
“American Interests in the Senkaku/Diaoyu Issue, Policy Considerations” 
Alan D. Romberg* 

 
Prepared for the CNA Maritime Asia Project: Workshop on Japan’s Territorial Disputes 

Panel on the Senkaku/Diaoyutai Islands Dispute: A Regional Flashpoint 
 

April 11, 2013 
 

 
American interests date back to World War II 
 
U.S. interests in the Senkaku/Diaoyu islands date back to World War II. It was not an isolated 
interest but stemmed from the American consideration of the role of Okinawa, which was the 
subject of considerable internal U.S. government debate as the war wound down. Some military 
experts saw Okinawa as extremely useful and perhaps essential to the U.S. military posture in a 
post-war world; others wanted to keep it out of Soviet hands, but were not all that keen on 
occupying it. The Navy, for example, found it inadequate as a year-round base due to weather 
and other considerations. And the State Department had political reservations about delaying 
return of the Ryukyus to Japan.1 
 
Be that as it may, Okinawa soon became a central element in U.S. post-war military positioning 
in the region, and following several years of de facto control starting in 1945 before the war was 
even over, in 1953 the United States was granted formal administrative rights based on Article 3 
of the San Francisco Peace Treaty of 1951.2 An important feature of that arrangement was that 
the United States recognized Japanese “residual sovereignty” over the islands, meaning that at a 
future date all sovereign powers obtained by the United States (administrative, legislative and 
jurisdictional) were to be returned to Japan, and not given to any other nation.3  

Inclusion of Senkakus as part of the Ryukyus/Okinawa 

There is considerable evidence that the U.S. consistently viewed the Senkakus as part of the 
Ryukyus,4 while there is no evidence that consideration was ever given treating them as part of 
Taiwan, which is the basis of both Taipei’s and Beijing’s claims. Indeed, as early as 1944, an 
Army Map Service Gazetteer identified the Senkakus as a constituent part of Okinawa prefecture. 
Subsequently, U.S. Civil Administration of the Ryukyus Proclamation 27 (USCAR 27) of 1953 
defined the boundaries of the area over which the U.S. was given sole powers of administration 
under the San Francisco peace treaty, boundaries that included the Senkakus. As the 
Congressional Research Service has written,5 this was reaffirmed at the time of Okinawa 
reversion by the testimony of several State Department officials, including the Acting Assistant 
Legal Adviser for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, as well consolidated over the years by such 
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actions as renting target ranges on the islands from Japanese citizens. So, from an American 
perspective there seems to have been little if any question about the association.6  

This was, it must be noted, rather different from President Franklin Roosevelt’s rather expansive 
views at Cairo in 1943 about what Japan would cede and what China would get7 and from what 
many people thought the U.S. accepted via the Potsdam Declaration in late July 1945. Potsdam 
prescribed that Japanese sovereignty would be limited to the four main islands of Japan “and 
such minor islands as we determine,”8 but the State Department put forward a memorandum 
establishing the view that Japan would not give up sovereignty over the Ryukyus or Kuriles, or 
even southern Sakhalin.  

Although history dictated otherwise in the other two cases, as regards Okinawa, including the 
Senkakus, although U.S. occupation was installed and maintained for almost 20 years, it was 
never intended to last indefinitely. The U.S. view about residual sovereignty over the islands was 
reconfirmed by successive American administrations from Eisenhower through Johnson. And, in 
that context, as already indicated, it was understood throughout the U.S. government that the 
Senkakus were part of Okinawa9 and, as such, sovereignty over them would be returned to Japan 
as part of the return of sovereignty over Okinawa. In the event, the Senkakus were handed back 
to Japan with the Okinawa reversion agreement of 1971,10 but without the title to sovereignty. 

U.S. shift on Senkakus sovereignty with Nixon Administration and Okinawa Reversion 

The change in the U.S. position came about with the advent of the Nixon Administration. While 
there were a number of factors involved, a critical one was that in the late 1960s a UN study had 
suggested that vast hydrocarbon resources might lie in areas around the islands, and suddenly 
both Taipei and Beijing expressed new interest in asserting their sovereignty over what they 
called Diaoyu. Likely sparking their strong interest, too, was that this was the period in which 
Tokyo and Washington were engaged in intense and complicated negotiations for Okinawa 
reversion, formally kicked off by the Nixon-Sato communiqué of November 21, 1969.11 If there 
was ever going to be a time to assert sovereignty over Diaoyu, this was it; once sovereignty was 
given to Japan, it was going to be impossible to wrest it away. 

Of some importance, as well, was that fact that Washington was engaged in important textile 
negotiations with the ROC, and Ambassador-at-Large David Kennedy, who was handling the 
negotiations for the U.S., urged the President not to transfer even administrative control to Japan; 
just maintain the status quo, he argued.12 President Nixon considered the issue, but he decided 
that, with the reversion agreement signing only ten days away on June 17, 1971, the negotiations 
over Okinawa had gone too far, and too many commitments had been made, to back off at that 
late date.13 

It is unknown what exchanges, if any, might have taken place with Beijing before the Okinawa 
Reversion Treaty was signed. But the signing came just weeks before Henry Kissinger’s secret 
trip to China in July, and it is self-evident that, as arrangements for that critical initiative were 
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well-advanced, the White House had the PRC factor very much in mind. While the issue of 
reversion was enormously important for successful management of the vital alliance with Japan, 
a direct challenge on a sovereignty issue had significant potential to complicate the strategic 
move toward Beijing. 

Negotiators of the Reversion Treaty recall no specific mention of a “China factor” in their 
instructions. Some others involved at the time have said there were communications between 
Washington and Embassy Tokyo touching on this issue, but they were never shared with the 
negotiators.14 The withholding of such germane communications might strike one as a little odd. 
But given that everything concerned with the PRC at that point was on a “close hold” basis and 
that, in any case, the basic position adopted by the negotiators was that, in light of the challenges 
to sovereignty raised by both Taipei and Beijing it was logical to focus only on returning 
“administrative control” to Japan, it probably wasn’t deemed necessary. Moreover, an argument 
was developed that, in fact, “administrative control” is all that had been granted to the U.S. in the 
first place, so it was all that the U.S. had the power to return.15 Indeed, a common view in the 
government at that time was that, by taking this “neutral” approach, the U.S. could leave it for 
the various claimants to work out and avoid getting caught in the middle.16  

Whatever the logic of the position, the fact is that the issue was still being debated internally 
until late in the reversion negotiating process. In March 1971, for example, the Defense 
Department sent a memorandum to the State Department citing the 1953 USCAR memorandum 
and the 1944 Army Map Service Gazetteer, all of which, DoD said, “dignify [i.e., give validity to] 
the Japanese claim to the Senkakus, contrary to the neutral position assumed by the United 
States.” It went on: “Under these circumstances, the United States ‘position’ is not entirely free 
from an element of recognition.”17 

In the end, Beijing called the reversion of Okinawa a “despicable fraud” because the U.S. 
military remained on Okinawa, while Taipei criticized the transfer for not having followed 
proper procedure. Both disputed the U.S. action specifically with respect to the Diaoyu islands, 
with Beijing, for example, asserting that U.S. control was illegal from the outset, and that the 
United States had no right to include in the “reversion area” islands that it occupied illegally.18  

Article V and Sino-Japanese tensions 

In any case, the Nixon Administration’s position of “no position” on the issue of sovereignty has 
remained U.S. policy ever since. Still, because Japan has “administrative control” of the islands, 
they do come under the provisions of Article V of the U.S.-Japan Mutual Security Treaty. That 
article provides that “[e]ach Party recognizes that an armed attack against either Party in the 
territories under the administration of Japan would be dangerous to its own peace and safety” 
and declares that each side would “act to meet the common danger in accordance with its 
constitutional provisions and processes.”19  
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The applicability of the Mutual Security Treaty to the Senkakus has been reaffirmed on a number 
of occasions over the years by American officials at moments of tension between China and 
Japan regarding the islands. In 1996, then-Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense Kurt Campbell 
did so; Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage and State Department Spokesman Adam 
Ereli did in 2004; it was done again in 2009 following the entry of two PRC survey vessels 
within 12 nm of the islands the previous December; and Secretary of State Hillary R. Clinton did 
so again in 2010 in the wake of an incident when a Chinese fishing boat rammed two Japanese 
Coast Guard vessels inside the islands’ territorial waters.20 

Over the past year, the issue has exploded onto the scene once again with the Japanese 
government’s purchase in September 2012 of three privately-held islands it had previously been 
renting from their owners. The controversy is well-known and doesn’t need repeating here. But 
comments by some Chinese officials have left the impression that at least one purpose of the 
subsequent series of intrusions by PRC civilian maritime vessels goes beyond seeking to change 
the status quo with respect to Japan. It is also part of an effort to undermine the legitimacy of 
Japanese claim of “administrative control” and the link of such control to the U.S. treaty 
commitment. Responding to that possibility, in January 2013 Secretary Clinton made a statement 
opposing any unilateral actions seeking to undermine Japanese administration.21 Moreover, even 
earlier Congress had inserted into the National Defense Authorization Act of 2013 a provision 
that, in addition to reaffirming the commitment to Japan under Article V of the Mutual Defense 
Treaty, said it was the sense of the Congress that “the unilateral action of a third party will not 
affect the United States’ acknowledgment of the administration of Japan over the Senkaku 
Islands”22 
 
The PRC reacted negatively to these various statements on the same grounds it has consistently 
used to complain since 1971, that is, that the U.S. had no right to transfer “administrative control” 
to Japan in the first place and that it should stay out of it.  

In fact Washington has toned down the rhetoric about the treaty. What it has not done, however, 
is alter its position on the treaty’s applicability or walked away from its commitment. Indeed, 
recent U.S.-Japan joint military exercises have reportedly been directed at how to oust an 
aggressor who had occupied an island—no names used, but highly suggestive. Hence, whatever 
deterrent effect the link to the treaty has had remains in effect. 

Clearly the United States found the PRC assertive behavior in sending civilian agency vessels 
within 12 nm of the island to be dangerous and highly provocative. Although those challenge 
expeditions continue,23 Washington has welcomed the recent apparent slowdown in the pace of 
such challenges, as well as the fact that there has been no repeat of the mid-December intrusion 
of a State Oceanographic Administration plane to within approximately 20 km of the Senkakus 
airspace.24 But the potential for escalation at any time remains. 
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The salience of the issue for U.S.-PRC relations was summed up by Paul Smith of the Naval War 
College: 

Washington’s standing as the defender of Japan’s administrative rights over the islands—
notwithstanding U.S. declarations of neutrality on the question of sovereignty—places 
the dispute at the heart of Sino-American competition, which in turn has been 
exacerbated by recent military strengthening, rebalancing, and posturing on both sides. 
Overall, a confluence of economic, military, and geopolitical factors suggests that the 
Senkaku/Diaoyu issue will increasingly define and shape the geopolitical environment in 
East Asia—to include the possibility of major-power war—for the foreseeable future.25 

 
Taiwan 
 
Finally, a word about Taiwan’s involvement. Although both Taipei and Beijing cite history 
going back to the Ming Dynasty as legitimizing their claims to Diaoyu, they stake their 
affirmation of sovereignty over the islets importantly on action by the Qing Dynasty 
incorporating Taiwan and its “associated islands” as an integral part of China. Taiwan’s 
president, Ma Ying-jeou, did extensive research on this topic during his academic years and is 
both very knowledgeable about it and remains deeply interested in it. So as he has addressed it, 
he has done so with an obvious degree of expertise and enthusiasm.26  

While Ma, like his counterparts in the Mainland, believes that the U.S. transfer of 
“administrative control” to Japan at the time of Okinawa reversion was invalid, at this point he 
has focused on the U.S. position of neutrality regarding sovereignty and has urged that the U.S. 
maintain that position.27 

Ma has made clear that Taiwan is setting aside its posture of bystander, adopting instead an 
activist role as “facilitator of peace in the international community.”28 This means not only 
shunning the role of “troublemaker” of a past period, but adopting the mantle of peacemaker. 

Like Beijing, Ma has not shied away from criticizing Japan for its “surreptitious” and “invalid” 
seizure of the islands.29 Nonetheless, rather than pressing the case in a confrontational manner, in 
August 2012, Ma put forth an East China Sea Peace Initiative,30 which he then amplified in 
September.31 In it, Ma laid out principles consistent with the spirit of what the U.S. and others 
have urged in the South China Sea, advocating that sovereignty disputes be simultaneously set 
aside by all the parties and that they focus, instead, on finding a way to share resources and to 
create a “code of conduct.” As M. Taylor Fravel has pointed out, not only could successful 
implementation of such an approach help minimize near-term behavior that could trigger a 
military clash, but focusing on cooperation regarding resources could reduce any perceived 
imperative to resolve the underlying sovereignty dispute.  

However, despite the issue of potentially rich (but unproven) hydrocarbon deposits around the 
islands, for Beijing and Tokyo the dispute seems focused more on questions of nationalism and 
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political competition rather than economics. Some people have also suggested that the islands 
have potential use as military observation sites, monitoring naval traffic in the area. Inevitably 
these sorts of considerations are far harder to simply set aside once they have been engaged than 
might more economically-oriented motives, which could be subject to compromise. 

Hence, some questions have been raised about whether, in light of the nature and intensity of the 
dispute playing out in the waters around the islands between Japan and the PRC, the involvement 
of a “third party”—in the sense not of who has a legitimate interest but who are the main 
protagonists in this potentially risky situation at the moment—will actually help identify a way 
forward or complicate the task of finding an “off ramp” before confrontation of civilian maritime 
vessels leads to something more dangerous. Ma, himself, has recognized the potential for stirring 
up trouble both within Taiwan and externally, and starting from the time he put forward his 
initiative he has reiterated on several occasions that, despite his emphasis on improving cross-
Strait relations, he has no intention of joining hands with Beijing to confront Japan.32 

In fact, while proclaiming sovereignty is the basis for asserting fishing rights, Taiwan’s principal 
goal has been to obtain fair access for its fishermen to the waters around the Diaoyu islands, 
waters that have been traditional fishing grounds for Taiwan fishermen for a century or more. In 
September 2012, a growing sense of unfairness led to demonstrations, including by a veritable 
armada of fishing boats from Taiwan to the islands late that month escorted by coast guard 
vessels,33 which created a situation on the roiling waters that could have led to an accident with 
loss of life and an attendant rise in political tensions.  

In a more recent incident, a lone Taiwan boat (again with coast guard escort) making a foray in 
the direction of the Diaoyus, in this case to plant a flag on the islands, provided an opportunity 
for PRC maritime vessels to offer to come to assistance.34 While the escorting Taiwan coast 
guard vessels warned the Mainland boats off, and despite Ma’s firm position about not joining 
hands with the Mainland, the episode made clear the potential for yet another complicating 
element to develop. 

In this regard, the conclusion of a Taiwan-Japan fisheries agreement on April 10, 2013 covering 
the area around the islands is a very positive development. Fishing interests on Taiwan have 
welcomed the significant expansion of the areas open to them,35 and one can anticipate that it 
will relieve pressure both for further demonstrations on the island as well on the water. Coming 
just as the tuna fishing season was about to open, this in itself constituted a significant 
contribution to maintaining peace. Moreover, as Taiwan’s foreign minister, David Lin, has 
observed, while Taipei will adhere to its sovereignty claim, the issue was being set aside for 
now.36 

I raise these points in a paper about American interests and policy because of the potential for all 
of this Diaoyu-related activity to complicate the situation around the islands and to get in the way 
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of the very smooth relationship that the U.S. and Taiwan have developed in recent years. The 
new Taipei-Tokyo fisheries agreement should go a long way to allay any concerns of that sort. 

U.S. policy choices—Implementing “Option C” all over the world  

 Theoretically, there are a number of options the United States could pursue: 

• It could become more deeply involved, stating that the recent coercive actions by China 
had changed the situation and the U.S. was therefore shedding its neutrality in the 
sovereignty dispute and backing Japan’s claim. (Theoretically it could back a Chinese 
claim, but given the history and current circumstances, this would seem to be an even 
greater stretch.) 

• It could signal a more hands-off position by publicly stating that, while its treaty 
commitment to Japan remains solid, nothing in the current situation merits activation of 
that commitment.37  

• Or, it could remain in its current mode of keeping a low profile while both publicly and 
privately counseling that “cooler heads prevail,” urging that Beijing and Tokyo work to 
find a way back toward a stable equilibrium.  

The problem with the first course, obviously, is that it would completely change the picture in a 
highly provocative way from Beijing’s perspective, not only likely leading to escalation on the 
PRC’s part, but reinforcing perceptions of American encirclement and derailing prospects of 
creating the “new type of major power relationship” between China and the United States that 
both leaderships have endorsed as in their strategic interest. The fallout could affect everything 
from coordination on regional and global challenges such as North Korea and Iran to 
management of important bilateral issues. 

The second course could be interpreted as abandonment of our treaty ally in Japan, setting off 
waves of concern that, however much Americans reiterate fidelity to the alliance, the U.S. 
commitment has essentially lost a great deal of its meaning. What lessons Tokyo, Beijing, Taipei 
and others would draw from this are unclear, but none of them would likely benefit the United 
States—or regional stability. 

The third course has not proven especially effective so far, but this “Option C” approach would 
seem more appealing than the other two, which one might call “all-out war” or “capitulation.” 
(Readers will recall the Henry Kissinger quote, perhaps apocryphal, that the United States is 
implementing Option C all over the world.) Moreover, this option need not be entirely passive. It 
could include quietly voicing support for a proposal raised by many people to turn the area into a 
maritime or environmental preserve. It could include promoting a common understanding among 
the claimants that no permanent structures would be allowed on the islands, as well as agreement 
to block intrusions by any and all activists, regardless of their nationality.  
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An alternative within Option C could be Ma Ying-jeou’s approach, to seek agreement on joint 
exploration of resources. It probably is worth trying. But as we’ve noted, the nature of the face-
off between Beijing and Tokyo, with its intense focus on sovereignty, per se, rather than 
resources, may not lend itself to such pragmatism. (Keep in mind that the Senkakus/Diaoyu issue 
is rather different in nature from the issue of overlapping EEZ claims in the East China Sea, 
where resources constitute perhaps the most important component of the issue.) 

Despite the lack of any real success so far, the better part of wisdom would be for the U.S. to try 
to help the parties find some way to reduce the salience of confrontation, focusing on creation of 
a mutually acceptable equilibrium. In doing this, the U.S. should stay away from frequent public 
repetitions of its commitment to Article V of the Mutual Defense Treaty but it should be sure not 
to send any misleading signals that it is backing away from its commitment—because it isn’t.  

At the same time, in private dealings with Japan, the U.S. needs to be clear that the continuing 
commitment in no way signals U.S. tolerance for provocative actions by Japan to consolidate its 
sovereignty claim. To date the Abe administration, despite some tough rhetoric, has given no one 
reason to assume it would engage in such behavior. But reflecting on the action of the previous 
Japanese administration to purchase the islands in the first place suggests clarity on this point is 
in order. Having said that, Washington needs to take account of the fact that the Senkakus issue 
is very sensitive not only in China but also in Japan, and if it wants its advice to maintain a cool 
head to be heeded, beyond trying to move Beijing away from assertiveness, the U.S. also needs 
to find ways to reinforce the shared sense of deep friendship and special relationship with Japan.  

While not picking a fight with Beijing, the U.S. needs to ensure that China is able to distinguish 
between American true neutrality on sovereignty and a total lack of neutrality on resort to force 
or coercion. This is not only a matter of a treaty commitment to Japan—though at the end of the 
day it obviously could become that. It is a matter of how the two countries do business and 
whether the notion of a “new major power relationship” has any future. 

Finally, it is important to find ways to help Ma Ying-jeou demonstrate the value of restraint. 
While the special circumstance of U.S.-Taiwan relations imposes limits on what can be done, it 
should be possible, especially in economic and related fields, to help Ma in this regard. 
Meanwhile, the conclusion of the new fisheries agreement with Japan should go a long way 
toward eliminating any concerns about Taiwan fishermen complicating an already fraught 
situation around the islands. A U.S. expression of support for that agreement would be in order. 
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Agency (CNA), September 25, 2012, http://taiwandiaoyutaiislands.tw/EN/Leader_Detail.aspx?ID=646.  
28 “President Ma visits Pengjia Islet,” op. cit. See also “Remarks by President Ma Ying-jeou at Fulbright Research 
Workshop,” Office of the President, Republic of China (Taiwan), March 7, 2013, 
http://english.president.gov.tw/Default.aspx?tabid=491&itemid=29346.  
29 Kelven Huang and Y.F. Low, “Japan’s occupation of Diaoyutais unlawful: president,” CNA, September 13, 2012, 
http://taiwandiaoyutaiislands.tw/EN/Leader_Detail.aspx?ID=650.  
30 Initially put forward by Ma in a speech (“President Ma attends activities commemorating the 60th anniversary of 
the Sino-Japanese Peace Treaty,” Office of the President, Republic of China [Taiwan], August 5, 2012, 
http://english.president.gov.tw/Default.aspx?tabid=491&itemid=27898&rmid=2355&sd=2012/08/05&ed=2012/08/
06), the proposal was subsequently laid out formally in a foreign ministry announcement (“East China Sea Peace 
Initiative,” http://www.mofa.gov.tw/EnOfficial/Topics/TopicsIndex/?opno=cc7f748f-f55f-4eeb-91b4-cf4a28bbb86f).  
31 “President Ma visits Pengjia Islet,” op. cit. 
32 Tsao Heng and Elizabeth Hsu, “Taiwan not to join with China against Japan on island dispute: Ma,” CNA, August 
21, 2012, http://taiwandiaoyutaiislands.tw/EN/Leader_Detail.aspx?ID=655.  
33 Worthy Shen and Lilian Wu, “Taiwanese fishing boats on way back after Diaoyutai protest,” CNA, September 25, 
2013, http://focustaiwan.tw/news/aall/201209250010.aspx.  
34 “Taiwan activists attempt to reassert sovereignty over Diaoyutais,” KMT News Network (from Taipei papers), 
January 25, 2013, http://www.kmt.org.tw/english/page.aspx?type=article&mnum=112&anum=12486.  
35 “Japan makes concessions to Taiwan over Diaoyutai fishing: Reports,” Taiwan News Online, April 10, 2013, 
http://www.taiwannews.com.tw/etn/news_content.php?id=2192804.  
36 Ibid. After the conclusion of the conference, as details of the agreement began to emerge, it became clear that the 
islands and a 12 nautical mile territorial water area around them were not covered by the fisheries agreement; as a 
result, Japan would continue to control them as before. Taiwan insisted, however, that a provision be included in the 
agreement stating that signatories’ respective positions on sovereignty had not been compromised. Moreover, 
President Ma later stated that Taiwan fishing boats had a legitimate right to fish within the twelve nautical mile limit 
and that, if they did so and were harassed by Japanese patrol craft, Taiwan coast guard vessels would move in to 
help the fishermen.  

The expectation is that, given the vast new fishing areas open to them, Taiwan fishermen will not bother to 
challenge the 12nm limits, but the potential for a problem obviously exists. Moreover, leaders of the nationalist 
movement to “protect Diaoyutai” have already made known their intention to sail to the islands. Under regulations 



11 
 

                                                                                                                                                             
adopted after the September 2012 and January 2013 events that allow only legitimate fishermen to set out toward the 
Diaoyutai area, it is likely that the Taiwan authorities will block such efforts. Moreover, the public is not likely to be 
supportive of the nationalist forays. Still, this is another source of potential trouble. 
37 In fact, albeit in a very different context, an Obama administration official came close to saying that in 2010, 
when he observed that the administration had no expectation that the confrontation at that time over the incident 
between a Chinese fishing boat and Japanese coast guard vessels would escalate into a military confrontation. As he 
put it, “we have no expectation in any known universe that this would escalate to that kind of a level.” (“Press 
briefing by Press Secretary Robert Gibbs, Special Assistant to the President and Senior Director for Asian Affairs 
Jeff Bader, and Deputy National Security Advisor for Strategic Communications Ben Rhodes,” The White House, 
Office of the Press Secretary, September 23, 2010, http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2010/09/23/press-
briefing-press-secretary-robert-gibbs-special-assistant-president-.) This judgment echoed a similar one fourteen 
years earlier, in September 1996, by the State Department spokesman, also at a time of some tension: “We expect 
the claimants to the islands will resolve their differences and do so peacefully…it’s not the kind of issue that’s worth 
elevating beyond a war of words.” (Blanchard, op.cit., p.96, citing an essay by CRS analyst Larry A. Niksch, 
“Senkaku [Diaoyu] Islands dispute: the U.S. legal relationship and obligations,” PacNet Newsletter, No. 45, 
November 8, 1996.) 

It is important to note that those earlier statements were in contexts that were quite different from the one 
prevailing today. In those earlier instances, one did not see the same sort of active, prolonged faceoff seen in recent 
months between Japan and China, a faceoff that has caused some people to identify the Diaoyu/Senkaku issue, and 
not the cross-Taiwan Strait situation, as the “second” East Asian flashpoint beyond North Korea.  


