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INTRODUCTION:

According to late political scientist and theorist Hans Morgenthau, “International politics, like all politics, is a struggle for power. Whatever the ultimate aims of international politics, power is always the immediate aim.”
 Upon accumulation and development of a sufficient degree of power, political actors (in the case of this paper: sovereign nations) attempt to utilize it to achieve or protect their long-term goals or ultimate aims. According to Morgenthau, such ultimate aims can include, but are not limited to, freedom, economic prosperity, national security, political and military domination, and even the further accumulation and exercise of power.  It not only dictates how states behave on the international stage, but it also helps establish inter-state relations, regional and global hierarchies, and state interactions. As such, power was, is, and will continue to be the currency of international politics. 


Arguably one of the most important aims a sovereign state uses its power to achieve in the international realm is the protection of its lands, property, citizens, interests, and very way of life from the myriad of dangers and influences posed by other actors, both hostile and benign. This aim can best be described as a state’s national security and is crucial to the survival and prosperity of the state. Morgenthau has described national security as, “…the integrity of the national territory and its institutions.” This is a succinct way of saying that national security is the wide array of actions taken by a state to protect its physical, economic, political, cultural, and military assests and institutions from attack, coercion, or influence. 


Through this lens, one could interpret the festering argument and potentially violent conflict between the People’s Republic of China (PRC) and Japan over the demarcation of the East China Sea as a struggle for regional power with which to protect their respective national securities while simultaneously projecting their power and authority as major regional (and potentially global) powers. The governments and peoples of these two great nations believe that the waters that separate them may hold a bounty of high-value resources vital to the security of not only their economic but also their political and military sectors, and hence, their national securities. For this reason, neither side has been overly cooperative nor willing to sacrifice its claims over the sea and the plethora of natural resources it contains in favor of a timely resolution to guarantee peace and equitable demarcation. 

This becomes increasingly worrisome due to the fact that these two Asian states are becoming ever more important economic and political partners in an increasingly interdependent global community. Most, if not all, of the Western world relies heavily on these two states, as well as their neighbors, for a lion’s share of both imported industrial and consumer goods. A conflict that could potentially shut down production of said goods and block maritime shipping lanes and ports in the region could have severe ramifications on recovering but fragile national economies. Such a conflict would also cripple, if not paralyze, many economies in South-East Asia as a result of reduced sales and drastic reductions in foreign direct investment. These events could then potentially serve to propagate greater fears and ill-will in the region and stoke greater nationalistic sentiments, adding additional fuel to the fire.


In addition, the growing military strength and global reach of both the PRC and Japan, as well as the myriad of political interests the United States and other Western states have in both the immediate region and the broader Asian/Pacific region, could draw a relatively minor (though escalating) regional conflict into a broader global issue with much more serious consequences. This being the case, it is vitally important that any potential conflict between these two regional powers be peacefully diffused to protect not only the peoples and institutions of the region but also the entire world. 


The purpose of this paper is to attempt to describe and analyze the simmering conflict between the PRC and Japan over the East China Sea in order to gain a better understanding of the broad dimensions of this issue and the possible ramifications it could hold for both the region and the global community. This being done, it may then be possible to predict future actions taken by the main actors in the conflict in accordance to their respective national interests and growing concerns. Additionally, it may be possible to suggest various policy options for a mutually acceptable demarcation of the territory and resources of the East China Sea and prescribe the most beneficial resolution of the conflict.

BACKGROUND:

The East China Sea is an arm of the Pacific Ocean which covers approximately 480,000 square miles, giving it a surface area slightly less than double that of France. It is bounded on the west by the Chinese mainland, the north by the Yellow Sea and South Korea, the east by the Ryukyu Island chain, and the south by Taiwan. It connects to the South China Sea via the Taiwan Strait and to the Sea of Japan via the Korea Strait/Tsushima Strait. The ecological aspects of this sea engender high levels of marine-life productivity, resulting in a large fishing industry occupied by Chinese, Japanese, North Korean, and South Korean fishermen and commercial fishing fleets. In addition to its living resources, the East China Sea is also believed to contain a broad distribution of mineral and other resource wealth, with natural gas and petroleum the most prominent.


The Energy Information Administration wing of the United States Department of Energy states that total oil reserve estimates for the East China Sea are predicted to be somewhere between 70 and 160 billion barrels (Bbbl) of oil; several foreign estimates hover around 100 Bbbl. Natural gas deposits in the sea measure a proven reserve of approximately 7 trillion cubic feet (Tcf), though a 2005 unproven Chinese estimate places this quantity somewhere between 175 to 210 Tcf.
  It is the desire to control these large petroleum fields, and thus the rights to exploit them, that explains the re-emergence of a years old territorial dispute between two of the world’s most oil-thirsty states, the PRC and Japan.

This ongoing dispute stems from a long history of uncertainty in regard to the ownership and classification of the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands (SDI) as well as differing interpretations of the provisions of the 1982 United Nations Convention on the Law of the Seas (UNCLOS). Thus, by citing varied aspects of both historical tradition and ownership, as well as established international legal precedent from such sources as the International Court of Justice, both the Chinese and Japanese governments seek to legitimize their claim over the other in order to assert sovereignty over the disputed regions of the East China Sea, which just happen to be rich in both oil as well as natural gas. More specifically, this area includes eight gas fields located in the “Xihu Trough”: Pinghu, Chunxiao, Canxue, Duanqiao, Tianwaitian, Baoyunting, Wuyunting, and Kongqueting.


In regard to the demarcation of territorial boundaries within the East China Sea (The issue of ownership of the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands will be addressed shortly.), the main issue arises from a lack of consensus over which facet of the 1982 UNCLOS should be cited in a delimitation of the seabed, continental shelf, and natural resources of the sea. Both China and Japan cite legitimate sections of the convention, yet due to a lack of consensus among the drafters and signatories a high degree of ambiguity was left within the articles creating contradictory elements. With no clear consensus, it was impossible for the drafters to set concise rules and standards, which has translated into an extremely high level of difficulty for any judiciary body or institution attempting to interpret and enforce the laws of the convention. Of particular concern to this dispute is the question of whether the provision for Exclusive Economic Zones (EEZs) does, can, or should take precedence over the provision for continental shelf delimitations.


According to Article 55 of UNCLOS, an  EEZ, “…is an area beyond and adjacent to the territorial sea, subject to the specific legal regime established in this Part, under which the rights and jurisdiction of the coastal State and the rights and freedoms of other States are governed by the relevant provisions of this Convention.”
  This was a new legal notion at the time it was established, granting jurisdiction of offshore natural resources past territorial waters to coastal states, though not granting the states ownership of the waters or resources.
 This sovereign resource jurisdiction granted to coastal states within the EEZ extends for a distance that, “…shall not extend beyond 200 nautical miles from the baselines from which the breadth of the territorial sea is measured.”
 It is this provision for 200 nm EEZs that the Japanese government has continually cited in its contest with China over the East China Sea delimitation. Japan claims that various Chinese actions and interests infringe on Japanese sovereign jurisdiction of its EEZ and the resources it holds. 


Based on this principle of EEZ extension, Japan has proposed a median line it claims is equidistant between the two countries’ EEZs. This proposal relies on the “equidistance principle”, which falls in line not only with provisions within UNCLOS, but also previous delimitation decisions upheld by international courts. On the map below, one can see that the median line proposed by the Japanese lies between mainland China and the Ryukyu Island chain of Japan, creating an equidistant median boundary line between undisputed Japanese territory and undisputed Chinese territory.
 Unfortunately, no consensus has been reached and additional problems have emerged primarily because this median line runs approximately 100 miles west of the Xihu/Okinawa Trough, the point at which China contends any East China Sea delimitation must take place lest China lose sovereignty over its national territory (and which is also coincidentally where the richest petroleum deposits are believed to be located
).
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Looking again at the aforementioned map, one can see that the boundary line delimiting the East China Sea proposed by the Chinese government is based not on the “equidistance principle”, but rather the “principle of natural prolongation” which is found in Article 76 of the UNCLOS. Under the principle of natural prolongation, a coastal state is granted sovereign jurisdiction and rights to the waters and resources “…to the outer edge of the continental margin or to the 200-mile limit of the EEZ, whichever is greater, to a maximum of 350 miles.”
 Thus, a coastal state is granted exclusive jurisdiction over its continental shelf to a distance of 350 miles.


According to the continental shelf section of the UNCLOS, a coastal state’s continental shelf is defined as:

… the seabed and subsoil of the submarine areas that extend beyond its territorial sea throughout the natural prolongation of its land territory to the outer edge of the continental margin, or to a distance of 200 nautical miles from the baselines from which the breadth of the territorial sea is measured where the outer edge of the continental margin does not extend up to that distance.


Thus, the Chinese government and people have consistently claimed full rights in the East China Sea up the end of the Chinese continental shelf. China contends that any delimitation of the East China Sea must take place at the Xihu/Okinawa Trough due to the fact that the Xihu/Okinawa Trough does not follow the Japanese coastline closely, which proves that the undersea continental shelves of China and Japan are not connected This means that the trough serves as a natural dividing line between the two states’ shelves.
 Some who support the Japanese claim have argued that the Xihu/Okinawa Trough is little more than a geomorphologic anomaly on the seabed floor and as such is not an accurate delimitation point between the two states. This is a difficult claim to give credence, however, due to the nature of the trough. Beginning from the Chinese coastline the seabed slopes quite gently downward with water depths no deeper than 200 meters until it reaches the trough. At this point the seabed drops abruptly to an ultimate depth of approximately 2,300 meters at the deepest point.


The PRC’s claim over the full extend of the continental shelf is also derived from the nation’s belief that the shelf “is actually historical Chinese territory, not simply an area to be claimed under the international regime of ocean laws.”
 What this claim is essentially arguing is that during the regression of the waters during the Ice Age many of what is now mainland China’s rivers, such as the Yangtze and Yellow Rivers, extended onto the then exposed (but now submerged) continental shelf where they deposited silt from the mainland. Thus, the continental shelf—so Chinese scholars contend—is literally composed in part of soil from the mainland and thus is the literal territory of China. This belief has played heavily into the gradually increasing nationalistic sentiments over the conflict, creating the sense that competing claims on the shelf are “…actual encroachments on [China’s] rightful repossession of the continental shelf and its resources.”


Nationalism present within both nations also plays an integral role in the ongoing dispute over ownership of the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands (SDI) and the rights such ownership entails. The SDI consist of eight individual formations, out of which only two exceed 1 km2, with the largest island—the Diaoyu/Uotsuri Island—measuring only 4.3 km2. Five of the islands are completely barren rocks, and none of the islands have ever been inhabited nor have they sustained any manner of reported economic activity.
 Nonetheless, these insular formations have continued to spark vehement disputes between Beijing and Tokyo due to the strategic importance their geographic location imparts upon them. Though diminutive in size, these islands are monumental to Chinese and Japanese strategy due to their security, economic, and political implications and potential.


The importance of these islands hinges on one uncertain fact, however: “Whether or not they are entitled to a full continental shelf and an EEZ.”
 This contention arises from the fact that due to their lack of human activity they may not technically fall under the auspices of islands as described in the UNCLOS. According to Article 121 Paragraph 1 of the UNCLOS, “An island is a naturally formed area of land, surrounded by water, which is above water at high tide.” However, Paragraph 3 of the same Article bluntly states that, “Rocks which cannot sustain human habitation or economic life of their own shall have no exclusive economic zone or continental shelf.”
 Thus, a universally recognized classification of the SDI—whether as rocks, islands, islets, etc—will have tremendous impact, shifting the tide of the current conflict and ameliorating national strategies and policies. If the SDI are someday officially recognized as non-island structures (as far as the UNCLOS is concerned) both China and Japan will shift their attentions and energies elsewhere. If, however, it is determined that the SDI are in fact islands with all the rights and privileges granted under the UNCLOS, both China and Japan will reinvigorate their efforts to assert their territorial claims and new waves of nationalism will sweep through both states.

But why have these two states been so actively contesting ownership of the SDI since the 1960’s? The answer lies in the benefits awarded to islands by the UNCLOS. If the SDI are determined to be legitimate island formations, they will be entitled to the same EEZ and continental shelf provisions afforded to coastal states. If sovereignty rights were to be granted to the Chinese, it would unarguably enable Beijing to claim sovereign rights to the continental shelf for a vast swath of the East China Sea in addition to granting it sovereign jurisdiction over the EEZ of the entire island group. This EEZ would extend 200 nm to the north and to an equidistant line with the Ryukyu Islands of Japan. In other words, this would give China economic control over the entire southern portion of the East China Sea (south from the 30th parallel), including the Xihu/Okinawa Trough and all petroleum fields it contains. In contrast, if Japan were to gain irrefutable sovereignty of the SDI, it would greatly increase the Japanese stake of the continental shelf (once again including the Xihu/Okinawa Trough) and would extend the Japanese EEZ 200 nm to the north and west, to a line equidistant between the SDI and Taiwan.
 Thus, whichever state gains sovereignty of the SDI gains sovereign jurisdiction rights to approximately 40,000 km2 of continental shelf and EEZ.
IMPORTANCE TO CHINA:

This ongoing conflict over the East China Sea symbolizes many things to the Chinese government as well as its people. Not only does the world’s fastest growing economy have industrial and economic interests in the delimitation of the sea, but it also has political and military stakes which all coalesce to create an issue considered to be of the utmost importance to Chinese national security. Thus, it is essential that the PRC gain enough power in the developing situation with which to protect itself and its interests against those it feels may attempt to encircle the waking giant and limit its (peaceful) rise as a regional, and potentially global, power. A further examination of these specific concerns and considerations of the PRC will glean greater insight into Beijing’s perception of the conflict and the policy options traditionally chosen by China’s leaders in dealing with what they identify as the repeated Japanese incursion into sovereign Chinese territory and resources.


Economically, sovereignty over much of the East China Sea is in China’s interest for a number of reasons. Of these economic considerations, two prominent issues jump to the forefront of any discussion: 1) the natural resource wealth of the East China Sea, primarily in regard to oil and natural gas; and 2) the vital shipping lanes that pass through the East China Sea. These two elements comprise a bulk of China’s economic consideration regarding the sea and rank extremely high in China’s national security considerations. 


Beginning with the oil wealth of the sea, it is widely known and accepted that China is one of the largest growing economies of the world, and that growth is fueled in large part by petroleum and petroleum-based products. In fact, it is estimated that in 2007 alone China consumed 7.88 million bbl/day of oil (not including other petroleum derived products), which placed it third globally in consumption behind the European Union (2nd at 14.38 million bbl/day) and the United States (1st at 20.68 million bbl/day). This growing thirst for oil was fed by production levels of 3.725 million bbl/day and import levels of 4.21 million bbl/day.
 Furthermore, the Energy Information Administration projects that by 2020 China’s oil consumption will have risen to 11.7 million bbl/day and to 15 million bbl/day by 2030.


Alone, these numbers are shocking enough, yet what is especially troubling to Chinese leadership is that these import levels have rocketed to astronomical levels in a relatively short period of time. For example, in the early 1990’s, China was actually a net producer and exporter of oil, importing only about 2.3 million bbl/day. Around 1995, however, Chinese domestic production began to stagnate while, inversely, consumption and demand began to soar. Gradually, China’s self-sufficiency ratio began to slide from a peak of 132.9 percent to 60 percent in 2004.
 In other words, China gradually shifted from being a net exporter of oil to being forced to import up to 40 percent of the oil necessary for national production and economic growth. 

This is a terrible thing for a country heavily reliant on oil while also having historical obsessions with self sufficiency and fears of foreign encroachment and encirclement (for good reason). To counter this fear, China has begun pursuing a policy of energy security, which it hopes will free the state from any future oil fluctuations, shortages, or even blockades. Energy security has been defined by Belgrave, Ebinger, and Okino as:

A state in which consumers and their governments believe, and have reason to believe, that there are adequate reserves and production and distribution facilities available to meet their requirements in the foreseeable future, from sources at home or abroad, at costs which do no put them at a competitive disadvantage or otherwise threaten their well-being.


Thus, in the words of another author, “A state is said to be insecure if it has to rely on external sources of strategic material which contribute to its ‘war potential’ or if the supply of the strategic material is under threat.”
 To ensure its security, China has launched a major effort to diversify its oil supply both at home and abroad. Internationally, China has begun engaging in oil diplomacy with many oil-rich less-developed countries such as those found in Latin America and Africa. Additionally, China has increased negotiations with Middle Eastern states as well as many of the former Soviet republics and Russia itself. Domestically, however, China has had few options to choose from. Beijing’s most promising prospects are to rehabilitate its antiquated wells and refineries in areas like the Xinjiang province and developing offshore oil fields like those found in the East China Sea. Based on these options and fears, it is no wonder China has chosen to pursue its claims over the oil rich sea to protect its energy security.


The fact that China does not yet enjoy complete energy security leads us into the next issue regarding China’s economic interests in the East China Sea: protection of sea lanes and routes and the prevention of “sea denial”. Any deviance or loss of Chinese naval territory due to an increase in Japanese sovereignty of the sea could mean most—if not all—Chinese trade routes would have to pass through foreign (primarily Japanese) waters. Though China has a coast line of about 10,800 miles, it only has a limited number of exits to the ocean, the most important being: 1) through the Korea Strait; and 2) through the Taiwan Strait. This being the case, if the Japanese were so inclined towards hostility they could effectively cut-off Chinese maritime access to the oceans. 

Such denial would have a domino effect, severely crippling national production and stymieing the Chinese economy. This is due primarily to the PRC’s, “heavy reliance on seaborne trade”. Particularly, 50 percent of the nation’s GDP is derived from foreign trade and 70 percent of its oil supplies are imported from foreign originators. Additionally, “An estimated 60 percent of the ships that sail through the busy, strategic Strait of Malacca, linking the South China Sea and the Indian Ocean, are en route to and from China, mostly carrying oil from the Middle East.”
 As such, China has a huge stake in keeping the East China Sea in friendly hands (primarily its own) to prevent such sea denial from occurring. 


Militarily, the East China Sea is an extremely vital element in China’s national defense strategy. Not only does the sea hold the promise of delivering the state from increasingly heavy reliance on foreign oil and allow access to the open seas, but it is also a primary field on which China operates a comprehensive defense strategy. Pending a crisis in the region—whether it be a crisis with Japan, one of the Koreas, Taiwan, or the United States—the sea will inevitably prove to be a key element in any altercation. Additionally, the East China Sea provides a theater of operation for several of China’s most important defense networks. Specifically, it is a major component and an important testing ground for China’s missile and nuclear defense plans, which rely more and more on submarine platforms.


It is not surprising that given the increasing gap between Chinese and Japanese naval superiority, Chinese leaders have been searching for a way to level the field to prevent complete Japanese naval supremacy. One important way Beijing officials have approached this asymmetry has been to magnify the importance and accelerate the growth of the Chinese submarine force. For example, the People’s Liberation Army Navy (PLAN) has negotiated several arms deals since the early 1990’s to purchase conventional submarines from Russia; specifically, this included the purchase of two type 877 Kilo-class diesel submarines and ten improved type 686 Kilo diesels. These deals also included the acquisition of SS-N-X-27 supersonic anti-ship cruise missiles and advanced 53-56KE wake homing torpedoes.
 Additionally, these efforts have been complemented by the development of domestic submarine technology including the Ming and Song-Class diesels and the 093 SSN nuclear subs, which will have capabilities similar to those of American Los Angeles-Class SSN.


 Many scholars speculate that the expansion of PLAN in the East China Sea is a response to the increased presence of the Japanese Maritime Self-Defense Force (JMSDF) in the region as well as to the development of a common Theater Missile Defense (TMD) system through joint efforts of the United States and Japan. It is believed that the submarines compose a network of Submarine Launched Ballistic Missiles (SLBMs), which are a cheap counterforce to a TMD system and could be used to thwart the guarantee a TMD system provides. This is accomplished  through submarine units’ mobility, extension, and the ability to bypass frontal attacks in favor of attacking a vulnerable flank.
 If this is the case, the East China Sea is an appealing field of operations for such an attack or counter-attack due to the proximity of the sea to not only Japan (China’s largest military rival in the immediate region) but also the Koreas and Taiwan. Additionally, this would explain the ongoing Chinese cartographic expeditions in the sea to map seabed topography and geomorphologic events (which incidentally lead to Japanese protests). Finally, this would explain why the, “brief entry, allegedly ‘by [navigational] mistake,’ of a Chinese Han Class submarine into Japanese territorial waters in November 2004 became such an alarming event for Japan.”


The third and final security interest China has in the East China Sea deals with the politics of the situation, particularly the ardent anti-Japan nationalism that arises among the Chinese people as a result of the conflict and the history of mistrust and political tension between the two states. As most individuals know, China and Japan have had tumultuous relations in the past leading to harsh feelings on both sides of the sea. Furthermore, because the relationship between Japan and China has always been clearly structured—with one state usually more dominant and well-off than the other—and Japan has been the more powerful and affluent of the two since the Meiji Restoration in 1868, it stands to reason that China is striving to advance from the shadows and surpass its neighbor in every way.
 Thus, winning a pivotal international dispute with this historical rival would go far in erasing China’s history of shames and restoring national prestige and ego. 


Aside from the motivations of national psyche and surging nationalistic sentiment, China is also politically motivated to “reclaim” the SDI, which it feels were stolen from it by the Japanese, thus righting an historical and legal wrong China has had to endure for many years. The dispute over the SDI officially reignited when in the late 1960’s and early 1970’s the United States began the process of returning Okinawa (Ryukyu) to Japan—the United States had maintained curatorship of the islands since the end of World War II. The Chinese government claimed that the SDI were taken over by the Japanese during the war and as such should not be returned to Japan with Ryukyu because the SDI were originally Chinese territory. The Japanese have contested this claim and the dispute has simmered ever since.


A resolution to this conflict—but more importantly the return of the “lost Chinese territory”—to the mainland would be a monumental political victory for the policy-makers and officials in Beijing. They would have effectively demonstrated the strength and will of China while restoring a piece of China’s glorious past. Additionally, if this could be done in a peaceful manner, it would elicit the positive reaction from the global community China has been seeking since it began its peaceful rise in the 1990’s. Namely, a successful and peaceful conclusion to this decades long conflict would demonstrate to the world that China is a powerful yet responsible member of the international order and as such is—or at least will be—up to the challenges and responsibilities of  someday becoming a global power or even superpower. 
IMPORTANCE TO JAPAN:

Similar to China, Japan has a wide array of interests regarding the East China Sea, which officials in Tokyo view as of vital importance to both the current and future prosperity of their country in addition to its national security. These interests once again range in spectrum from economic, to military, and to political, and by examining them, we can begin to understand how and where the interests and concerns of these two states begin to overlap and come into conflict. Furthermore, we can determine whether or not—according to one author— “Japan may envision itself as a check on China’s ambitions, through either economic sanctions or military deterrence, or both.”


Economically, one of the most pressing issues that must be brought up again regarding Japan’s interest in the sea is the abundance of oil in the seabed fields and the ever increasing Japanese demands for oil. Globally, Japan is the fourth largest consumer of oil (behind only the United States, the European Union, and China), consuming an estimated 5.007 million bbl/day in 2007. Unfortunately for Japan, however, it ranks only 48th in oil production, producing a paltry 132,400 bbl/day. Thus, Japan is essentially forced to import all of the oil necessary to meet demand from foreign producers, a staggering total of 5.032 million bbl/day, which is more than any other political entity save the United States and the European Union.
 This being said, one can easily conclude that Japan has a very low level of energy security based upon the previously provided definition of the term.


Furthermore, though “Japan’s government’s 2006 New National Energy Strategy emphasizes that the country should reduce the share of oil consumed in its primary energy mix as well as the share of oil used in the transportation sector,” 
 the country is still heavily reliant on foreign produced oil in both sectors and remains a net importer. It is true that many structural changes to the economy such as “fuel substitutions, aging populations, and energy efficiency targets” have been the catalysts causing a dip in the use of oil nationally, but the truth remains that Japan is still the world’s fourth largest consumer of oil and the third largest importer. Facing these facts, an abundant source of domestic oil just off the coast is certainly a tantalizing prospect for many Japanese officials to help ease their country’s energy security worries as well as shield Japan, her industries, and her consumers from the rapid and rampant oil price fluctuations.

Another economic interest Japan has in common with China in the East China Sea is the shipping routes to the oceans which are vital in connecting Japan’s economy to the rest of the world. As an island state, shipping lanes play an even more important role in the Japanese economy than most others, and thus will be fiercely protected should they become threatened. In fact, it is estimated that in 2008 Japan imported a total of $696.2 billion worth of goods from its trading partners while it exported over $776.8 billion in goods such as machinery and equipment, fuels, foodstuffs, chemicals, textiles, and raw materials. A majority of these goods where shipped via cargo ship, many of which utilized the shipping lanes in the East China Sea. Any disruption or delay in these lanes—say due to a Chinese blockade of all ships passing through its EEZ for inspections—could severely upset Japanese commerce and economic activity. On the other hand, jurisdiction over the EEZ through which these shipping lanes pass would be a huge economic advantage.

The third and final Japanese economic interest in the sea mentioned here deals with the large, richly populated fisheries of the East China Sea and the ravenous Japanese appetite for and reliance on seafood. The National Marine Fishery Service (a branch of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration) studied annual human consumption of seafood and calculated an annual per capita consumption from 1999 to 2001. The global average for human seafood consumption was 16.1 kg (35.5lbs) per person. The average for Japan, on the other hand, was 66.1 kg (145.7lbs) per person—over four times more than the global average (China and the United States had per capita consumption of 24.5 kg (56lbs) and 21.3 kg (47lbs) respectively).
 With such an appetite it is important for Japan to have access to domestic fisheries with adequate supplies to satisfy consumer demand. If Japan were to extend its EEZs in the East China Sea this would greatly increase the number and size of fishing sites.

From a military standpoint, the sea provides Japan with a necessary buffer-zone from mainland Asia and the potential threats it could pose (i.e. North Korea). Due to its geographic location Japan already has a highly active “navy”—the JMSDF—to protect its lands and interests. The JMSDF is considered especially important to Japanese military strategists because, “Japan is an island country surrounded on all sides by the sea. That means any threats to our country will always approach us via the sea.”
 Thus, the JMSDF is the first line of defense for the island against any foreign attack, which has resulted in astronomical expenditure on the most technologically advanced naval equipment (such as the Aegis system purchased from the United States) to ensure continued Japanese naval superiority. As one scholar noted, “Some Japanese military experts have reportedly boasted that the [J]MSDF could destroy the entire Chinese navy in less than two hours.”

 
Larger EEZs and freer access to the East China Sea could potentially give the JMSDF a huge advantage in protecting Japanese territory from attack, especially from the Chinese. As mentioned before, recent Chinese activities—development of submarine force, SLBM systems, and mapping the sea floor—have indicated that a submarine force is the “ace in the hole” so to speak for PLAN. Utilizing unconventional methods and strategies of warfare, the PLAN submarine force could potentially elude JMSDF units and attack commercial and military vessels, as well as launch attacks against the Japanese homeland. Some analysts believe PLAN units have already begun testing their capabilities against Japanese detection arrays as the aforementioned Chinese “navigational error” into Japan’s territorial waters. If Japan were able to secure broader access to the sea, it could lengthen such detection systems through “a prolonged and enlarged frontier”, greatly decreasing the effectiveness of a hostile submarine force. For example, some Japanese military experts and strategists have suggested, “that is could be possible and desirable to establish a radar system, a missile base, or a submarine base on the biggest Diaoyu/Uotsuri Island.”


Finally, politically speaking the conflict over the East China Sea is important to the Japanese government and people because it signifies the latest culmination in territorial disputes between Japan and her neighbors. Similar to the their counterparts in Beijing, the leaders in Tokyo believe that the “handling of the dispute is seen as a factor impacting on the legitimacy of Chinese and Japanese central governments in domestic politics and on their foreign relations in the international arena.”
 In other words, how this affair is resolved and how the two disputing parties conduct themselves will reflect on them, not only regionally, but internationally; this whole chain of events could either serve to increase their global standing or tarnish their status. 


On the other hand, neither side wants to come across as too soft nor too weak, thus prompting future disputes with other states eyeing their sovereign territory and resources. For Japan, the major threat would most likely come from Russia and the ongoing dispute Tokyo is having with Moscow over the Kuril Islands. Any display of weakness or fear of continued conflict could potentially invite increased pressure from foreign governments as well as increased foreign claims over sovereign Japanese lands. Therefore, politically speaking, Japan must walk a tightrope between presenting a strong front to ward off the wolves while simultaneously appearing willing to cooperate in order to maintain the image of a responsible, reasonable global partner.
POSSIBLE SOLUTIONS:

There have been many proposals for resolving this dispute, some more practical than others. Because a peaceful solution is the most desirable outcome, this paper will not examine the possibility of armed conflict as a means of ending the dispute (also because such a resolution is fairly straight-forward). Instead, this paper will examine the most promising chances for a peaceful resolution—proposed by both scholars and politicians alike—which include: a single integrated boundary line; multiple, functional boundaries; and joint/cooperative jurisdiction. 

The first of these proposals, a single integrated boundary line, is the simplest (in description, not practice) because it primarily consists of simply delimiting a line to distinguish both EEZ and continental shelf jurisdiction. Such a solution is similar to the designation of national borders on land and will carry the same weight and authority, just in a maritime setting. There is historical and legal precedent for such a resolution, the most notable being the territorial dispute over the Gulf of Maine between the United States and Canada.
 The circumstances of this case were very similar to those of the East China Sea (though there are several notable differences), which could make it an excellent template for settling the dispute between Tokyo and Beijing amicably.


Not going too deeply into detail, in the case of the Gulf of Maine both interested parties presented their case before the International Court of Justice (ICJ) and left it to the Court to rule and thus set the territorial boundary. When the Court went into deliberation, it took the facts of the case presented by both the United States and Canada into consideration, such as historical use and economic impacts certain delimitations would have on the local populations, and it also took other elements into consideration such as similar bodies of water nearby that could potentially offset the negative impacts of delimitation. Thus, the Court was able to decide a boundary line to the satisfaction of both parties and avoid further conflict.

Turning the resolution of the East China Sea dispute over to an international court could have the same outcome. It has the great advantage of taking the elements of nationalism and self-interest out of the equation by turning the issue over to an unbiased third party. Additionally, it would satisfy the concerns of both Chinese and Japanese leaders of increasing their countries’ national status by demonstrating their willingness to utilize and respect the established international court system in issues of grave concern to their national securities. These concerns, however, might be the very things that could stop such a resolution from even being considered.


It is possible that China considers its energy security and economic growth too important to put into the hands of a third party, and the same goes for Japan. Both economies would benefit greatly from a decision in their favor but would be severely threatened by a negative outcome. Additionally, there has been nowhere near the level of hostility in the past and current relations between the United States and Canada as there has been between China and Japan, making such an outcome even more unlikely. The levels of mistrust and open resentment could possibly be too high to permit the legal decision of the International Court to settle a dispute so dear to the peoples of both states.


The second possible remedy to the current situation would be to establish varying levels of jurisdiction as well as multiple boundary lines. In this solution, there would still be clearly demarcated lines of jurisdiction between the two states, yet they would delimit different aspects of the sea. For instance, there would be a jurisdictional boundary line dividing the EEZs of both countries, possibly located at the Japanese proposed median line, as well as a jurisdictional boundary line dividing the continental shelf, possibly located east of the Japanese proposed line but west of the Chinese proposed boundary. In this way, the outcome of the delimitation would seem much less “zero-sum” to the country not gaining what it had originally wanted; thus, everyone would get a little bit of what they want.

This proposal has the advantage of multiple divisions that appeal to the various needs of the countries involved. Granting Japan the increased EEZ would allow it greater fishing sites—with which to meet higher demand—as well as a broader buffer zone against possible Chinese submarine incursion and increased security for their shipping lanes. Additionally, the Japanese would have less access to the continental shelf than their plan allows, but would gain more than the Chinese plan proposed. The Chinese, on the other hand, would gain broader access to the continental shelf and oil wealth (which they desire so desperately) while granting a large enough EEZ to prevent the threat of “sea denial” which weighs heavily upon their industrial and shipping sectors.


The greatest concern with this plan would most likely be where the two countries would establish the now multiple boundary lines. It will essentially be the same problem that is being faced now, just with more delimitation to make. Additionally, this plan does not adequately address the problem of ownership of the SDI which could continue to cause turbulence between the two states, even if a plan for delimitation were to be accepted. And finally, there is the potential that with several different boundary lines there will be confusion as to what type of activities will be allowed and what type will not be. For example, will the Chinese be allowed to map the seabed floor on their partition of the continental shelf—for geological and oil extraction purposes, but which can also double for submarine maneuvering and strategy—when this partition lies beneath the Japanese EEZ waters?

The third and most promising option for resolving the dispute would be to do away with delimitation in the disputed area all together in favor of a joint jurisdictional zone. In such a plan, according to one scholar, “neither state party to the treaty is authorized to exercise jurisdiction—except its seabed or fishery rights, without the concurrence of the other state party.”
 This would be a very similar compromise to the recent settlement made between the numerous parties involved in the dispute over areas of the South China Sea, a compromise which has been very successful thus far. Such a plan is favorable, as former vice premier of China Deng Xiaoping said in 1979, because it resolves conflict, “without touching upon the issue of territorial sovereignty.” 

Therefore, by simply glossing over this contentious issue, peace can be reached and the rich resources of the sea can be exploited to the benefit of both China and Japan. And promisingly, the temporary agreement between the two states has begun to shift in the direction of this very type of outcome. In April 2007 Chinese President Hu and Japanese Prime Minister Fukuda Yasudo reiterated a previous pledge between the two countries, “to make the East China Sea a ‘sea of peace, cooperation, and friendship”.
 Subsequently, cooperation has been exercised in searching and developing the resources of the sea. If such an outcome comes to fruition, it too could bolster the status of prestige of both nations in the eyes of the international community by demonstrating not simply their willingness to accept a court’s decision, but rather put aside years of hostility and rivalry in favor of cooperation and mutually beneficial development. 
CONCLUSION:

In conclusion, it is evident that the issue pertaining to the delimitation of the East China Sea and its resources is an extremely complex and delicate issue that weighs heavily upon the minds of leaders, military experts, and analysts not only in the two directly affected states, but also all neighboring states in the region as well as every state with any interest in South-East Asia. Though simmering now, this dispute has the potential to erupt into a much graver situation given the historical and political nerves it touches upon. It will take much maneuvering to navigate through the sea of vital interests invested in the disputed region, from economic to military to political. 


Based on these interests, it would seem that the most promising chance of defusing the dispute and reaching an agreement satisfactory to all parties involved is the option of joint jurisdiction. In this way, neither side faces the “zero” side of a zero-sum equation and most—if not all—national interests will be satisfied. Mutual development and exploitation of the fisheries, oil fields, and other resource wealth will alleviate resource concerns while joint protection will ensure neither party faces the daunting threat of sea denial or shipping lane intrusion. Finally, working closely together in developing and operating a joint economic zone could serve as a bridge to eventually bring the two nations closer together, erasing the feeling from a history fraught with mistrust, hatred, and animosity.


It is important to continue to work in a positive direction, however, and not let domestic politics interfere with greater works. As one writer ominously observed:

The Chinese may not actually see it as in their best interest to settle these disputes. [They] provide to the PRC government a lever of nationalism with which to divert attention of the Chinese people from domestic difficulties and shore up support for the central government during times of domestic political competition…Japan is an easy object for nationalist fervor.
  
We must therefore remain mindful of the greater good a resolution to this conflict will bring, not only to the region but to the entire global community, and eschew any exploitation for mere domestic gain. 
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