ROK does not have particularly weak military capabilities. Its
annual defense expenditure is the third largest in the region, after China and Japan, and
eighth strongest in the world (Kim 2015: 260).

5.2.3. Operational Control Issue
Paradoxically, while considering building its own aircraft carriers, even more than
sixty years after the end of the Korean War, South Korea does not have an absolute control
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over its own military. The US still retains operational control (OPCON) of both militaries
in case of war. The US shifted the responsibility of peacetime operations to South Korea in
1994, having been blamed for inactivity during brutal repressions under the military
dictatorship. The issue of wartime control was raised in 2003 proposing the transfer to
happen in 2009. In 2007, however, the two countries agreed to postpone the term until
2012. Under the worsened security environment in 2010, it was postponed again to 2015.
By now, operation control remains unchanged and it is expected that the transfer would be
bumped for another five or seven years. It gives the impression as if Seoul has little
incentive to take greater defense responsibilities, regardless of how advanced South
Korea's military is (Bandow 2014).

5.2.4. THAAD System Deployment
In the wake of North Korea's nuclear tests and satellite launch, South Korea has
shown interest in the ballistic missile defence. Official negotiations on deploying the
Terminal High-Altitude Area Defense (THAAD), a system designed to destroy short and
intermediate-range ballistic missiles, have already begun in February this year. It did not
take long for China to protest stating that it could destroy the relations between Beijing and
Seoul “in an instant.”
The reason why China is so fiercely opposed to the THAAD has numerous
explanations. One is that China seeks to drive a wedge in the US-ROK coalition attempting
to wield a veto over South Korea. The other is that China perceives such efforts as a US
strategy of containment not willing to allow China to take its place within the international
order. To all intents and purposes, Beijing is concerned that the placement of the system
would provide radar coverage of over China's territory. This is a worrisome prospect for
China especially when taking into account the possibility of the US being in charge of the
system. And in political terms, it would be an affront to China's prestige and increasing
ambitions to be the principal security arbiter on the peninsula. Yet, South Korea
emphasizes sovereignty and security reasons and argues with the need of the system to
balance North Korean threat (Park 2016; Heinrichs 2016).

All things considered, Seoul has continued to uphold the ROK-US alliance as a
cornerstone of its external security strategy. Economy wise, however, Seoul favours
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Beijing, seeking “harmony with China,” entering into bilateral FTA, but still defying
China's assertive policy in East China Sea or other China's demands in security (Kuik
2015).
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6. Taiwan
The Taiwan Strait has been long considered as one of the most dangerous spots in East
Asia with the potential to trigger a war between China, Taiwan and the US. What's more,
the issue of Taiwan is not an isolated conflict, it is directly linked to the security order in
East Asia and its future (Lee – Schreer 2016).
Taiwan, officially the Republic of China (ROC), does not recognize the People's
Republic of China (PRC) founded in 1949 in Beijing by Communist Party of China
(COC). Conversely, the PRC insist that Taiwan is a province of China and that the ROC
ceased to exist in 1949. In any case, ROC has governed only on Taiwan and surrounding
islands since 1949, whereas PRC has ruled on mainland China. ROC and PRC does not
recognize each other and to certain extent deny the existence of two Chinas (Kan –
Morrison 2014: 3). Regardless of official statements, there are de facto two separate
entities, one of which lacks broader diplomatic recognition. The number of countries which
Taiwan maintains diplomatic relations is merely symbolic. The same goes for international
organization, in which if admitted, Taiwan is forced to participate under unofficial name.
Although Taiwan possesses legal attributes required for statehood, such as separate and
distinct territory, population, and autonomous and capable government, it is known as an
“international orphan” or “pariah state,” which is a result of the international isolation
policy imposed by Beijing (Yang 2006: 8; deLisle 2010: 515).
Taiwan, once called Formosa, was under the Japanese rule from 1895 to 1945, when
Japan surrendered and transferred sovereignty over the island to the ROC. Shortly after,
when communist forces took over mainland China in 1949, the Chiang Kai-shek's camp
retreated to Taiwan (Kan – Morrison 2014: 3). With the outbreak of Korean War, strategic
importance of Taiwan as an island increased. The Cold War's frontline was extended to
Taiwan Strait and Mutual Defence Treaty was signed in 1954. Political and ideological
contrast with the self-proclaimed communist regime across the Strait along with Taiwan's
anti-communism was the core rationale of the US support. Nonetheless, as reformed
Chinese communism seemed less antithetical to US values, US-PRC relations gradually
improved and Taiwan's anti-communism waned as a key to maintain US support (deLisle
2010: 512). Hard power considerations eventually prevailed as the US wanted to prevent
rapprochement between the PRC and USSR. The 1972 Shanghai Communiqué
foreshadowed normalization of the US-PRC relations and led to enormous changes in the
geopolitical situation. Official relations with the ROC government became a casualty of
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decision to establish diplomatic relations with PRC as a sole government of all China in
1979. Mutual Defense Treaty between the US and Taiwan was terminated thereafter. Since
then, US relations with Taiwan have been built on the framework of the Taiwan Relations
Act (TRA) and further shaped by the US-China communiqués. As a consolation,
Washington offered Taipei the so called “six assurances” clarifying US position and
assuring Taiwan of future US policies (Dumbaugh 2009: 2; Bork 2009: 115).
By the end of the 80's, partially because of the loss of international position and its
domestic consequences, Taiwan set itself towards the process of democratic transition.
Taipei abandoned its claim of all China international representation in 1991, followed by
recognizing PRC as a political entity and not competing over the representation of the only
China. Paradoxically, the decrease of challenge to the PRC further deteriorated mutual
relationship, as it undermined the “one China” dogma. The run-up to the first Taiwan's
presidential election in 1996 caused major crisis between Beijing and Taipei. The
president's Lee Teng-hui visit to the US irritated China, which launched large-scale
military exercises and missile tests near Taiwan sending a clear signal to Taiwan's
electorate. The US responded by deploying two aircraft carriers to the area. Another crisis
erupted in 1999 when Lee Teng-hui stated in an interview that PRC-ROC relations were
“state-to-state” or at least “nation-to-nation.” Beijing warned that the rhetorical shift
could jeopardize any future talks and reiterated that it reserves the right to use force in case
Taiwan declares formal independence (Buzan – Wæver 2003: 149-150).

6.1.

The Anti-Secession Law

In spite of the counter-productive sabre-rattling, which only pushes Taiwanese people
further apart from the unification with mainland China, the threat of force is still integral
part of Beijing's effort to dissuade Taiwan from pursuing independence (Yang 2006: 4).
The re-election of pro-Taiwanese independence presidential candidate Chen Shui-bian
in 2004 was seen as a failure of Beijing's Taiwan policy. Reflecting the inadequacy of past
policies and political measures, the PRC's leader Hu Jintao saw the need to introduce a
legal aspect, which would be in accordance with new regulations on the Political Work of
the PLA including psychological, media, and legal warfare (Lin 2007: 171-172). Hence,
the Anti-Secession Law has been enacted in 2005. It demonstrates Beijing's effort to deter
Taiwanese independence through legal and psychological measures. The law itself is very
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vague and basically enlists three preconditions for the use of non-peaceful measures: (1)
efforts to split Taiwan from China under whatever means or whatever names, (2) major
incidents possibly leading towards splitting from China, and (3) the possibility of peaceful
unification is entirely exhausted (Yang 2006: 4). It reflects Hu Jintao's pre-emptive and
provocative strategy towards Taiwan. In response, Taiwan's government promoted an
international campaign condemning Beijing for unilaterally changing the status quo in the
Strait.
The law also affects the United States as it restricts flexibility for its policy in the
Taiwan Strait and relations with China. It draws a clear line around Taiwan and limits
Washington's role in cross-Strait negotiations. Beijing emphasizes the indispensability of
the law in view of the Taiwan Relations Act. Although the rise of China has already been a
constant factor for some time, the anti-secession law casts doubts on Beijing's future
actions towards Taiwan and has brought unprecedented challenges (Lin 2007: passim).

6.2.

Economic relations

China and Taiwan has enjoyed vigorous trade relations since the early 1980's, leading
to a partial economic integration. Until 1979, cross-Strait trade consisted largely of
smuggled goods from Taiwan to China. The ROC government officially permitted indirect
trade with the mainland via third area in 1988, and further ease of restrictions in the next
years led to the “mainland fever” among investors. Being aware of the potential threat of
dependency on China, the ROC government encouraged its investors in the mid 1990's to
reduce the pace of economic activities with China. Afraid of a possible “hollowing out”
effect from accelerated economic integration, Taipei adopted rather restrictive policy
known as “no haste, be patient.” The government's influence was limited, possibly even
counter-productive, primarily because many companies have moved abroad to avoid
government restrictions as they did not want to miss the opportunity to capitalize on
Chinese markets. Hence, it has been replaced by “active opening, effective management”
policy under Chen Shui-bian's administration (Freund 2013; Yang 2006: 3).
As a consequence, China has become Taiwan's largest trading partner in 2003,
deposing Japan and the US to second and third place, respectively. In 2005, cross-Strait
trade accounted for more than 20 percent of Taiwan's total foreign trade. Like other
neighbours of China, Taiwan has become excessively dependent on the mainland's market.
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It is Taiwan's main destination for investments, but also source of growing concerns.
Taipei feels the pressure of China's rise as Taiwan's economy can hardly compete with
China and its sources of overseas economic assistance (Lin 2007: 168). Concerns over
greater dependence on mainland and its associated dangers to Taiwan's democracy
culminated in 2014, when KMT's more China-friendly government tried to pass the CrossStrait Service Trade Agreement (CSSTA) aimed at ROC-PRC trade liberalization. Mass
protests by students and civil activists, known as the Sunflower Movement, paralyzed the
legislative process and ultimately led to KMT's biggest electoral defeat since 1949. By
contrast, a new government's key goal is to secure a spot in the second round of the US-led
Trans-Pacific Partnership trade deal (TPP) (Lee – Schreer 2016).

6.3.

Strategy

6.3.1. Arms Sales
Developments in Taiwan's military procurement programs are driven almost solely by
the military threat from China. As one of the few countries in the world, Taiwan deals with
direct, immediate and growing military threat to its existence. At the same time, due to
political and diplomatic isolation, Taiwan is dependent on uncertain evolution of relations
with foreign arms suppliers. Even the US, the most prominent ally and largest supplier of
arms, uses sales as political leverage to facilitate broader goals in relations with China.
Still, it has far reaching implications for the US-PRC bilateral relationship as it is one of
the most important disputes. It rests on the differing interpretation and implementation of
the 1982 Joint Communiqué where the US has formulated its intent to gradually decrease
quantitative and qualitative sale of arms to Taiwan (McClaran 2000: 622-623). Yet, the
first of the so called “six assurances” given to Taipei says the US “has not agreed to set a
date for ending arms sales to Taiwan” (Kan – Morrison 2014: 5).
In the PRC's account, sale of weapons to Taiwan is forcible intervention into China's
sovereignty and internal affairs. Beijing makes the point each time an arms sale is
approved (deLisle 2010: 505). Recently, however, it seems that Beijing's reaction is
distinctly tougher compared to the past. In January 2010 the Obama administration
authorized 6.4 billion package of arms sales. As usual, Beijing denounced the Pentagon's
decision as “crude interference in internal affairs” and as “seriously endangering China's
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national security.” This time, in addition to rhetoric, Chinese Ministry of Foreign Affairs
announced the suspension of US-PRC military-to-military contacts and sanctioning US
companies that sold arms to Taiwan. In spite of China's questionable ability to impose
sanctions and seriously harm US military companies, the sanctions language came into
existence establishing a baseline marker for future reactions. This was indeed a new
element in Beijing's response (Johnston 2013: 15-16).

6.3.2. Threat Perception
National Security Report issued by Taiwan's National Security Council lists altogether
nine internal and external threats. With the exception of the demographic issue, all of them
come from China (Lin 2007: 180). It casts doubts upon the US ability to assist Taiwan
should Beijing decide to mount an offensive. It also states that by 2020, China could be in
a position to invade and occupy Taiwan (IISS 2014: 201). When it comes to a competing
between China and the United States over the capability of projecting military power into
Taiwan, China undoubtedly wins. Geography simply works in China's favour because
Taiwan

is

so

far

from

the

US

and

so

close

to

the

Chinese

mainland

(Mearsheimer 2014b: 35).
Similarly, Philip Yang identifies five challenging areas with the immediate impact of
the rise of China: (1) Continuing increase of cross-Strait economic interdependence, (2)
shrinking room for Taiwan's aspiration for independence, (3) gradual shift of cross-Strait
military balance, (4) further isolation or marginalization of Taiwan, and (5) increasing
cooperation between Beijing and Washington on the management of the Taiwan Issue
(Yang 2006: 1-2).
Official military budget of China is 13 times that of Taiwan, but the actual budget is
considered to be significantly higher. In 2000, the Taiwanese military could still claim
superiority in the Taiwan Strait. 15 years later, the Chinese military outmatches Taiwan
and it is likely the trend will continue as time goes on (STRATFOR 2015b).
Reflecting those implications, Taiwan's military strategy has transformed from
“combined offence and defence” in 1980's, to “defensive defense” in 1990's, to “active
defense” in 2000's and back to more defensive posture since 2008. The reason is that
Taiwan's acquisition options are fairly limited. American companies have no incentive to
push down prices in the absence of competition as no other country is willing to sell
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advanced weapons (Thim 2015). Moreover, even the US shows restraint as the risk of
upsetting Beijing is gradually increasing. For example, Taiwan's demand for new F-16
fighters has been turned down in an offer to modernize Taiwan's current fleet instead.
Hence, Taiwan has to turn to its domestic industry which is not yet sophisticated enough to
fulfil its entire military needs (STRATFOR 2015b).
Taiwan has no choice than the self-help approach. Even though the Taiwan Relations
Act implicitly guarantees Taiwan's security, compounded by the informality of the
relationship concerns over US abandonment are acute. It would not be the first time, and
given the fact that the US might be dragged into a clash with nuclear armed China over
might Taiwan, Washington has always kept its commitment ambiguous, never explicitly
confirming that the US will come should the war break out. For instance, during the mid2000's in the midst of heightened tensions with China due to series of pro-independence
campaigns, Washington stated that it would not enter a conflict resulting from Taipei's
impetuosity (Liao – Lin 2015).
For Taiwan it is impossible to defeat China. The only strategy likely to succeed is to
make China pay a substantial price to achieve victory by fighting protracted and bloody
war (Mearsheimer 2014b: 38). In other words, adopt the so-called “poisonous shrimp
strategy,” which instead of aiming to defeat a Chinese invasion would deter China
showing ostentatiously that “the island is too painful for China to swallow” (Liao – Lin
2015).

6.3.3. Future Prospects
Nevertheless, it is far from guaranteed the status-quo will be maintained. As Hu
Jintao said in 2007: “The two sides of the Strait are bound to be reunified in the course of
the great rejuvenation of the Chinese nation” (Mearsheimer 2014b: 30). President Xi went
even further on the issue of sovereignty stating that he does not wish the issue of
unification to be “passed on generation after generation,” which is a clear signal that
Beijing would focus on concrete steps towards unification (Lee – Schreer 2016).
The issue of Taiwan's status in international affairs is very unique. And since 1972
when the uneasy compromise regarding Taiwan's governance has been made, it does not
fully satisfy anyone, be it the US, China or Taiwan itself. Although the “one china” status
has been the lowest common denominator for all three sides in past decades, economic,
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military as well as long-term political trends gradually erode the status quo bias. Taiwan's
democratization and subsequent growing sense of Taiwanese identity is the fuel for
Taiwan's movement toward creeping independence, which is probably the most
destabilizing trend as it opposes both China and US position of unilateral change of status
quo (Saunders 2005: 970-971, 989).
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7. Conclusion
7.1.

China

In essence, great powers strive to gain power over their rivals in a hope of becoming
hegemon, i.e. state that is so powerful that it dominates others (Mearsheimer 2014a: 40).
Historically, rising powers rarely show self-restraint. “Strategic self-restraint is a virtue
that is in short supply in international politics” (Wang 2013).
It is China whose rise has altered the strategic calculus of power and therefore its
behaviour

will

remain

critical

to

regional

peace,

stability

and

prosperity

(Hernandez 2009: 7).
Paradoxically, the comparator for China's rise could be the United States (Buzan 2010:
15). The US also sought to engage with the world economically first, while remaining
distant from high politics (Buzan 2010: 15). But when it was powerful enough, it
concentrated on achieving regional hegemony. That being said, China is in fact just
following the in the American footsteps.
China's strategy emphasizing peaceful ascendancy is the strategy “between the times”
while it remains comparably weaker rising power to the US. When it becomes a true peer
competitor, a further evolution of China's grand strategy is expected (Tellis 2009: 39). In
fact, China's strategy seems to be changing already. In Beijing’s perspective, the balance of
power began to shift in China's advantage around the year 2008, when the financial crisis
hit the US economy and doubts upon Western capitalism intensified. China not only
continued its rise, but also ascended the status of world's number two great power (Li
2015: 19). China's more assertive behaviour towards its neighbours came right after. In
2014, during the Conference on Interaction and Confidence Building in Asia, China
advocated a new vision of regional security order. The proposed concept of “Asia for
Asians” was supposed to replace the US alliance system and preclude its active role in East
Asia (Parameswaran 2015). Then, Asians would be able to solve problems on their own,
that is to say in Beijing's favour. Not only that, the PRC's initiated the establishment of the
Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB). These efforts to develop new regional
financial and security orders could be interpreted as PRC's revisionist attempts to challenge
status quo (Kim 2015: 258).
If rising power is not yet able to dominate its region, it would strive to preclude
external powers from extending their influence. In order to do so, carrots and sticks
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strategy is likely to be used. It simply means rewarding and punishing neighbours
according to their readiness to accommodate its ascendance willingness to keep distance
from external powers. This is apparent especially when dealing with Korea, and to certain
extent with Taiwan, when China shows some restraint from time to time. The case of
Japan, however, is different. Beijing goes for rather hard-line position, sometimes even to
the point of escalating the dispute to create a new status quo. Beijing does not compromise
with those whom it suspects of collaborating with external powers on the expense of
China. In order to show its position and to expel external sponsors, it tends to punish such
behaviour. Instead of two different policies, restraint and assertiveness rather complement
each other being the same side of a coin in China's foreign policy serving the same purpose
(Li 2015: 21, 25).
China is remarkably consistent in this carrots and sticks strategy, however, with
different impacts. While it is rather unsuccessful in South Korea as Korean policy makers
rely mainly on the US security umbrella, the impact on Taiwan or on its alliance,
respectively, is not a failure. Although hard measures adopted by China further alienate
Taiwanese people, the will of the US to enter a conflict with China regarding Taiwan
seems to be decreasing in time.
In fact, China's rise and its newfound prominence is just returning East Asia to a
traditional posture. Its fall from hegemony in 19th century occurred at roughly the same
time when the international system was moving towards an increased recognition of
sovereign nation-states. Therefore, Beijing's attempt to restore its traditional primacy will
inevitably clash with the modern precepts of sovereignty, not to mention the democratic
principles developed in the meantime (Auslin 2009: 78-79). Indeed, it is difficult to believe
that Sino-Centric order would be as acceptable as in the past, especially when taking into
account that national liberation either from Western or Japanese imperialism was a major
political dynamism throughout the 20th century. It would be difficult to compromise
sovereign equality with China, especially after hard-won independence (Tadokoro 2012:
10).
Some argue that the China's assertive narrative is wrong and that it is the US
rebalancing policy which forces China to react (Jerdén 2014). Although the so called pivot
to Asia has been announced in 2011 and China's more assertive behaviour could be traced
back to 2008/2009, the truth is it does not make much difference. What really matters is
power distribution itself. As Mearsheimer questions himself: Why would China accept
military forces operating in its backyard? Why would China feel safe with the US forces
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deployed on its doorstep? Wouldn't China feel safer with American military out of Asia?
After all, American policy makers would do whatever they could to prevent other great
powers sending military forces into Western hemisphere. How can we expect China to act
any better than the US does (Mearsheimer 2005)?
In spite of its rhetoric, China's goals do not imply that it is a status quo power.
China wants to get Taiwan back, the Senkaku/Diaoyu intensifying dispute is another
example. Last but not least, the strategy in the South China Sea gives the impression of
revisionist intentions.
As any other great power, China does what it can to achieve what is in its interest.
Beijing pushes harder for a distinct sphere of influence using coercive means, either
economic, military or political to influence policy choices of its neighbours (Li 2015: 9).
Indeed, from time to time Beijing is not reluctant to drop its economic goals when political
and security interests appear to be at risk. Beijing's behaviour during the 1990's strive of
Taiwanese independence or more recently the clash of Senkaku/Diaoyu island is proof
enough of it (Hernandez 2009: 6). China has a tendency to take tough measures when
external relations are favourable and the economy booms. It also prefers to negotiate
bilaterally on security or territorial issues and is reluctant to do so in multilateral
framework (Tsunekawa 2009: 9,11).
All things considered, China does act in accordance with to the prism of offensive
neorealism. It focused on economic development at the very beginning. Recently,
approximately since 2009, China acts more assertively in order to reach its goals in
political sphere, which correlates with the basic assumptions of the theory.

7.1.1. Note on Future Rise
This whole thesis is based on the precondition of China's rise. The implication on
the East Asia region reflects it absolutely. Still, some might doubt the sustainability of
current China's growth. In my opinion, as surprisingly as it might seem, the effects of
China's decrease may not be so dissimilar to its rise. It is a completely hypothetical
situation, but should China's economic growth stop, slow down significantly or even if it
gets into recession, due to whatever reason, I argue that it would have far-reaching
consequences. The legitimacy of ruling class in China does no longer reflect communist
ideology as such. Although PRC is still governed by Communist party of China (CPC), its
legitimacy is rather derived from remarkable economic growth. In order to maintain power
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in economically bad times, only one option comes into consideration, and that is the
“nationalism card.” Provided that leaders turn to stir up national sentiments, the
consequences would be similar to as if China would continue to rise, with the difference
that it would be in in short-term and all at once.

7.2.

USA

“Regional hegemons prefer that there be two or more great powers in the other key
regions of the world, because those neighbours are likely to spend most of the time
competing with each other, leaving them few opportunities to threaten a distant hegemon.
If a potential hegemon comes on the scene in another region, the distant hegemon's first
preference would be to stand aside and allow the local powers to check the threat”
(Mearhsheimer 2014: 141).
Indeed, when the US sought hegemony in the Western Hemispehre, it helped to
prevent other great powers to dominate their own region, either in Europe or Asia
(Mearsheimer 2008). The US policies towards Asia, especially its strategic rebalance
follows the theory exactly. As regional hegemons does not tolerate peer competitors, the
US checks rising China in order to maintain its commanding position in the global balance
of power. Moreover, its encouragement towards Japan to become a “normal country” is
kind of buck-passing so the burden of rising China is primarily managed within the region.
The US has already begun to push its allies to be more proactive in defending their security
interests, with Japan being at the forefront (STRATFOR 2015a). To maintain position in
Asia without its Japanese partner would be very difficult, if not impossible. Outreach to
new allies, military relationships, access to new bases or regional economic liberalization,
none of these is capable of substituting the Japanese alliance (Auslin 2009: 88-89).
Basically, it is a stepping stone for US strategy in East Asia. Even though the US military
budget is slightly decreasing, it still remains by far the biggest power in the world. The US
seems to focus more on relocation and new policies towards East Asia. Should the balance
of power shift excessively into China's favour, the US would be ready to step in. It indeed
acts as an offshore balancer.
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7.3.

Japan

It is obvious that Japan and China is suspicious of each other's intentions, which
contributes to the deepening security dilemma. As Dong Wang puts it: “While Japan's
foreign policy establishment and media scrutinize every step of China's military
modernization and clamour about the “China threat,” Chinese elites and media are
equally obsessed with perceived Japanese attempts to restore militarism” (Wang 2013).
Japan's effort to develop defense cooperation with others, including strengthening ties
with the US, attempts to reconcile and cooperate with South Korea, or even countries such
as Australia or India could be labelled as external balancing. It is a part of a broader
strategy to institutionalize and somewhat multilateralize regional security arrangements.
The alliance with the US remains crucial part and it is widely accepted in Japan that there
is no other way in dealing with China. The deterioration of Chinese image is clear. A
vague sense of shared cultural values between Japan and China seems to have disappeared
completely. Even traditional nationalists which advocated for Pan-Asianism changed their
minds as the balance of power rapidly shifted in China's favour and Pan-Asianism came to
sound like Sino-Centric world where Japan is more like a tributary state. Also left-wingers,
who traditionally share critical views of Japan's imperial past have lost influence in
Japanese discourse due to disillusion of China's human rights abuses, authoritarian rule,
and most importantly increasing military activities (Tadokoro 2012: 7,12).
Public pools show that China is perceived as a main threat among Japanese citizens. In
particular, concerns over intrusion into Japan's territorial water waters as well as Japan and
China's conflict over territories were the top choices. Contrariwise, it comes as no surprise
that Chinese citizens perceived as biggest threat the United States closely following by
Japan (Watanabe 2015). It seems that the relationship between the societies remains
poisoned by history and is further deteriorating. As legitimacy of the Chinese Communist
Party is partly vested in its role in the struggle against Japanese imperialism, there seems to
be a very little room for improvement (Buzan 2010: 26-27).
On the other hand, Japanese policy makers are aware of the over-dependence on the
US and its risks. After all, the unilateral uncoordinated rapprochement with China by the
US in the 1970's is still widely remembered as traumatic experience in Japan. The
possibility of Sino-US condominium over East Asia would be a nightmare to Japan
(Tadokoro 2012: 7). As a result, Prime Minister Abe launched in 2012 an initiative to
revive Japan's regional, economic, diplomatic and military standing. Since then, Japan has
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(STRATFOR 2015a).
So far, Japan's reactions to the rise of China could be clearly characterized as
balancing, both external and internal. Japan is not in a position to “pass the buck” to
someone else. Instead, it seems to have successfully “caught the buck” from South Korea
and partly also from the US. Therefore, Japan has no option than to choose the second
most common strategy, i.e. balancing.

7.4.

South Korea

If challenger and defender are contiguous on land, balancing is usually favoured
strategy as it facilitates direct and relatively easy access to the threatened state. Should the
territories be separated by large body of water or a territorial buffer state, buck-passing is
preferred strategy as there is a good chance the immediate defender can defend itself
without aid. Simply said: “Common borders promote balancing; barriers encourage buckpassing” (Mearsheimer 2014a: 271).
South Korea is currently confronted by many challenges. Along with continuous
unstable relationship with North Korea, it faces the decline of the US, rapid rise of China,
and Japan's normalization endorsed by the US. Korea must maintain the US-ROK alliance,
but also manage well its relationship with China, which is directly linked to its biggest
threat – North Korea (Hwang 2014: 12).
Paradoxically, the case of North Korea might serve as a South Korea's excuse, both to
China or other to other countries in the region, particularly Japan. The US presence in
South Korea, and recently for example the THAAD system deployment, which China
strongly opposes, is argued as defense capability to counter potential North Korean attack
(Kim 2015: 261). Yet, it still enables South Korea to maintain reasonable approach
towards China, therefore passing the threat of rising China to Japan, arguing by the
indispensability of PRC-ROK relations to check the North Korean threat. Not only it is a
good excuse, but it also helps to understand ROK's volatile behaviour over the time.
In the early 1980's, Japan avoided the burden of securing the region from communist
threat being criticized by South Korea. At that time, South Korea was a front nation of the
Cold War, whilst Japan rarely held public discussion whether the communist threats would

53

cause serious concerns for Japan's security (Watanabe 2016: 3-4). It seems that the position
has now turned over.
South Koreas collective self-restraint of collective defense can be explained by the
tendency to buck pass regional threats to others. To South Korea, buck-passing is a
convenient strategy. Firstly, it does not have to bear the burden of rising China, and
secondly it did not have to improve military-to-military relations with Japan. Although the
situation seems to be changing recently as South Korea and Japan found their way to get
along, it still follows the theory quite well. South Korea buck-passed the dangerous task of
checking the rising power to Japan (partly also on the US), hoping that China would
concentrate its attention on the buck-catcher. As the theory predicts, buck-passers and
intended buck-catcher usually maintain cool relations, mainly because the buck-passer
does not want to get dragged in such a dangerous task, and also because it helps to foster
good relations with the challenger. Additionally, for various reasons the buck-passer
usually does not give up on its defense (Mearsheimer 2014a: 158). Indeed, ROK-Japan
relations were far from ideal, and South Korea also maintains decent military capabilities.
As China grows even more powerful and adopts more assertive strategy in the last years,
South Korea improves relations with Japan in order to secure a backup plan should Japan
fail to catch the buck or should China's power grow excessively.
Korea benefits from the current post-Cold War international system, in which small
and medium-sized countries have more choices. Compared to the Cold War era, they are
less forced to make choices between camps or blocks which gives the opportunity for more
independent policies (Park 2013: 12-13).
To sum up, South Korea adopts strategy which is based on self-reliance (enhancing its
own military preparedness and deterrence), alliance-reliance (strengthening the ROK-US
alliance), and executing multi-dimensional strategy (particularly productive partnership
with China). Firstly, strengthening alliance with the US might help to boost South Korea's
own military modernization. Secondly, enhancing its own defence and deterrence
capabilities allows more independent policy as a middle-power. Moreover, it improves its
position within the alliance and enhances its leverage in dealing with Beijing. Thirdly,
South Korea's ability to cope with DPRK, which remains primary security concern, serves
an indirect balancing ability vis-à-vis China (Kuik 2015).
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7.5.

Taiwan

In the view of offensive neorealism, Taiwan is in an unenviable position. China has
been imminent threat to Taiwan ever since, and as China rises, situation is getting more
and more urgent. Taiwan is dependent entirely on the US security protection which,
however, does not seems to be expanding and deepening in the same scope as the growth
of China. Moreover, Taiwan does not have any other considerable ally willing to share
Taiwan's security challenges. In fact, most of the states are influenced by calculations of
the potential responses in Beijing (Lee – Schreer 2016). Should the US decide to abandon
Taiwan, only one option is left, i.e. bandwagoning. As the theory puts it: “Bandwagoning
is a strategy for the weak. Its underlying assumption is that if a state is badly outgunned by
a rival, it makes no sense to resist its demands, because the adversary will take what it
wants by force anyway and inflict considerable punishment in the process” (Mearsheimer
2014a: 163). No matter how improbable this is, one cannot deny that there are voices
sceptical of the fate of US-ROC alignment. Many argue that relations with Beijing are
more important to those with Taipei, and that US promises to Taiwan are too costly to
keep. In this view, American patronage over Taiwan, arms sales in particular, only
exacerbates Beijing's distrust of Washington and thus derails the potential partnership.
Given China's growing power potential, so the argument goes, a war over Taiwan would
not be worth the cost. Other “abandonists” go even further advocating for stopping arms
sales for fear of American weapons being “transferred” to China. They encourage
Washington to pre-emptively abandon Taiwan due to suspicion over Taipei's potential
realignment with Beijing (Liao – Lin 2015; Lee – Schreer 2016). The fact that the chance
of abandonment of Taiwan is not insignificant proves the case of the Sino-US
rapprochement in the 1970's, when the US sacrificed Taiwan in order to cope with more
imminent threat, i.e. the Soviet Union.
On the contrary, should Taiwan fall into China's orbit, the US position in the region
would be seriously weakened and America's failure to defend Taiwan would greatly harm
the credibility of its leadership in Asia. The withdrawal of Taiwan's support would erode
US extended deterrence and would be likely to be perceived in Beijing as a sign of
declining US power. Furthermore, an annexed Taiwan would shift the balance of power
further eastward and would enable China to project power more easily into the second
island chain (Lee – Schreer 2016).
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interdependence makes Taiwan over-dependent on China being a hostage to Beijing's
manipulation. Due to much larger economic scale of China, economic constraints would
hurt Taiwan much more (Yang 2006: 3).
Nevertheless, to counter China's rising power, Taiwan has come with strategy of its
own. Knowing that it cannot compete with China either in economic or military realm,
Taipei decided to play the “value card.” Taiwan stands for the first democracy in the
Chinese world. Paralleling and challenging the PRC's efforts to portray itself as a benign
rising power, Taiwan has stressed its deeply shared cosmopolitan political norms of
democracy and human rights. Taiwan's democracy is a key component of friendly relations
with the US, and more importantly, it could persuade Washington not to abandon Taipei as
it would be conflicting its own principles (deLisle 2010: 517-518). Taipei has simply put
all its hopes to a soft power strategy, and even though it has been able to attract more
international attention as a democracy, its fate remains unclear as principles are usually
overridden by hard power calculations.
Moreover, China is aware that time is on its side. The longer China postpones the use
of force, the greater is the relative power shift from the US to China (Kugler – Tamen
2004: 51). Also, there is another reason for China not to let Taiwan slip away. Taiwan is
particularly symbolic to China and ultimately impacts the legitimacy of the communist
regime. Any loss of a territory like this would have far-reaching implications, possibly
leading to a domino effect in relation to “other separatists,” –be it Tibetian, Mongolian, or
Islamic (Buzan – Wæver 2003: 151). There seems to be only one constraint in China's
view. Should China decide to take Taiwan by force, its political, and possibly economic,
regional as well as global position would be damaged, and its so pronounced peaceful rise
policy would be dead (Buzan 2010: 25).
Unfortunately, the case of Taiwan seems to be a perfect match for the famous quote of
Thucydides: “The strong do what they can and the weak suffer what they must.”
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7.6.

Overall Conclusion

The threat perception fundamentally varies according to the position. Most of the
Chinese people think of their military as purely defensive instrument, but that is not the
way it looks from the other side. Conversely, when accessing American military
capabilities in China, one would think it is a revisionist state, not a status quo power
(Mearsheimer 2010: 386).
Fear is endemic to states, especially in emergence of a potential hegemon. The long
term value of remaining at peace declines as s state feels threatened and scared. Steps to
enhance security scares the potential hegemon even more, and so on. Strictly speaking,
potential hegemons generate spirals of fear that are hard to control (Mearsheimer 2014a:
345-346).
This may not, however, lead to a completely pessimistic conclusion. The constituent of
polarity and geography does matter. Firstly, East Asia in not an unbalanced multipolar
system where is the biggest likelihood of clash. It is rather a balanced multipolar system,
and it terms of security or military alliances, it tends to act as bipolar. And bipolarity is the
most stable architecture as it discourages miscalculation (Mearsheimer 2014a: 346).
Secondly, East Asia is a maritime region. Bodies of water are formidable obstacles in
power-projection (Mearsheimer 2014a: 44). No matter how close Japan, Korea, Taiwan,
and China are, they do not share a common border on the same landmass, which reduces
the risk of attack and conquer. In my opinion, these elements per se might not have
ground breaking impact, but when combined together it gives considerable prospects of not
so warlike future.
It has been also argued that since China has different historical and cultural
background, applying Western-centric theories would not work. The outcome of this
thesis, however, proves it wrong as China follows quite precisely the theory assumptions.
In the end, we live in a world which has been imposed by Western powers and China
seems to have adapted to it. It is not by chance that China heavily insists on the
Westphalian tradition of national sovereignty, which is a concept of truly western origin
(Leng 2013: 55).
Since all countries from the region have extensive economic relations with China on
one hand, but military alliances with the US on the other, one might assume that hedging
strategy fits all, therefore contradicting offensive realism canon. In my opinion, neither is
the case. Realism considers political/military sphere superior to economic, from which it is
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derived. In fact, history suggests that it is no exception that countries engaging in security
competition usually also continue to trade with each other economically (Mearsheimer
2016). Thus, economic interdependence is largely irrelevant when dealing with rising
power.

The aim of this thesis was to examine whether the theory of offensive realism provides
satisfactory explanatory model when applied to the region of East Asia. Explanatory power
is suitable, providing adequate outcomes. One phenomenon could be observed in
particular: The bigger the state, the better the reliability of offensive neorealism. Indeed,
either China, the US or Japan follow the assumptions quite precisely. The success
decreases when middle powers and smaller states are taken into account (i.e. South Korea
and Taiwan). It is less reliable, but still it cannot be said the theory fails in those two cases.
Their very unique position (ROK-DPRK and ROC-PRC relation) should be also taken into
account there. After all, as the name of Mearsheimer's book The Tragedy of Great Power
Politics suggests, it deals mainly with great powers.
The assumption of offensive neorealism has proved to be right completely in the cases
of China, Japan, and the US. This is not to say that future development might not change
and prove it wrong. Until today, however, the theory was actually able to account for at
least three out of five cases. Mearsheimer himself claim the theory to be right
approximately 75 percent of the time. “As with all theories, there are limits to offensive
realism's explanatory power. A few cases contradict the main claims of the theory.
Offensive realism does not answer every question that arises in world politics”
(Mearsheimer 2014a: 10-11). The case of East Asia, therefore, does not seem to be an
exception. It does not follow the theory in its fullness, but it is more or less consistent in its
main assumptions.
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Summary
The aim of this thesis was to examine how relevant is the theory of offensive neorealism
by John J. Mearsheimer when applied on the rise of China and East Asia region. The
theory suggests that rising powers tend to establish regional hegemony while neighbouring
countries are most likely to oppose it with the support of offshore balancer. In order to
cope with rising power, states pursue various strategies such as buck-passing, balancing or
bandwagoning. This thesis basically proves the offensive realism right. China's policies,
especially in recent years, seem to be increasingly assertive and could be interpreted as an
effort to push the US out of the region. Conversely, America's announced plan to pivot to
Asia is clearly an attempt to counter Beijing's plans. Japan policy vis-à-vis China could be
described as balancing, either internal as well as external. It updates its domestic
constraints and also tries to form alliances with countries facing the same threat. South
Korea chooses the most convenient policy, i. e. buck-passing, while at the same time does
not resign on the ability to protect itself. Taiwan is in an unenviable position. As a small
state it relies rather on soft-power strategy, as competing with its great rival both in
economic and military means would not be sustainable. All of mentioned strategies do not
contradict the offensive neorealism canon. The cases of China, the US, and Japan follow
the theory precisely, South Korea and Taiwan at least partially.
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Resumé
Cílem této práce bylo ověřit relevanci teorie ofensivního neorealismu aplikováním na
region východní Asie. Teorie předpokládá, že mocnosti na vzestupu mají tendenci vytvořit
regionální hegemonii, zatímco okolní státy se tomu budou snažit zabránit, a to především
s podporou velmoci ze vzdáleného regionu. Státy mají v zásadě na výběr ze tří strategií,
jak se vypořádat s rostoucí mocností, tj. buck-passing, balancing a bandwagoning. Tato
práce do jisté míry potvrzuje předpoklady ofenzivního neorealismu. Čínská politika, a to
zejména v posledních letech, se zdá být stále více asertivní nejen vůči okolním státům, ale i
vůči USA, což lze interpretovat jako snahu o vypuzení USA z regionu. USA na to reagují
tzv. strategií pivotu s cílem vyrovnat poměr sil s Čínou. Japonsko podle očekávání zvolilo
strategii balancování, a to jak ve vnitřní, tak vnější podobě. Jižní Korea na „čínskou
hrozbu“ nereaguje přímo, ale snaží ji posunout na další státy, zejména na Japonsko a
částečně i na USA. Naopak Taiwan nemá v zásadě na výběr, svou velikostí Číně nemůže
dlouhodobě konkurovat.

Všechny zmíněné

strategie více či

méně odpovídají

předpokladům ofensivního neorealismu, především pak chování Číny, USA a Japonska.
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