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Abstract:
The Fukuda Doctrine, announced in 1974, marked abreminning in the relations of Japan with Southeast Asia
and was determinant in their relations for the following decades. By the end of the 90s the combined pressures o

Japan’s stagnating economy and an emergent China showed the need of a reinvigorated strategy toward S.E.A.

Primer Minister Junichiro Koizumi tried to bring about such a strategy and introduced new directions in two
areas: security issues and economic partnership. Seven years after Koizumi, the new government of Shinzo Ab
finds that the same geopolitical constraints of the late 90s are still alive.
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Resumen:
La doctrina Fukuda, anunciada en 1974, marcaba uevnuinicio en las relaciones de Japén con el Sureste
Asiatico y fue determinante para las relaciones mutuas en las décadas posteriores. Para finales de los afios 90

A1

estrategia mas activa hacia el Sureste Asiatico. El primer ministro Junichiro Koizumi traté de plasmar tal

estrategia e introdujo dos nuevas direcciones en dos areas determinadas: asuntos de seguridad y asociacié
econdmica. Siete afios después de Koizumi, el nuevo gobierno de Shinzo Abe se encuentra con que las mism
limitaciones geopoliticas de finales de los 90 se mantienen.

las presiones combinadas de una economia estancada y una China emergente, mostraban la necesidad de u]a
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1. Introduction

The relations of Japan with Southeast Asia till¢hel of the 60’s evolved in the framework
set by the Yoshida Doctrine that encompassed th@nving parameters: 1) Reliance on the
alliance with the United States to ensure Japagcsirsty, following the signing of the 1954
Mutual Defense Assistance Treaty; 2) Emphasis am@uic relations; 3) Low profile in
international politic&

In the case of S.E.A. this parameters were comgediiby the need to normalize the
relations through the reparations for the Japamesepation during 1l World War. Japan
signed Reparation and Economic Agreements with Burindonesia, the Philippines and
Vietnam. The reparations amounted to around 20hilluS dollars at 2013 rates and were
discontinued in 1976. Japan was allowed to makaradjons in kind so that the reparations
turn out to pave the way for the future export apanese goods and services. Also some
minor amounts were given to Cambodia, Laos andI|dimdi listed as economic assistance,
not as compensation for damages done during 11 8\ibidr.

By the end of the sixties and the early seventiesdpproach to Southeast Asia had
reached its limits. The Ministerial Conference tbe Economic Development of Southeast
Asia®, convened for the first time in Tokyo in 1966, wledl that the countries in the region
were reluctant to let Japan play a conspicuous irol&.E.A. The Vietham War and its
aftermath were changing the geopolitics of the aegiThe rapprochement between
Washington in Beijing in 1973 introduced a new hakof power in the region. The embryo
of a regional architecture had made its appearaiitethe creation of ASEAN in 1967. In
later years, specially after the 1976 Bali SummBERN countries became more self-
conscious and ready to play a role in the inteomali arena. The countries of the region were
progressing in their industrialization and econodiiersification efforts. Along the way, the
countries were opening their economies and intrimdusome market-oriented reforms. The
kind of passive and mostly economic approach pedly the Yoshida Doctrine could not
cope with such a changing environment. It was tihen the so-called Fukuda Doctrine was
formulated.

2. The Fukuda Doctrine

The need of a new approach became evident durengisit that Prime Minister Tanaka made
to the Philippines, Thailand, Singapore, Malaysid &ndonesia from January 7 to 17 1974.
That was the first visit by a Japanese Prime Maenistnce the tour of Prime Minister Sato in
1967. Seven years is an eternity in foreign retetio

Tanaka’s visit was a debacle in terms of imageldkarta thousands of students took
the streets in protest. In the following riots @ewpersons were killed. In Bangkok he was

2 A good discussion on the Yoshida Doctrine andhislication for Japan’s foreign policy during thel@ War

can be found in “Politica Exterior de Japon en dsd®erra,” by Potter, David M., in Rubio Diaz-Lelshura

(ed.) (2008)China y Japon: Modernizacion Economica, CambiodtRok y Posicionamiento MundjaCiudad

de México, Editorial Castillo.

® Of the nine countries invited, Burma refused tgtation and Cambodia and Indonesia sent only viese.

For a discussion about the rationale behind theeming of the Conference see Terada, Takashi: JHpanese
Origins of PAFTAD: The Beginning of an Asia Pacikconomic Community”Pacific Economic Papemn® 292

(June 1999).
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received at their airport by protesters with baarsaying “Get out ugly imperialist”. Even if
domestic considerations fuelled partly the protebis impact for the Japanese policy-makers
was important.

Tokyo’s 1974 “Diplomatic Bluebook” stated:Cfiticism of Japan has increased in
various Southeast Asian countries in recent yeayairest its sharply increased enormous
economic presence, the business methods of Japanegprises and also the behaviour of
Japanese residents in those counttrie®n the occasion of the Primer Minister’s visitzal
students staged anti-Japanese demonstrations atglin Bangkok and Jakarta. Protests also
occurred in Malaysia and elsewhereThe Bluebook was somewhat aware that S.E.A.
countries wanted to go beyond mere economic reigiidut fell short of suggesting which
design a renewed Japanese policy to SoutheassAgidd adopt.

The events of 1975 made unavoidable a change abeo&aigon, Phnom Penh and
Vientiane fell to communist forces. United Statemnted to disengage partially from S.E.A.
and wished Japan to increase its political rol¢hm region. ASEAN was becoming a full-
fledge actor in the region. The new policy to capiéh these challenges was the Fukuda
Doctrine.

In August, 18th 1977, during a visit to Manila, iReé Minister Takeo Fukuda gave a
speech in which set the new principles that wouldtig the Japanese policy to Southeast
Asia. Those principles as stated in the “Diplomd&iaebook for 1977” are: 1) Japan is
committed to peace, and rejects the role of a anyitpower; 2) Japan will do its best to
consolidate the relationship of mutual confidenasd @rust based on “heart-to-heart”
understanding with the nations of Southeast Asja)apan will cooperate positively with
ASEAN while aiming at fostering a relationship khss mutual understanding with the
countries of Indochina and will thus contribute ttoe building of peace and prosperity
throughout Southeast Asta.In other words: 1) Japan renounced to play anytamlirole in
the region, assuaging any fears coming form Hist®yylapan was aware of the limitations of
an approach based only in the economy and waswitlb undertake a multi-dimensional
approach, encompassing politics, culture and peoppeople; 3) Japan was ready to
contribute to the healing of the divide in Indochinafter the Vietnam War and the
Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia.

“ In this respect the impact of Japanese sex tewisthe image of their country cannot be deniaxtoAding to
Yoshimi Yoshiaki (Yoshiaki, Yoshimi (2000Comfort women: sexual slavery in the Japaneseanjlitiuring
World War 1, New York, Columbia University Press): “.Japanese male sex tourists travelling abroad
outnumber those of other nations.”

® The Bluebook, for instance, stated: ‘the Southeast Asian countries need Japan’s aiccon@mic strength
for their own nation-building efforts and, in thontext, they are showing the basic posture of iptac
increasing expectations on Japan’s cooperationand “... the common understanding was reaffirmed that it
was necessary to promote such relations further @onstructive manner in the direction of mutuatéfg.”

® This formal formulation of the Doctrine doesn't kegjustice to the more passionate speech of Fukndas
own words: Diplomacy toward Southeast Asia until now was contarough money and goods. It was not
contact based on the policy of good friends actorgmutual benefit. Even when viewed from our coutitere
was an impression of economic aggression and ambgsnners, and it was a situation which was syiméed|
by the expression economic animal.”
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3. The aftermath of the Fukuda Doctrine

The Fukuda Doctrine and its potential became sasiblg in three areas: 1) Bridging the gap
between the ASEAN countries and the three Comm8teties in Indochina; 2) Serving as
economic model and helping the ASEAN economiesuiginoODA and FDI; 3) Promoting
Japanese soft power.

3.1. Bridging the Gap in Indochina

In the aftermath of the end of the Vietnam Wahne Japanese assumption was that Vietnam,
Laos and Cambodiavould be amenable to a compromise in exchangeestemn aid. The
“Diplomatic Bluebook for 1975 defined Japan’s pylio the three Indochinese countries this
way: “It is the policy of Japan to establish good relasowith the three countries of
Indochina where socialist regimes have been esiabdtl by transcending the difference in
political and social systems. It is considered thipan’s assistance in the postwar
reconstruction and development of Indochina wilitcibute to the peace and development of
that region and thereby of Southeast Asia as a&vhol

In that spirit, Japan made a contribution of 5.3liam dollars’ to the Indochina
Emergency Assistance Program of the Internatiorel Rross in 1975 and over 3 million
dollars to the UNHCR for relief activities for Indaina refugees abroad. Japan also granted
an aid of 21.500 million dollars to Vietham in ths&ame year and extended to Laos an
additional credit for the Second Nam Ngum Developihfeund. In subsequent years Japan
settled the question of the Government of Southindie debt to Japan and gave a grant of 55
million dollars for the purchase of Japanese eqaipmand materials necessary for the
postwar reconstruction of the country. Concerniag4, in 1976 Japan granted an additional
loan of over 4 billion dollars for the second-stagastruction of the Nam Ngum Dam. Till a
certain point, Japan was replicating what had beemolicy to S.E.A. in the Fifties and
Sixties.

This policy broke down when at the end of 1978 waet invaded Cambodia and the
international community led by U.S. and China ardoaby most ASEAN countries
condemned the invasion. In April 1979 Japan ndatifi@officially Vietnam the freeze of all
assistance. Subsequently Japan would refuse tgnmeeothe Heng Samrin Government set
by Vietnam in Phnom Penh and would continue to icemsghe Government of Democratic
Kampuchea in exile the legitimate one. Most likédypan would have preferred a softer stance
to Vietnam as shown by its efforts to keep the detsof dialogue open, but it was unwilling
to adopt a high-profile and marked positidn

This episode showed that, even with the Fukuda rihagt Japan was not ready to
assume political protagonism, especially if it meparting ways with US. At that moment

" In the last stages of the war, after the Pariz®eacords and once the eventual demise of Soutmyin
became a possibility, Japan tried to have a mdenbad approach and establish diplomatic relatiaitts North
Vietham in September 1973; See: Shiraishi, Masda@®(): Japanese relations with Vietham: 1951-1987
Ithaca; New York, Cornell University.

8 Japan had established diplomatic relations wiemtNorth Vietnam in September 1973. It had relatinith
Laos since March 1955 which were not discontinuedng the regime of the Pathet Lao. Relations with
Cambodia were discontinued by the government okbimeer rouge when it took power in April 1975 ahen
restored in August 1976.

° Unless otherwise expressed, all amounts are giv@a12 dollars.

19 Shiraishi, Masaya: “Japan toward the Indo-Chinar&gion”,Journal of Asia-Pacific Studieso. 13 (October
2009), pp. 13-36.
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there was still a big gap between Japan’s econpmier and the political projection of that
power in the international arena.

3.2. Japan as Economic Model and the Role of its FAnd ODA

The economic crisis of the 70s imposed some chamgéise economic strategy of Japan, that
made an effort to diversify its supply sources sbtn be dependent on one specific supplier.
Furthering the interests of Japanese business leeaanmportant component of the foreign
policy of Japan. Accordingly Ministries such as Miry of Finance, the Ministry of
International Trade and Industry (since 2001, Mgi®f Economy, Trade and Industry) or
the Ministry of Posts and Telecommunications aagla strengthened role in the formulation
of the foreign policy to the detriment of the Mimisof Foreign Affaird™.

These changes coincided with some transformationthe so called “flying geese”
pattern of developmelft Japanese decision-makers could assume in théh@bdapan had
reached the third stage of the model, so that labwensive industries started being
transferred to S.E.A. The first industries to bansferred were textiles followed by basic
electronics and vehicle-assembly. S.E.A. countmesbarked in their own industrialization
process were eager, to receive Japanese FDI. Tivergence of interest between Japan and
the receiver countries plus the synergy betweendrdl ODA helped to foster the economic
links between Japan and S.E.A. and to enhancertiaige of Japan in the regidn

By 1980 over 30% of total Japanese ODA was direttie8.E.A. countries. The ODA
would focus in improving the infrastructures of $\E* while promoting the penetration of
Japanese companies and paving the way for FDlal@unt of ODA increased since 1978,
when Japan set the Medium-term goal, a five-yeantjiative target to increase its volume.
The main recipient of Japanese ODA in S.E.A. waehesia and focused in natural resource
projects. Thailand and the Philippines came in sdand third places with similar amounts
of ODA, with a volume that was 50% of the one aldnesia. Malaysia was a distant fourth
recipient at roughly 25% of the volume directednidonesia.

1 potter,op. cit.

2 The “flying geese model” was made popular by Kaeahkamatsu in his article: “A historical pattern of
economic growth in developing countriesdgurnal of Developing Economiesgol. 1, no. 1 (March-August
1962): Akamatsu described the process of Asiantcdesncatching up with the West as a flock of flyigeese:
the different Asian countries would shift from pumtion models based on high intensity of laboucapital-
intensive ones in a hierarchical way so that tiss eveloped countries would follow the most dgwetbones
in the region. Japan would be the leading goose. Sdtond tier would be the New Industrialized Coest
(South Korea, Taiwan, Singapore and Hong Kong). e tier would be composed by the main ASEAN
countries (Philippines, Indonesia, Thailand and aysia). In the rearguard there would be China. Adgo
technical discussion of the model can be foundKigjima, Kiyoshi: “The “flying geese” model of Asian
economic development: origin, theoretical extensioand regional policy implications'Journal of Asian
Economicsyol. 11, no. 4 (2000), pp. 375-401; not every exoist, especially in the Anglo-Saxon world would
agree with this model. The point is that by the 160s this model was already very influential amdaganese
decision-makers and it continued to be so, eithésioriginal Akamatsu’s version or in its Kojirsadaptation.

13 A good discussion on this can be found in: Platiitugh: “Legacies of Change: The TransformativéeRuj
Japan’s Official Development Assistance in its Ewoit Partnership with Southeast Asia”, APEC Stueyi@r,
Columbia UniversityDiscussion papem®54 (January 2008).

14 According to OECD, in 1973/74, 59,1% of Japan’sAOas devoted to infrastructures, divided roughly
equally between economic and social infrastructured979/80, the percentage was of 74,15%, of wiie
thirds went to economic infrastructures.
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During the 80s, FDI would become progressively moetevant. This process
accelerated after the Plaza Accord of 1985, thptempated the yen and gave an incentive to
Japanese companies to produce abroad. The maifidenmes of this increased FDI flows
were Indonesia, Singapore and Thailand. By 1992anj&yad overtaken the US as the largest
investor in S.E.A., except in the Philippines.

Summarizing, the combination of the Fukuda Doctrarel the changes in Japan’s
economy led to a deepening of the economic linkag#s S.E.A. Asia so that by the early
90’s Japan was the main economic partner of themeg

3.3. Promoting Japanese Soft Power

The Fukuda Doctrine was born partly out of the esndor Japan’s image in S.E.A. Kazuo
Ogoura has described the situation first found blguga thus: The 1970s brought another
shift in Japan’s cultural diplomacy, this time iesponse to the rise of an anti-Japanese
sentiment in Asia, as typified by the eruption eflihgs in Southeast Asia against the
perceived Japanese economic onslaught. Rapidhgasing economic dependence on Japan
in terms of trade, investment, and developmenstsgie provoked a backlash in many parts
of Asia. Some people sarcastically labelled thentgu“Faceless Japan” or “Banana
Japan”, the latter implying that the Japanese diot mnderstand Asia because they were
yellow on the outside (Asian in appearance) buttevbn the inside (Western in thinking).
Others complained that Japan was always represdmgefony and Honda or by the yen note,
without any direct person-to-person contacts wishAisian partners®®

These misperceptions had an influence in the wpgrlahose to project its soft power,
even before that expression had been inventedisltalready been mentioned how FDI and
ODA, two elements of soft power, evolved in theeaftath of the Fukuda Doctrine. Now it is
the turn to focus on the socio-cultural aspectiaplan’s soft powét.

In 1977 the ASEAN Cultural Fund with an amount &02million US dollars was
founded to promote intra-ASEAN cultural exchangesa@ll as between ASEAN countries
and third parties. In 1979 the Southeast Asia Ydatitation Program was set in order to
promote better mutual understanding through th&ahen of outstanding young Southeast
Asian leaders to Japan. Also a Japan Scholarship Far ASEAN Youth for an yearly
amount of 3 million dollars was instituted. Otheitiatives were: the Human Resources
Development Project (1981); the Japan-ASEAN Rese&ooperation Fund (1982) to
promote intra-ASEAN area studies and Japan-ASEAAdamic exchange; the ASEAN-
Japan Friendship Program for the®2Century (1983) to promote students trips and
exchanges.

The soft-policy strategy adopted then used mordess traditional tools and was
boosted by two factors: 1) Japan had become thendduiggest world economy and it had
become a model for Asian countries; 2) There wereotiner Asian countries capable of
making such an use of soft-power. As we will se¢er|ahese advantages didn’t survive to the
beginning of the Z1century.

!> Ogura, Kazuo (2009)tapan’s Cultural Diplomacy, Past and Presehokyo, Japan Foundation.
16 A list of soft-power initiatives can be found imin, Peng Er (2013): “Japan’s Relations with Sowthéaia:
The Fukuda Doctrine and Beyond”, London, Routledge.
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4. Primer Minister Nobuo Takeshita and the New Pamership for Peace
and Prosperity

1987 marked the 3Danniversary of the Bangkok Declaration that créa@&SEAN and the
10" anniversary of the Fukuda Doctrine. The recentlgcted Prime Minister Noburo
Takeshita chose the ASEAN Summit held in Manil®gcember of 1987 as the destination
of his first official overseas trip. Prior to hispt a large-scale Cultural Mission travelled to
S.E.A. in November 1987. This is symptomatic of ithereasing relevance of soft power and
image issues in the way Japan chose to projeditiiss.E.A.

In Manila Takeshita announced a New PartnershigP&ace and Prosperity to support
ASEAN development. This announcement was mategilis:

+ The creation of a 4 billion US dollars Japan-ASEBevelopment Fund. The Fund had two
components: loans to the private sector for jo@riture projects in the region at a low-interest
of 3% per annum and untied loans to the developmstitutions of the ASEAN countries.

+ The Japan-ASEAN Comprehensive Exchange Programedaiat promoting further
exchanges between civil societies and the académe. complement to this program, new
offices of the Japan Foundation were opened in AB&EAN countries and an ASEAN
Cultural Center was opened within the Japan Foumuat

+ The Japan-ASEAN Investment Fund establishednnaky 1988.

To understand the rationale behind these initiatitas interesting to refer to the speech
Takeshita gave in Jakarta in May 1989 at the enkissPremiership under the title: “Japan
and ASEAN: thinking together and advancing togéther

“Soon after becoming Prime Minister of Japan, | haset forth and International
Cooperation Initiative premised in the followingrek pillars. The first pillar is the
strengthening of cooperation to achieve peace. 3&eond is the expansion of Japan’s
Official Development Assistance. And third is theerggthening of international cultural
exchange. | believe that South East Asia is ondhef most important areas for this
International Cooperation Initiative and | inten@ fpromote actively the initiative in the

region”.*’

During the 80s, that golden age of Japan’s econdanmad become clear that Japan was not
playing an international role commensurate withdt®nomic stature. Besides that Japan
needed to assuage the fears and anxieties provykisl rise, so the new focus on its image
and soft powet® S.E.A. became the choice ground to show the amtate and active role

7 Sudo, Sueo (2002): “The International Relationdagan and South East Asia: Forging a New Regama|i
London, Routledge.

'8 Some excerpts for the 1990 Diplomatic BluebooK sllow how this issue was perceived by the Japanese
themselves: “..Japan should realize that the sense of distrustfeads for Japan has tended to increase as its
economic power and influences grdw.) in the face of the mixed feelings of expectatiomd fears about
Japan, Japan must not only make utmost effortsaimtribute to world peace and prosperity, but also
endeavours to secure the understanding of othentci@s about its position and efforts by explicigiiating
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Japan was ready to play internationally. That wassubstance the rationale behind the
policies of Takeshita. A good occasion to put thédeas into practice would be the
Cambodian Peace Process, where Japan played aretele.

5. The Cambodian Peace Process

The comparison between Japan’s role in Indochinthénlate 70s and in the early 90s is
significant. Then Japan chose to follow Washingtandications instead of defining its own
policy course. In the early 1990 Japan felt conftdEnough as to play a substantial role in the
solution of the Cambodian conflict. As then Primenigter Tshiki Kaifu said: I‘feel acutely
that Japan is expected to make even greater caioifis in the Asia-Pacific region- not only
in the economic sphere, but in the political spresavell.”™®

In June 1990 Japan sponsored the Tokyo Confereheeevthe four warring factions
met together in order to explore a peace settlemenForeign Minister Nakayama told at the
ASEAN Post-Ministerial Conference held in Kuala Loum on July, 22 1991, the convening
of the Tokyo Conference was a good example of Japaifi to play a more active political
role in order to ensure regional stability. Latdigpan, together with Thailand, was
instrumental to convince the khmer rouge to actteptl991 Paris Peace Agreement.

Japan’s role was also to secure the resources achdeddghe implementation of the
Agreement. In June 1992 Japan convened the Mir@kt€onference on the Rehabilitation
and Reconstruction of Cambodia, where assistarta#ling 1,4 billion dollars was pledged.
Japan pledged 20/25% of the total. Japan co-chdmedirst meeting of the International
Committee on the Reconstruction of Cambodia (ICQRf€)d in Paris in September 1993,
and organized in Tokyo the second meeting of thO@RC in March 1994. Japan also
contributed to the reconstruction of Cambodia tgrodhe bilateral channels of its ODA,
being the largest donor since 1594.

As a novelty that required the passing of a new, ldn@ International Peacekeeping
Operations Law, Japan also sent a constructionofiis Self-Defense Forces, civilian police
officers and military observer to join the Unite@tiddns Transitional Authority in Cambodia
(UNTAC). In total roughly 1.300 Japanese police anditary personnel took part in
UNTAC. The Japanese national Yasushi Akashi washéag of the peacekeeping mission as
recognition of the prominent role played by Japan.

Unexpectedly and in spite of the success of UNTA&pan renounced to play such a
prominent role in other crisis arising in S.E.A.thre 90s and early Z1century. It played a
mute and secondary role in the Mindanao peace gsdceother actors such as Malaysia or
Libya. In Myanmar it followed an ambivalent apprbawever putting too much pressure on
the military regime, but never breaking ranks vitie Western like-minded countries. Most

them.” The Bluebook then stressed the importance of pditiomacy, of promoting the internationalizatioh o
its society and of contributing to the maintenaotmternational order.

19 vatikiotis, Michael: “Kaifu soothes fears over aafs political plans: The Gentle GiantFar eastern
Economic Review,,6 May 1991.

21n 1993, 1994 and 1995 ODA amounted respectiv@®7 million $, 102 million $ and 242 million. Belsis
that, Japan made contributions both bilaterally emdtilaterally to the safeguarding and developmeithe
historical, site of Angkor Wat.
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tellingly, especially when compared to the Cambodiase, Japan was only one of many
contributors to East Timor after the independeréerendum of 1999.

6. Beyond Cambodia: Japan’s Contribution to the Buding of a Reqgional
Architecture in S.E.A.

6.1. ASEAN Regional Forum

The Cambodian conflict highlighted the role ASEANutd play as the meeting point and
facilitator of talks between the great powers imeal in the region. It was a seminal moment
for the creation of a regional architecture in 8.Bvith ASEAN at its centél. Japan became
deeply involved in the regional architecture preessengaged in the 90s as they fitted with
the new international role for the country promabgdPrime Minister Takeshita.

In fact, the first suggestion of what later woulecbme the ASEAN Regional Forum
(ARF) came from the Japanese Foreign Minister Tdakayama. During his speech to the
General Session of the ASEAN Post-Ministerial Cogriee held in Kuala Lumpur on July,
22 1991, Nakayama sketched a possible model fargemal architecture in Asia-Pacific
based in the existing international fora, espegiahose concerned with economic
cooperation, that is the most vital element in regional sectritASEAN, AEAN Post-
Ministerial Conference, APEC and PECC (Pacific Erait Cooperation Council). These for
a could be complemented with ffum for political dialogue where friendly courds in this
region could engage in frank exchanges of opinionnmatters of mutual interest'The
ASEAN Post-Ministerial Conference could be, acaogdio Nakayama, such a political forum
“for addressing the regional peace and security assuNakayama suggested the
organization of a senior officials’ meeting thatwieb report to the ASEAN Post-Ministerial
Conference for further discussions.

Mala Selvarajéf has explored how this initiative was most convenfer both ASEAN
and Japan’s interests. Because of its economiceste Japan needed a peaceful and secure
S.E.A. The international geopolitical situation helthnged: US remained the sole, but not
omnipotent superpower and its willingness to bepbeengaged in the region was not
granted; the Soviet Union, and later Russia, hanledsed its involvement in S.E.A.; China
was emerging as a main player at least in the medgB®cause of misgivings arising of
History, Japan wanted to show its readiness told¢as&curity issues from a peaceful and
cooperative instance. Therefore, a multilateraraagh with ASEAN taking the lead, seemed
the best solution. For ASEAN, this kind of forumum serve to reduce tensions between its
members and promote friendly relations with andvieeh the great powers. An added value
for both ASEAN and Japan was that this approachwaltl to keep US engaged with the
region in security issues.

2L Chanto, Sisowath Doung: “The ASEAN Regional Fortthe Emergence of “Soft Security”: Improving the
Functionality of the ASEAN Security Regime”, Cambad Institute for Cooperation and Peace, Dialogue +
Cooperation (3/2003), offers a good discussionhenprocess leading to the creation of the ASEANidted
Forum (ARF), the first multilateral forum on sedyrihat appeared in Asia-Pacific.

%2 Selvaraju, Mala: “Diplomatic Issues in Japan-ASERNIations” Journal of Southeast Asian Studiesl. 6,

Iss. 1 (December 2001), pp. 105-118, at http:Aeral.um.edu.my/filebank/published_article/4317/30405-
118%20Mala%20Selvaraju..%20Diplomatic%20lssues%@a@BJapan-ASEAN..%20Jati%206.pdf
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This confluence of interests allowed the creatibthe ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF)
in 1994. The members of the ARF where ASEAN anditdogue Partnef Its objectives,
as stated in the First ARF Chairman’s Statemenew@ér To foster constructive dialogue and
consultation on political and security issues ofntoon interest and concern; and 2. to make
significant contributions to efforts towards comicte-building and preventive diplomacy in
the Asia-Pacific region.”

6.2. The Asian Crisis and the Emergence of ASEAN 3

By 1997 Japan seemed to be well positioned in S.lEApite of the high turnover of its
Prime Ministers and the problems with its econonmyJanuary that year Prime Minister
Ryutaro Hashimoto visited several ASEAN countriesSingapore, his last stop, Hashimoto
gave a speech where he defined how he envisageépemed and broadening Japan-ASEAN
relationship for the Z1century. The three pillars he highlighted for swh achievement
were: 1) Broader and deeper exchanges between Zemh®WSEAN at the top and other
levels; 2) Multilateral cultural cooperation aimatthe preservation of each country’s unique
cultures and traditions; 3) Promotion of joint eadaurs to address global challenges such as
environment, terrorism, health and welfare and dradficking?* Hashimoto went further
than anything proposed by previous Japanese Primistits, as he suggested the holding of
regular political summits with ASEAN and bilatetalks on security issues.

Japan had a chance to show its new assertiveness whs asked, together with
France, to mediate between the two Cambodian GoePMinisters, Hun Sen and Ranariddh
in June 1997. The fragile arrangement reached waseb the following month and a fierce
fighting ensued. The crisis finished with the fligif Ranariddh from Cambodia and Hun Sen
becoming the sole Prime Minister of the countryetastingly Japan followed its own line
and refused to follow US admonitions to suspend Gi)A.*Japan later facilitated the
arrangement between Ranariddh and Hun Sen thawealldhe first one to go back to
Cambodia and run the general elections in July 1998

The Asian financial crisis started early July 1997 hailand and expectations about the
role Japan could play were high. Japan’s first treacwas a conventional one: it offered
assistance to the bail-out packages planned biMReas the 4 billion $ it announced would
provide to Thailand in August and the 5 billionitolonesia in November.

Then, in August Japan came with a revolutionaryaidiéhe creation of an Asian
Monetary Fund. The AMF would be a 100 billion $ durts members would be: Australia,
China, Hong Kong, Indonesia, Japan, Malaysia, pilies, Singapore, South Korea and
Thailand. As a show of the new assertiveness adnldpS was neither invited nor consulted
previOLljzzséy and it was stated that the AMF would netessarily coordinate its activity with
the IMF™.

% The current participants in the ARF are the 10 ASEountries plus Australia, Bangladesh*, Canadaine,
DPRK*, European Union, India, Indonesia, Japan, §fdia*, New Zealand, Pakistan*, Papua New Guinea*,
Republic of Korea, Russia, Sri Lanka*, Timor-Lestetd US. Those countries with * are not Dialogugrigas

of ASEAN.

24 At the webpage of the Japanese MOFA (http://wwyiemuym.jp/region/asia-paci/asdaseveral documents
concerning this visit can be consulted.

% Sothirak, Pou; Wade, Geoff and Hong, Mark (ed®01@): Cambodia: progress and challenges since 1991
Singapore, Institute of Southeast Asian Studies.

% This statement would be softened later when trigngnake the AMF more palatable to US.
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The AMF was scuttled during the Regional Finandahister's meeting held in Hong
Kong on November 211997. The opposition of US to an initiative whérbad no role and
where the IMF was sidelined plus the lack of suppbiChina, fearful of a confident Japan,
torpedoed the AMF. Instead of the AMF, the so-chN&anila Framework, less ambitious and
IMF-centered, was creatéd.

It would take Japan one year to come out with geht initiative. In October 1998
Minister of Finance Kiichi Miyazawa announced thecalled New Miyazawa Initiative.
Japan set a fund of 30 billion US$. Half of it wbdde available for the medium to long-term
financial needs of the economic recovery of theaAstountries; the other half would cover
short-term capital needs during the implementatitthe economic refornts.

From the political side, the New Miyazawa Initisican be seen as an attempt to
recover the leadership role in the solution of Asan financial crisis, that had lost the
previous year. The New Miyazawa Initiative was ssstul from a technical point of view
and allowed Japan to show a certain independersza-vis US and the IMF, for instance
making of Malaysia, which was following policiespmsed to the IMF orthodoxy, one of the
main beneficiaries of the Initiative. Neverthelessterms of image it could not make up for
the withdrawal of the AMF the previous year thatl lshowed Japan to be a reluctant leader.
In comparison, China’s image came out strengthemigd its decision no to devalue its
currency and its extension of financial aid to Tdwad and Indonesia, even if its volume was
lesser than the one provided by J&pan

In parallel to the different initiatives to helpESA. economies to cope with the effects
of the crisis, the relationships between ASEAN #mel three countries of East Asia were
institutionalized.

In December 1997 the first Japan-ASEAN Summit nmgetvas hold in Kuala Lumpur
in order to materialize the new relationship Prifuinister Hashimoto had envisioned during
his January trip. As promised, the summit opened aeecas to dialogue: environment,
energy, international terrorism, international erigad crime, health and welfare. Global and
regional security issues were reviewed and it wgreeal to cooperate closely on them in
international fora. In spite of its broad scope aisdambition, the Summit was somehow
overshadowed by the convening of the first ASEAIS §China, Japan and Korea Summit).
ASEAN + 3 was formally institutionalized during itisird summit which was held in Manila
in November 1999.

6.3. An assessment of Japan-S.E.A relations in tB€s

It is usually asserted that the 90s were a losadiedor Japan’s economy. Something similar
could be told of Japan’s relationships with ASEANidg those years.

In the early 90s it seemed as if Japan had firthkywill to develop a foreign policy
equal to its economic stature. S.E.A was the filate to test this new will and Japan passed
the exam with honours in Cambodia. Japan’s invobmmand meaningful role in the
inception of a regional architecture was a consecgei®f its success in Cambodia. The new

" Lipscy, Phillip Y.: “Japan’s Asian Monetary Fundoposal”,Stanford Journal of East Asian Affairgol. 3,
no. 1 (Spring 2003)

28 Specific details of the working of the fund canfbend in the webpage of Japan’s MOFA.

29 A legacy of these initiatives would be the Chidaj Initiative of 2000 that is out of the scopetiik article.
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turn to the Japan-ASEAN relationship that Prime ister Hashimoto envisioned was the
natural evolution in this process. Then the Asiaaricial crisis came.

The Asian financial crisis showed the shortcomiafydapan’s leadership. The episode
of the AMF was reminiscent of the shyness depldygdapan in the late 70s in Indochina.
Japan’s prestige in the region never recover fiuthyn the failure to create the AMF because
of the US opposition. In contrast China managedide the Asian financial crisis as an
opportunity to introduce herself as a meaningfalypl in the region. Japan was neither able
nor willing to stop this development. The creat@dSEAN + 3 meant that Japan could not
invoke for itself the role of main Asian interlooutof the region anymore.

7. The relationship with S.E.A. during the governmat of Koizumi
7.1. General Plan

Japan'’s foreign policy during the five years thatidhiro Koizumi was Prime Minister (April
2001- September 2006) was marked by several develois:

1. 11-S and its aftermath that made security coiscand counter-terrorism come to the
forefront of the international agenda.

2. US, under the Bush Administration, trying togsat its status as the sole superpower and
opting for unilateral actions instead of resorttagmultilateral fora. This more active and
even forceful presence in the global arena wend tgnhand with a lessening of its presence
in Asia-Pacific.

3. A increasingly self-confident China appearingasnajor actor and competitor in the
region.

4. An economy weakened by the so-called “lost detadhis had not only economic
implications, but also had a strong influence amithage of Japan and how it was perceived
by other international actors, as well as beingctgse for the decrease in the ODA since the
end of the 90s.

5. Changes in the concept of soft-power. Japaritgoeaver incorporated more and more new
cultural expressions, such as manga, videogames...

How did Koizumi reacted to this changed environfieRormally he adopted a more
nationalist stance, a closer relationship with W8 a more proactive attitude in international
affairs, specially in security issues and coungererism. But discontinuities with previous
Prime Ministers were more apparent than real. Kmizdidn't mean any substantial break in
the traditional lines of Japan’s foreign policyafmatism was the norm as us@at.

% Heginbotham, Eric and Samuels, Richard J.: “Jap&nial Hedge” Foreign Affairs (September/October
2002).

3L A very good article on the redefinition of Japastgategy brought by Koizumi is Tang, Siew Man:gda’s
Grand Strategic Shift from Yoshida to Koizumi: Reflions on Japan’s Strategic Focus in th& @&ntury”,
Akademikano. 70 (2007), pp. 117-136, at
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Koizumi unveiled his plans for S.E.A. in the speé&idpan and ASEAN in East Asia- A
Sincere and Open Partnership'that he delivered in Singapore, on th& b4 January 2002,
at the end of his tour by the 5 original ASEAN cties™. The main points of his speech
were:

1. The need of reforms to create the new economictares required by the 2Tentury.
Koizumi offered Japan’s cooperation to provide ®8EAN countries with the needed
capabilities. Koizumi identified the Mekong Submagias an area of special interest because
of the less developed status of its members. AntbagASEAN initiatives of major interest
Koizumi highlighted the ASEAN Free Trade Area ahd ASEAN Investment Area.

2. Japan’s readiness to contribute to the stalwlitthe region, even through the dispatching
of Self Defense Force units. Specific cases ofrastehe mentioned were Mindanao, Aceh
and East Timor. Koizumi suggested even to estabigian-ASEAN cooperation to promote
stability worldwide, proposing Afghanistan as thaltground.

3. Five concrete initiatives: 1) Exchange and coafpen between universities; 2) 2003 as the
Year of Japan-ASEAN Exchange; 3) Japan-ASEAN Cohensive Economic Partnersfiip

4) An Initiative for Development in East Asia meegfito re-examine and consider future
models of development; 5) A deepened security aadip@ including new issues such as
energy security.

4. Some proposals related to regional architectré&n East Asia Community with ASEAN
+3 plus Australia and New Zealand as core memhwaisaaclose partnership with US. Later
this initiative would evolve into the present Eastia Summit>; 2) A strengthening of
ASEAN + 3 so that linkages could be created betwiegran-ASEAN cooperation and the rest
of East Asia.

The real novelties of Koizumi’'s proposals wereeaawed stress on security issues and the
will to transfer Japan-ASEAN cooperation to othegions and multilateral fora.

Japan organized in December 2003 the ASEAN-Japannt@&morative Summit in
Tokyo. The debates of the Summit were condenseleriTokyo Declaration”, intended to
be the roadmap of a renewed Japan-ASEAN partneirstie 22 century. Its full name was

http://www.ukm.my/penerbit/akademika/ACROBATAKADEIA70/akademika70%5B07%5D.gdf another
detailed and complete analysis of Koizumi’'s forefplicy can be found in: Togo, Kazuhiko: “GreateslfS
Assertion and Nationalism in Japaithe Copenhaguen Journal of Asian Studnes 21 (2005).

32 A good example of the expectations raised by $peech even before it was delivered is: Jain, Puainae
“Koizumi’s ASEAN doctrine”,Asia Times10 January 2002.

#)t was a crucial trip. Previously scheduled for ®epber 2011, it was postponed because of the igregtacks

in New York. During the following months Koizumi ga the impression of neglecting S.E.A. in ordefaige
close relationship with US.

% In Koizumi's vision this partnership would includ=operating in the new round of multilateral trade
negotiations under the WTO.

% Since the late eighties two different approaclesegional architecture in Asia-pacific have coteds The
first one defends the centrality of ASEAN in angimnal architecture. The second one, whose maipgorents
are Australia and Japan, prefers a broader comistnumot centred in ASEAN and with some kind of US
participation. In any regional architecture schelapan’s priority is to avoid the hegemony of Chihlaerefore,
Japan has consistently tried in all the processelsave Australia, India, New Zealand and, espegidllS
associated.
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“Tokyo Declaration for the Dynamic and Enduring A@¥eJapan Partnership in the New
Millenium”. The Declaration insisted in the sameues and orientations set by Koizumi’'s
Singapore speech. The main difference is that petmppeople and cultural relations received
more attention that in the aforementioned sp&ech Plan of Action was attached to the
Declaratiori’.

It is now the moment to turn to the two areas whHepezumi’'s impact was the most
relevant: security issues and economic partnership.

7.2. Security Issues

In July 2004 Japan acceded to the Treaty of Amity @ooperation with ASEAN (TAGS.
The reasons for the accession were: 1) ASEAN hadenthe accession to the Treaty a
condition to participate in the East Asia Summi}; Ghina had already acceded to the
Treaty”®. In addition to this, acceding to the Treaty wassistent with the new stress in
security issues and the traditional Japanese engaden regional architectures processes.

In the field of security Koizumi’s government pagecial attention to the fight against
maritime piracy and counter-terrorism.

The interest in piracy predated Koizthiln April 2000 Japan organized in Tokyo the
Regional Conference on Combating Piracy and ArmedbRry against Ships. The 10
ASEAN countries were invited as well as India, Banka, Bangladesh, Korea, China and
Hong Kong. The Conference adopted an Action Plath wguidelines to improve the
cooperation between maritime policy authorities g@midrate-sector maritime parties. As a
follow up of the Conference, in the second halftlé year Japan started exchange of
information and technical assistance with PhiligginMalaysia, Singapore and Indonesia and
a patrol vessel of the Japan Coast Guard held cwdbexercises with the Malaysian Navy
aimed at combating piracy. In following years tbisnbined exercises would extend to other
ASEAN countries also.

Koizumi invigorated those efforts. As soon as hevad in power, he proposed the
establishment of a regional cooperation agreemeainat piracy. This initiative led to the
signing of the Regional Cooperation Agreement om@Bating Piracy and Armed Robbery
against Ships in Asia (ReCAAP) in 2004. In 2006e£CRAp Information Sharing Center was
launched in Singapore and the following year it Vi@sally recognised as an international
organisation. Presently there are 19 contractimigsato the ReCAAB.

% Qut of the 7 points included in the Declaratioa #th “Facilitating and Promoting Exchange of Pecghd
Human Resource development” and the“Enhancing Cooperation in Culture and Public Retes”.

%" It can be consulted at: http://www.asean.org/nagesin-statement-communiques/item/the-asean-japan-pl
of-action

% The Treaty of Amity and Cooperation was signed 976 by the ASEAN members in order to secure peace
and cooperation in the region. It created mechasitomsettle controversies. In 1987 it was opene8tttes
outside of the region and later became a sine qndambe accepted as member of the East Asia Summit

% Kesavan, K.V.: “Japan and the ASEAN: Their ChagdgBecurity Relations"ORF Occasional Papeno. 22
(August 2011).

0 A good analysis of the geopolitical issues behlagan’s interest in the fight against maritime @jraan be
found in: Bradford, John F.: “Japanese Anti-Pirdeijiatives in Southeast Asia: Policy Formulatiand the
Coastal States ResponseStntemporary Southeast Asial. 26, no. 3 (2004).

“! The contracting parties are: 9 ASEAN member céemigll of them except Malaysia), 3 East Asiannttias
(China, Korea and Japan), 3 South Asian countBas@ladesh, India, Sri Lanka) and 4 European c@mtr
(Denmark, Netherlands, Norway and United Kingdom).
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Cooperation in counter-terrorism received spedignéion in the 2003 Plan of Action.
It provided for the launching of a joint meeting ocounter-terrorism, the supporting of the
activities of the Southeast Asia Regional CentreGounter-Terrorism in Malaysia and the
training of law enforcement official from ASEAN méer countries. On 2004 Japan and
ASEAN adopted the ASEAN-Japan Joint Declaration fGpoperation to Combat
International Terrorism. The dialogue on counteretésm started in 2005 and has been held
annually since then, becoming a forum to enhanopaation in the subject and to have a
frank exchange of views on it. The Japan-ASEANdré&on Fund established in 2006 had a
one of its targets to contribute to the counterstésm efforts.

Under Koizumi, Japan tried also to present itsslfaaprovider of traditional security
based on its Cambodian experience of the 90s. Jdigpatched forces for peacekeeping
operations in Timor Leste in 2002 and also to AceR005 to assist to the recovery efforts
after the 2004 tsunami. In 2005 japan participdtadthe first time in the US-Thai Cobra
Gold exercise. It is remarkable that this contidnutof Japan to the security in S.E.A. didn’t
provoke strong reactions anymore. On the other, sideder Koizumi and in spite of his
efforts, Japan was not able to play the kind ofsdee role in the region it had played in the
90s.

7.3. Economic Partnership

Since his trip to the region in January 2002 Koizpnoposed a closer economic partnership
with ASEAN and a deepened regional cooperations froposal led to the Initiative for
Development in East Asia (IDEA) which held its igaval Ministerial Meeting in August
2002 in Tokyo. IDEA focused on the new developmehtllenges (human resources
development, consideration to vulnerable membemsooiety to counter the negative effects
of globalization...) and on the need to create lidsagetween ODA, trade, investment and
finance. The ideas promoted by IDEA were to beoohiced into the existing processes
(ASEAN + 3, Japan-ASEAN Framework Agreement on Cahensive Economic
Partnership...).

More important than IDEA in Koizumi’'s design wasetdapan-ASEAN Framework
Agreement on Comprehensive Economic PartnershifE. JACEP aimed at the signing
of a FTA between Japan and ASEAN. It was to complgnand expand the bilateral EPAs
(more about them below), pushing for a further ridieation of goods, services and
investments. In order to understand fully the nmetions behind JACEP, the general context
must be considered: the ASEAN Free Trade Area wagressing; the ASEAN Community
was expected to be created in 2015; there was erglemovement towards the creation of
free trade areas (APEC, TPP...). In November 200@ira& Declaration on the JACEP was
issued and in October 2003 the Framework was sigNedotiations started in earnest in
2005 and the Agreement was concluded in Novemb@r 20d entered into force between 1
December 2008 and 1 January 2010 for the differenitrie&?.

Nevertheless in a context of deepened competitiothe S.E.A. markets with Chitta
a multilateral approach was not enough. Koizumiotaed the economic partnership

“2The dates for the entry into force were: 1 Decer@9€8 for Japan, Singapore, Laos, the Philippixéstnam
and Myanmar; 1 January 2009 for Brunei; 1 Febr2§9 for Malaysia; 1 June 2009 for Thailand; 1 Zanu
2010 for Cambodia.

43 An overview of the economic competition betweepairand China in S.E.A. at the beginning of thet 21s
Century can be found in: Avila, John Lawrence: ‘Tdietween Two Lovers: ASEAN and its Evolving
Economic Relations with China and Japa@ASCN Discussion pap€002-06).
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agreements (EPA), a broader kind of free tradeemgeat, as the tool to keep its economic
position in S.E.A and, in addition, to strengthes bargaining power in the WTO
negotiations. The first EPA was signed with Singapm January 2002. Singapore was
chosen because of the nonexistance of an agrialactor in the country and because of its
role as a hub for ASEAN. By the end of Koizumi’s mdate further EPAs had been signed
with Malaysia and the Philippines and negotiatibasl been started with Brunei, Indonesia
and Thailand.

7.4. An Assessment of the Koizumi Years

The Koizumi policy to S.E.A. was remarkable as @&nmaged to keep Japan as a main player in
the region and a increasingly relevant actor inusBcissues. Nevertheless it could not
counterbalance the growing relevance of China. dfadbeyond Koizumi's reach were at
play, starting with the difference between Chinalsrant and growing economy and Japan’s
stagnating one. So, in relative terms, Japan lositipns to China.

Nevertheless, different polls conducted immediatgter Koizumi’'s tenure show a
positive attitude of S.E.A countries to Japan a&swish to have Japan engaged in the region.
A poll conducted by “Yoimuri Shimbun” in June/Ju®)06 showed that more than 90% of
Indonesians, Malaysians, Thais and Vietnamese tiidhgir country had good relations with
Japan and between 70 and 90% thought Japan totriostaorthy nation. However, when
comparisons are made with China, China comes otbmnspecially in Singapore, Malaysia
and Thailand. Another survey conducted in 2008HgyNlinistry of Foreign Affairs showed
that economic and technological cooperation wasdperea where ASEAN countries would
like to see Japan engaged. Only 6% of respondeats eager to see Japan to enhance its
military presence. Somehow the attempts by Koiziengromote Japan as a security provider
in S.E.A. were not completely successful.

8. Japan and S.E.A.: Future Perspectives

The seven years elapsed since the end of Koizugovernment have been marked in Asia-
Pacific by the geopolitical confrontation betweeneanergent China and a US that is back in
the region with President Obama. In this contex, priorities for Japan have been: 1) To
entertain the security linkage with US as a detgragainst China and DPRK; 2) To manage
the relationship with China, developing economid aevelopment ties, shelving historical
and territorial issues and actively collaboratingrégional for a; 3) To keep its position in
S.E.A., as a way to enhance its international stadnd to counterbalance China as well as to
have a space of its own to avoid an excessive digmee on US.

The need to manoeuvre in S.E.A. between US andaClooking for an independent
path has increase the relevance of ASEAN for Japastirong ASEAN that keeps its
centrality in the regional architecture processeseéen by Japan as a must, as a way to
cushion the contradictions between US and Chinabaiid a third ground where Japan can
be a meaningful player. In this respect the ASEANNGunity 2015 and its Interconnectivity
Master Plan are important steps not only for theirmss opportunities they can offer to
Japanese companies but also because an ASEAN eicallgnntegrated is a preferable
option to an ASEAN whose members are dependerti@ntilateral trade links with China.
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Even if the priorities were clear and the grasphef geopolitical realities was accurate,
the governments of the Democratic Party of Jagsat, ruled Japan in the period 2009-2012,
didn’t introduce any new initiatives in S.E.A. asidhply continued the policies implemented
by the preceding governments of the Liberal Dentari@arty (LDP). With a certain irony
Peng Er Lam has written.." the new DPJ government (...) has not repudiated-theida
Doctrine in its foreign policy pronouncements, polysfor want of a better doctriné®. This
lack of new initiatives can be attributed to a céemppolitical situation at home that absorbed
the energies and precluded the formulation of egfiol and innovative foreign policy towards
S.E.A.

The election of a new LDP government led by ShiAbe last December has created
the expectation of a forceful comeback of JapaB.EaA. Abe confirmed the expectations by
choosing S.E.A. and not US as the destinationfitst overseas trip as Prime Minister

The visit took Prime Mnister Abe to Vietnam, Thaithand Indonesia. In Jakarta, on
January the 18 Abe formulated the Five Principles that will leahpan’s ASEAN
diplomacy:

1.- The protection and promotion together with ASEAember states of universal values,
such as freedom, democracy and basic human rights.

2.- To ensure that free and open seas are govéméalvs and rules and to welcome the
United States rebalancing presence in the region.

3.- The promotion of trade and investment, as aglthe flow of goods, capitals, people and
services, through various economic partnership owdsv

4.- The protection and nurture of Asia’s divers#uwal heritages and traditions.

5.- The promotion of exchanges among the youngrgénas to foster mutual understanding.

The reaction to these principles has been mutddeibest of cases. It has been stressed how
the trip and the declaration showed Japan’s wiltdatinue being a main actor in ASEAN.
Nevertheless, four issues can be raised aboutivieePFinciples:

1) They lack the kind of broad and inspiring visembodied in the Fukuda Doctrine or in the
2002 Koizumi address.

2) The mention to universal values as freedom, deacy and basic human rights may not be
so welcomed by some ASEAN member states.

3) The reference to US would show a certain lackeatf-confidence and may cast a shadow
on the actual Japanese resolution to be its ownimtne region.

4) Many have seen as a subtext to the declardt®will to contain an emergent China.

44 .
Lam,op. cit.
> Singh, Bhubhindar: “New Japanese Premier’s Fioseign Trip: Why SE Asia?’RSIS(16 January 2013).
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We are yet at the beginning of Abe’s mandate, luhawve already got a first glimpse of what
could be in store in the coming years: the contionaof Japan’s efforts to remain a relevant
and independent actor in S.E.A.
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