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Defense (DOD) specifically refers to the enhancement of US alliance in the the 
Asia–Pacific region, including the US–Japan alliance.183  Lastly, one of the 
critical components of the Global Posture Review (GPR), which was formally 
launched in 2004, is a large-scale US force realignment in Japan, and the 
transformation of the roles and missions between US forces and the SDF that 
will accompany the realignment.            
 
Diplomatic Reinforcement of US Initiatives 
Beyond peace and stability in the East Asian region, the United States seeks 
from Japan diplomatic reinforcement of US initiatives and policy preferences 
beyond the security realm in East Asia, and in the world as a whole.  Moreover, 
the United States seeks a partner in Japan that not only will support US policy 
objectives, but also will lend its own substantial political resources and weight 
to help to achieve these objectives—be they to balance against a rising China, 
contain a belligerent North Korea, help to monitor and manage political Islam in 
Southeast Asia, or to assist in international problems outside of East Asia, such 
as the growing crisis with Iran.   
 
In the East Asian region, the United States often has called on Japan to 
coordinate its approach to interacting with China with that of the United 
States—attempting a delicate balance of engagement and military balancing.  
The US successfully pressured Japan to limit relations with China after the 1989 
Tiananmen Square incident, for example, and more recently has coordinated a 
values and political freedom agenda in Asia with Japan in an attempt to 
influence Chinese behavior.184  The fact that Japan now conducts more trade with 
China than does the United States, and long has invested far more in China than 
the United States gives Japan additional leverage over China that—if 
coordinated successfully—can help expand US influence over China.  Such 
coordination is not without a cost, nor without political risks, to Japan. Japanese 
leaders must satisfy their own domestic political constituencies vis-à-vis China 
as well as their own conceptions of Japanese national interest.  Some quarters 
perceive that Japan’s military alliance with the United States gets in the way of 
better Japanese relations with China, either due to too much of a military role for 
Japan, or too little independent Japanese military capability.185   

                                                 
183  http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/policy/dod/qdr-2006-report.htm 
 
184 Green, Michael J. “Democracy and the Balance of Power in Asia.” The American Interest 
(September/October 2006). 95-102. 
 
185 See Self, Benjamin L. The Dragon’s Shadow: The Rise of China and Japan’s New Nationalism. 
(Washington, DC: The Henry L. Stimon Center, 2006) for a compelling argument that Japan’s very 
national identity is inextricably linked to Japan’s relations with, and notions of, China. 
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The case of US–Japan missile defense cooperation—expanded upon below—is 
one possible such example where Japan appears to have experienced at least a 
short-term worsening of its relations with China as a result of strong US 
pressure for Japan to work with the United States on developing an effective 
missile defense system for Japan and US forces in the region.  On the other 
hand, some in the United States fear that US interests vis-à-vis China may be 
compromised by too close an American relationship with Japan.  Przystup and 
Saunders, for example, note the long and successful strategic partnership with 
China during the later years of the Cold War in achieving a strategic balance 
against Soviet expansion, as well as during the early post-Cold War period of 
strategic partnership under President Bill Clinton and more recently in the global 
war on terror under President George W. Bush.186  They fear that growing 
tension between Japan and China over history issues and other questions of 
military and economic competition could jeopardize such cooperation between 
the United States and China in the future.187  
 
The United States also actively has sought Japanese support for US policy 
initiatives with North Korea—particularly in the areas of counter-proliferation 
of nuclear and missile technology.  Through the institutional structure of the 
Six-Party Talks (the United States, Japan, South Korea, China, Russia, and 
North Korea), the United States seeks to coordinate with Japan to lead other 
members of the talks to follow a harder line with North Korea.  In the wake of 
North Korean missile tests in July 2006 which was followed by nuclear tests in 
October 2006, the United States and Japan together pursued an even harder line 
with North Korea, jointly pressuring China to support sanctions against North 
Korea in the United Nations, and agreeing to accelerate deployment of joint 
missile defense systems. 
 
In Southeast Asia as well, the United States has sought an active partner in 
Japan to leverage substantial Japanese assets (both financial and knowledge-
based) in the region.  Although not as high profile as Japan’s overseas military 
deployments to the Indian Ocean or to Iraq, Japanese military cooperation with 
the United States to combat terrorism in Southeast Asia has developed 
surprisingly quickly and deeply considering historical concerns about Japanese 
military activity in the region.  Under the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) 
discussed in chapter five, Japan has stepped forward to train and equip the 
maritime security forces of Indonesia, Malaysia, and Singapore.188  Further 
                                                 
186 Przystup, James, and Phillip Saunders. “Visions of Order: Japan and China in US Strategy.” 
Strategic Forum No. 220. Washington, DC: Institute for National Strategic Studies, National 
Defense University. June 2006. 
187 Ibid. 
188 West, Derek A. “Reluctant Samurai? Partnering with Japan to Combat Terrorism.”  Master’s 
Thesis. Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama: Air Command and Staff College, Air University, 2006.   
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cooperation with other states in the region, as well as multilateral cooperation 
among such states, is eminent—advancing critical US security aims in the 
region and globally. 
 
Outside the Asia–Pacific region, the United States has sought Japanese 
diplomatic and material support for US military campaigns in Afghanistan and 
Iraq for diffusing the growing concern over Iranian nuclear development, and 
for a large range of issues the United States seeks to pursue in the United 
Nations.  Japan was the first ally to deploy in support of the US-led Operation 
Enduring Freedom (OEF) in October 2001189, and one of the 27 states forming 
the “coalition of the willing” in Iraq in 2003.  Moreover, Japan was one of only 
two states to support the US contention at that time that even if United Nations 
inspections were strengthened and expanded, they were unlikely to lead to the 
elimination of Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction.190 
 
Material Support of US Security Operations 
Finally, beyond rhetorical support for US objectives, the United States seeks a 
concrete contribution from Japan to provide security deliverables in the region 
and worldwide, such as the cases of SDF cooperation with US forces in the 
Indian Ocean, in Iraq, and in Southeast Asia through PSI noted above.  In the 
early Cold War years, such a contribution was conceptualized as a new type of 
armed forces—the Self Defense Forces—which would protect Japan in the event 
of an attack, freeing up US forces based in Japan to concentrate on other areas.  
The multiple defense build-ups of the SDF in the Cold War years—discussed in 
chapter two—were a testament to this strategy, as illustrated by a growing 
number of tanks, fighter planes, and ships across the three branches of the SDF.  
As the capabilities of the SDF increased over time, the United States 
increasingly sought a regional security role for the SDF, for example, the MSDF 
through the patrolling of sea lanes in areas surrounding Japan.  In the post-Cold 
War era, joint weapons development entered the agenda.191  More recently, the 
United States has sought even more greatly expanded roles for Japan’s SDF to 
provide for regional security and to participate in the front lines of the war on 
terror—both based in Japan as well as abroad, such as the foreign dispatch of the 

                                                 
189 West, Ibid.  16.  
 
190 Chanlett-Avery, Mark E. Manyin, and William H. Cooper. “Japan–US Relations: Issues for 
Congress.” CRS Report for Congress (RL33436). Washington, DC: Congressional Research Service, 
Library of Congress. 5 October 2006. 4. 
 
191 See Samuels. Richard J. “Give and Take: The Outlook for US–Japan Industrial 
Cooperation,”Ared Forces Journal,  February 2006 24–29. for a discussion of recent developments. 
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SDF discussed in chapter three and the greater participation on Japan in 
international security forums discussed in chapter Five.  
 
Japan’s political and defense establishments have responded concretely to 
steady US demands for burden sharing, sometimes in dramatic ways.  For 
example, the “host-nation support” to provide financial off-sets for the cost of 
US forces stationed in Japan is unparalleled among the dozens of countries in 
which US forces are based,192 amounting to $4.4 billion in direct and indirect 
support in 2004—estimated at seventy-five percent of the total cost of 
maintaining US troops in Japan.193  In May 2006, Japan agreed to cover over half 
of the estimated cost of redeployment of US forces from Okinawa to Guam, to 
the tune of $6 billion.194  As well, Japan was the only country to increase taxes 
explicitly to make a financial contribution to the first Persian Gulf War of 1990–
91, ultimately contributing over $13 billion to that conflict.   
 
Beyond a financial contribution, the expanded patrolling of sea lanes in Asia by 
the MSDF and the refueling operations by the MSDF in support of OEF in 
Afghanistan are two additional areas of concrete support provided by Japan at 
the instigation of the United States.  It is estimated that the MSDF provided half 
of the total fuel required by the United States in that theater as of November 
2005, at a cost of over $150 million.195 
 
These latter areas of in-kind support provided by the SDF in support of broader 
American military objectives exemplify the deep influence of the United States 
on the development of Japan’s defense establishment.  Certainly it is the 
Japanese themselves who make decisions about how their own defense 
institutions should evolve in response to changing global conditions.  However, 
often it is difficult to separate Japanese conceptions of security challenges and 
their appropriate responses from the overt and also indirect influence of Japan’s 
long-standing (and only) alliance partner.  Still, such divergence is clear in some 
areas, and the attempts to reconcile these sometimes different conceptions of 
Japanese and American interest is instructive when examining the US role in 
Japan’s defense development. 
 

                                                 
192 See Calder, Kent E.  “The Outlier Alliance: US–Japan Security Ties in Comparative Perspective” 
Korean Journal of Defense Analysis 15:2, Fall 2003. 31-56 for a useful comparative perspective on 
the US–Japan alliance. 
 
193 Chanlett-Avery, et al. op. cit., 10. 
 
194 Ibid.  
 
195 West, op. cit., 16. 
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Bridging Complementary and Other Interests 
It is not uncommon for joint statements and other comments from officials on 
both sides of the Pacific to seek to paper over real differences in policy 
objectives, threat perception, and defense goals—evidenced most recently by 
recent SCC joint statements announced in February and October 2005 as well as 
May 2006.  At each stage of the alliance partnership—today as well as in the 
past—domestic politics on both sides, different geopolitical and geo-strategic 
circumstances, and differing perceptions of threat all contribute to the position 
of the United States not just as a partner but also as an advocate for a particular 
agenda.196  As such, it is important to consider carefully the United States as a 
discrete political actor within Japan’s defense establishment.  Because US policy 
objectives globally and in the Asian region require substantial Japanese 
cooperation and support, heavy political pressure often is put on Japan by the 
United States.  As such, the crafting of joint statements or the issuing of public 
statements from either side can serve as much as opportunities to push favored 
agenda items and policy outcomes as to reflect genuine agreement on the stated 
policy.   
 
Differences are not limited to those between the United States and Japan.  There 
often are substantial disagreements over defense objectives within each state, 
among policymakers, strategists, and the general public.  At times, divisive 
foreign policy issues are elevated to the center of national political debate, and 
can form a basis for differentiation of political party platforms or individual 
candidates for office in both countries.  The degree of military capability of the 
SDF discussed in Chapter Two of this volume and the conditions under which 
the SDF might be deployed overseas discussed in Chapter Three illustrate well 
how different constituencies within Japan can hold very different views about 
security policy.  The United States also has experienced instances of foreign 
policy questions generating substantial public disagreements, the recent Iraq 
War being the most striking recent example, but even past policy towards Japan 
(in particular during the 1970s and 1980s when tense bilateral trade relations 
plagued US–Japan relations) provides another illustration of this phenomenon, 
having generated very public attempts by each side to discredit the other with 
labels such as “Japan basher”, “Chrysanthemum clubber”, and the like.197 

                                                 
196 On different threat perception, see Vosse, Wilhelm. 2006. “Are Americans from Mars and Japanese 
from Venus? A Comparative Look at Public Attitudes on Peace and Security in Japan and the United 
States.”June 2006, 24-25. Unpublished paper presented at the Asian Studies Conference Japan. Tokyo: 
International Christian University 

 
197 Katz, Richard. “The System that Soured: Toward a New Paradigm to Guide Japan Policy.” The 
Washington Quarterly 21: 4 (Autumn 1998) 43-78 provides a good overview of this divisive, and 
increasingly forgotten, period in US–Japan relations. 
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Moreover, these two “levels” of disagreement—among groups within states as 
well as between states—can interact, forming a “two-level game” of diplomacy 
and political maneuvering among actors holding common objectives across 
national boundaries.198  As formal alliance cooperation mechanisms deepen 
between the United States and Japan, such cross-national coalition-building 
opportunities expand, creating broader and deeper avenues for the United States 
to influence the development of Japan’s defense establishment.  Despite a much 
larger role for Japan contributing to alliance decisions, and for acting on its own 
vision of its security interests, the era of American gaiatsu (foreign pressure) is 
far from over.199  Moreover, the United States influences Japan’s defense 
establishment in a great variety of ways, some more overt and transparent than 
others. 
 
TYPES OF US INFLUENCE ON THE EVOLUTION OF 
JAPAN’S DEFENSE ESTABLISHMENT 
The United States contributes, and has contributed, to the development of 
Japan’s defense establishment in a large and diverse number of ways.  Such 
influence has deeply affected the core functions of Japan’s defense 
establishment in ways that have evolved over time.  At the most basic level, the 
existence of a formal military alliance between the United States and Japan led 
to less need for military capabilities than otherwise would have been pursued by 
the Japanese state in the postwar period.  As noted above, and by many analysts 
of postwar Japanese defense policy, the United States has pressured Japan to 
play a greater role in its defense for decades, with only limited success—though 
there seems to be growing successes in more recent years. 
 
Sharing Equipment and Technology: Moves toward Joint 
Development 
Beyond defense planning under a military alliance, the United States also has 
provided a great range of military technologies and equipment to Japan over the 
years.200  The result of these transfers not only is a lessened cost of weapons 
                                                 
198 Robert Putnam coined this phrase in the context of economic policy negotiations, spawning a 
large literature devoted to this topic from both a theoretical and empirical perspective.  See Putnam, 
Robert D. “Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: The Logic of Two-Level Games.” International 
Organization 42: 3 (Summer 1988) 427-60. 

 
199 The most notable studies of gaiatsu in Japanese foreign policy all derive from economic cases 
and have not been applied systematically to the security realm.  See, for example, Schoppa, Leonard. 
Bargaining with Japan: What American Pressure Can and Cannot Do (New York: Columbia 
University Press. 1997) and Yasutomo, Dennis T. The New Multilateralism in Japan's Foreign 
Policy. (London: Macmillan. 1995).  
200 Green, Michael J. Arming Japan: Defense Production, Alliance Politics, and the Postwar Search 
for Autonomy. (New York: Columbia University Press, 1995). 



86  | JAPAN’S NEW DEFENSE ESTABLISHMENT 
 
development by the Japanese state, but also a broader influence on Japanese 
defense planners by the United States in terms of the type of equipment 
purchased and the level of interoperability between Japanese and American 
armed forces.   
 
Beginning in the 1980s, and especially in the 1990s and more recently, such 
cooperation on weapons development has moved to a new level through the 
joint development of weapons and related technology for use by the armed 
forces of both states—the controversial FSX (now F2) fighter plane being one 
early attempt, and the equally controversial (at least initially) recent missile 
defense development being a more recent example.  Table 4.3 lists several other 
recent examples of joint pursuit of weapons development, and indicates at one 
level how the United States has influenced the defense planning of the Japanese 
state.  The converse, Japanese influence on American weapons development, 
still appears fairly far away on the horizon. 
 

Table 4.3   Japan–US Joint Research Projects, 1992–2005201 
Project 

 
Ducted rocket engine 
Advanced steel technology 
Fighting vehicle propulsion technology 
using ceramic materials 
Eye-safe laser radar 
Ejection seat 
Advance hybrid propulsion technology 
Shallow water acoustic technology 
Ballistic Missile Defense technology 
Low vulnerability gun propellant for 
field artillery 
Avionics abroad the follow-on aircraft 
to the P-3C  
Software radio 
Advanced hull material/structural 
technology 

Formal Initiation 
Date 

September 1992 
October 1995 
October 1995 

 
September 1995 

March 1998 
May 1998 
June 1999 

August 1999 
March 2000 

 
March 2002 

 
March 2002 
April 2005 

Date of 
Completion 

January 1999 
January 2002 
October 2002 

 
September 2001 

March 2003 
Ongoing 

February 2003 
Ongoing 

January 2004 
 

Ongoing 
 

Ongoing 
Ongoing 

Source: Defense of Japan 2005, 175-76. 
 
Institutional Convergence and Interactive Socialization 
Another discrete area of influence by the United States on Japan’s defense 
establishment is through the regular interaction of defense-related officials of the 
two states—beyond the formal planning of defense doctrine specified under the 
formal alliance to the day-to-day consultation and influence on standard 
procedures, institutional structures, and personal attitudes and beliefs.  The 

                                                                                                             
 
201 1992 was the first year of such projects; therefore this table includes all projects to this point 
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demonstration effect of the United States is quite strong and arguably deepening 
as the United States and Japan work closely together in an increasing number of 
areas.  The establishment in Japan of the Defense Intelligence Headquarters 
(DIH) in 1995, for example, mirrored the earlier establishment of the Defense 
Intelligence Agency (DIA) in the United States, and for similar purposes—to 
promote sharing of intelligence across the military services and civilian defense 
organizations.  The more recent creation and strengthening of a National 
Security Council under the Prime Minister’s Office in Japan similarly is 
modeled on the US National Security Council, with even more recent efforts 
under Prime Minister Abe to further mirror US functions.202  The US decision to 
move towards a greater “jointness” among the military services in the planning 
and execution of their missions similarly has been a recent export of the United 
States to Japan’s defense establishment.   
 
Person-to-person interaction also is increasing between Americans and Japanese 
in areas related to defense—through the growth in the number of formal 
Japanese “defense attachés” and SDF officers in Washington to, on the other 
side, a growing number of American civilian and uniformed defense-related 
personnel visiting and residing in Japan from the Department of Defense, the 
military services, and other government agencies involved in the war on terror.  
As such interactions increase, individuals on both sides are socialized into 
perceiving threats and solutions in a common manner.203 
 
Formal Discussions of Bilateral Defense Planning and 
Development 
In addition to an increasing number of informal and personal-level exchanges 
between the American and Japanese defense establishment, formal institutional 
consultation also has increased in frequency and depth in the past decade, as 
indicated in Table 4.4 below.   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
202 Policy Speech by Shinzo Abe to the 165th Session of the Diet.  29 September 2006.  
http://www.kantei.go.jp/jp/abespeech/2006/09/29syosin.html 
 
203 Miyaoka, “Collective Identity Formation and Broadening “Self”-Defense: Japan’s Alliance with 
the United States.”  Workshop paper. (Washington, DC: Sigur Center for Asian Studies, George 
Washington University, 6 December 2006.) 18. 
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Table 4.4  Formal US–Japan Security Consultations, 1996–2006 
Date 
1996 
1996 
1997 

 
2001 

 
2003 

 
2005 
2005 

 
2006 

Event 
Hashimoto-Clinton Joint Security Declaration 
New Acquisition and Cross-Service Agreement (ACSA) proclaimed 
Security Consultative Committee (SCC) releases revised Guidelines 
for Defense Cooperation 
Japan offers to send MSDF ships to Indian Ocean to assist the US-led 
coalition forces fighting in Afghanistan 
Japan offers to send SDF troops to Iraq to join the US-led coalition 
forces 
Japan agrees to co-development of missile defense with the US 
SCC reports released  (February and October) on “common strategic 
objectives” and on realignment of the alliance 
SCC report released on the implementation plan for the realignment 
of US forces in Japan 

 
As discussed in previous chapters, Japan and United States formally clarified 
and augmented their respective roles and missions in their military alliance in 
1997 by revising the US–Japan Guidelines for Defense Cooperation (Guidelines 
hereafter), modifying an earlier agreement originally established in 1978.  The 
revision of the bilateral guidelines for defense cooperation began in earnest 
when US and Japanese government officials realized after the 1993 North 
Korean nuclear crisis that there was very little clarity in what Japan could do to 
support the United States in a military conflict in East Asia.  The revised 
Guidelines clarified the roles expected of Japan under three different 
circumstances—in peacetime, at a time of direct attacks against Japan, and a 
new middle ground in the event of a regional security contingency (the so-called 
shuhen jitai—“situation in the areas surrounding Japan”).  Agreement in each of 
these areas had notable implications for the evolution of Japan’s defense 
establishment overall.  
 
Among the three categories, what Japan should do in shuhen jitai was the most 
politically controversial, as it was not a clear case of armed attack against Japan 
and yet Japanese assistance to US military action was called for.  After several 
years of debate, new “guidelines” as to what the Japanese government is 
authorized to do in case of contingencies in situations in the areas surrounding 
Japan was legislated in May 1999 into the Law to Ensure Japan’s Peace and 
Security in the Situations in the Areas Surrounding Japan (the shuhen jitai-hou).  
As discussed in greater detail in chapter Two, the law authorizes the SDF to 
engage in the following activities at sea and in the airspace in the area 
surrounding Japanese territory: logistical support, rear-area search-and-rescue 
operations, and ship inspections.204  Although this expanded regional security 

                                                 
204 The Law to Ensure Japan’s Peace and Security in the Situations in the Areas Surrounding Japan, 
Article Two. http://law.e-gov.go.jp/htmldata/H11/H11HO060.html 
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role for Japan was motivated by a new post-Cold War security environment 
Japan faced, the role of the United States in driving this reconsideration should 
not be minimized.   
 
Around the same time, in 1996, the United States and Japan signed an 
agreement that revised Acquisition and Cross-Service Agreement (ACSA).  This 
agreement enabled the Self-Defense Forces to provide and receive goods and 
services from US forces when the SDF participates in joint training, UN 
peacekeeping operations, international relief activities, and regional 
contingencies,205 further placing the United States in a driving role in pushing 
Japan to modernize and deepen its defense commitments and capabilities. 
 
One institutionalized aspect of greater US–Japan defense cooperation that 
helped to facilitate these broader agreements was the upgrading of the long-
standing Security Consultative Committee to an equal exchange of US and 
Japanese officials under a “two plus two” framework of the Japanese Minister of 
Foreign Affairs and Minister of State for Defense (now Minister of Defense) and 
the US Secretaries of State and Defense (upgraded from the previous practice of 
the US Ambassador to Japan and the Commander-in-Chief of the US Pacific 
Command).206  It is this body that declared formally the new Guidelines for 
Defense Cooperation in 1997, and more recently announced a series of new 
agreements in reports issued in February 2005, October 2005, and May 2006. 
 
Recent SCC reports have announced the intention to increase missions to be 
completed by the SDF in conjunction with the US military and the capabilities 
of the SDF itself, augmenting the cooperative framework set out in the revised 
1997 Guidelines related to security contingencies in areas surrounding Japan and 
those related to fighting terrorism.  Moreover, the reports have emphasized an 
even greater degree of shared goals and values of the US and Japanese 
international policy.207 
 

                                                 
205 An Agreement to Revise the Acquisition and Cross-Service Agreement between Japan and the 
United States, Article Three. http://www.jda.go.jp/j/library/treaty/acsa/acsa2.html 
 
206 Miyaoka, Isao. op. cit. Although this change was agreed to in December 1990, the SCC did not 
meet with these new actors in place until March 1994, and even then only with the US Under 
secretary of Defense.   
 
207 See Isozaki, Komei and Nicholas Szechenyi. “New Roles and Missions: Transforming the US–
Japan Alliance—A Report of the Co-Chairs” Japan Chair Platform 12 July 2006. (Washington, DC: 
Center for Strategic and International Studies) for discussion of the expanded roles and mission 
aspect, and Green, Michael J. “US–Japanese Relations after Koizumi: Convergence or Cooling?” 
The American Interest (Sept/Oct 2006) 101—110, for a discussion of the shared values aspect. 
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In terms of cost, regional implications, and implications for the evolution of 
Japan’s defense establishment itself, joint development and operation of ballistic 
missile defense together with the United States—a process propelled further 
forward in recent SCC consultations and by other recent regional events—
underscores the transformative role the United States plays in Japan’s defense 
policy.  It is therefore worth exploring in some detail to illustrate the varied 
ways that the United States influences the evolution of Japan’s defense 
establishment. 
 
Ballistic Missile Defense: An Illustration of Multiple 
Types of Influence and Convergence 
Japan’s gradual embrace of ballistic missile defense (BMD) in response to 
persistent US pressure and a changing security environment in the East Asia and 
globally is one notable recent example of the US role in the shaping of Japan’s 
new defense establishment, beginning in earnest with the December 1998 
decision by the Japanese government to embark on joint research with the 
United States on the development of a missile defense system and subsequent 
December 2003 decision by Japan to develop a related, individually-operated 
missile defense system.208   The decision to intensify joint research and to move 
to the development phase in FY2006 deepens interest in this question.  US 
pressure on Japan to share development costs and technical hurdles of missile 
defense not only led to Japan’s adoption of missile defense as an important new 
capability for the SDF, but also led to a reconsideration and re-articulation of 
core security practices in early twenty-first century Japan, including such issues 
as preemption, the exercise of the right of collective self-defense, the use of 
outer space, the export of weapons technology and components, and the 
interoperability of US and Japanese forces and equipment.209   

 
Despite changes in the US conception of missile defense over time, its goals vis-
à-vis Japan have remained fairly constant—and mirror broader US security 
objectives regarding Japan.210  First, the United States seeks a financial 
contribution to the development of missile defense, and to its eventual 
deployment (i.e., the MOD as a funder and customer).  Second, it seeks access 

                                                 
208 The decision to embark on joint research with the United States on missile defense was 
announced by the Chief Cabinet Secretary on 25 December 1998.  The Memorandum of 
Understanding between Japan and the United States was signed the following August.  The decision 
to deploy an initial missile defense system was announced on 19 December 2003. 
 
209 These issues are discussed in greater detail in Oros op. cit.,  Chapter Six. 
 
210 Each of these goals is elaborated upon in Swaine, Michael, Rachel Swanger, and Takashi 
Kawakami. Japan and Ballistic Missile Defense. (Santa Monica, CA: RAND 2001). 
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to advanced technologies that can be adapted from Japan’s commercial 
manufacturing base.  Third, it seeks to deepen the nature of its alliance with 
Japan, securing future basing rights for whatever missile defense system may be 
developed, as well as a partner in operating such a system. 
 
Japan’s missile defense policy is a direct response by Japan to US initiative, US 
planning, and US pressure.  Although some obstacles to development of missile 
defense appear to have been overcome (as evidenced by the deployment of an 
initial system), further moves toward deployment of a joint system are bound to 
raise additional issues related to Japan’s evolving security practices.  Indeed, in 
interviews with JDA officials conducted in December 2005 and January 2006, 
missile defense was repeatedly referred to as an “engine of change” for Japanese 
defense policy as well as for Japan’s alliance relations with the United States.  
This is not to say that Japanese officials also have independently determined that 
development of a workable ballistic missile defense shield is in the Japanese 
national interest.  Japanese defense planners dragged their feet in cooperating 
with the United States in the early stages of missile defense consultation due to 
lack of interest, only warming to increased cooperation (and funding) after the 
“Taepodong shock” of August 1998.211  The point, however, is that a core 
interest of US defense policy—especially under US President George W. 
Bush—was exported to Japan and ultimately penetrated Japanese defense 
planning and helped to shape Japan’s new defense establishment. 
 

Table 4.5   Major Developments in  
US–Japan Missile Defense Cooperation, 1983–2006 

Date 
1983 

 
1993 

 
1998 

 
2003 

 
2006 

Event 
Japan agrees to cooperate on the US Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI). 
 
Joint US–Japan Theater Missile Defense (TMD) working group 
established. 
Japan agrees to initiate joint research with the US on missile defense. 
 
Japan decides to move forward with the initial deployment of the BMD 
System. 
Japan enters into co-development phase of missile defense with the US. 

 
Two separate issues face Japan regarding missile defense.  First are Japan’s own 
strategic concerns based on the new post-Cold War security environment.  These 
concerns differ from those of the United States because Japan’s security 
environment and interests differ from its super-power ally, despite efforts of 
elites to play up the “common agenda” of the two states.212  The second issue 

                                                 
211 This argument is developed further in Oros op. cit., Chapter Six. 
212 For the JDA rationale for the introduction of missile defense in 2004, see Defense of Japan 2005, 
186-98. 
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facing Japan is the limitations imposed by numerous codified constraints on 
Japan’s security practices (such as the exercise of the right of collective self-
defense and arms export restrictions), as well as other domestic factors such as 
bureaucratic politics, industry pressure, and budgetary concerns over responding 
to US initiatives on missile defense in particular, and broader strategic concerns 
in general.  As noted by Hughes: “BMD may finally tip Japan toward collective 
self-defense, which would lead to a radical transformation in Japan’s military 
security policy and participation in nearly all forms of military operations, 
especially in cooperation with the United States.”213 
 
Japanese researchers will work together with their U.S. counterparts to develop 
four components of a potential missile defense system for use in East Asia.  The 
Japanese government initially budgeted twenty-two billion yen (over $204 
million) through FY2003 on this joint research,214 with actual spending from 
FY1999-2004 totaling ¥25.3 billion.215  The FY2005 budget allocates a further 
¥900 million to cover testing costs.216  The total cost of the envisioned system is 
expected to exceed one trillion yen—a cost to be shared between the United 
States and Japan, with Japan having committed over one billion dollars for the 
first nine years of the project.217  By contrast, the yearly expenditure for total 
equipment purchases by the JDA has not exceeded one trillion yen since 1994.218   
 
An explanation based on gaiatsu alone, however, can explain neither the timing 
nor the limitations placed on Japan’s missile defense program to date.  The new 
policy priorities of Japan’s own defense establishment also are evident.  Japan 
partnered with the United States on the precursor to missile defense, the 
Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), in 1983.  In 1993, Japan joined a joint study 
group with the United States to examine cooperation on missile defense.  By 
2006, however, despite great pressure from the United States throughout the 
preceding twenty-six years, all that Japanese policymakers would commit to a 
jointly-pursued missile defense was further research into only four components 
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of one part of a future missile defense system, the interceptor missile, and cost 
sharing of about twenty-six billion yen of a total cost of over ten trillion yen the 
United States has invested in missile defense to date.219  While US policy and 
pressure on Japan regarding SDI/missile defense/NMD has varied in its 
character over the years, the United States consistently has pushed Japan to 
assume a larger role in development of a missile defense system, with 
substantial success appearing only recently.  The case of missile defense does, 
however, show how foreign pressure not only can result in some shift in 
individual security policies such as with missile defense, but also can contribute 
to a broader reconsideration of the security practices themselves.  
 
As with a number of analysts of the US–Japan relations and its likely future 
direction, Umemoto cautions that the deepening of alliance cooperation in the 
area of missile defense also runs risks. including the development of greater 
willingness to cooperate with Japan beyond missile defense among the 
American public, the need for “real consultation” to coordinate missile defense 
policy and the friction that might engender, and the pressure missile defense 
development would place on Japan to alter its current security prohibitions.220  
This is only one of many concerns that have been voiced when looking forward 
in US–Japan security cooperation and its impact on Japan’s evolving defense 
establishment, other are considered in the following section below. 
 
LOOKING FORWARD: US INFLUENCE ON JAPAN’S 
FUTURE CHOICES 
Despite multiple areas to monitor in the future development of Japan’s 
relationship with the United States, all indications are that Japan’s defense 
establishment will continue to evolve under the close guidance and cooperation 
of its core American ally.  Japan’s alliance relationship with the United States 
will hasten further capacity and capability development in Japan’s defense 
establishment in four areas in particular.  First, the US goal of greater 
interoperability and joint capabilities of the SDF and US forces will build 
capacity on the part of Japan.  Areas of particular note would include the fore-
mentioned missile defense, greater sharing of intelligence, increased cooperation 
in antiterrorism and counter-proliferation activities (as discussed in chapter Five 
below), and further development of naval cooperation.221  Second, Japan will 
develop more experience working in third countries together with its American 
ally, building on recent experiences in the Indian Ocean and in areas around 
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Iraq.  Third, the SDF is quite likely to play a greater role in the managing of 
military bases within Japan, including the assumption of full responsibility for 
some bases currently operated largely by the United States, as well as a growing 
number of jointly-operated bases.  Fourth, the MOD and SDF are poised to play 
enhanced leadership roles within the alliance, including as leaders in regional 
security forums—a topic developed further in chapter Five below.  All of these 
areas will lead to a more confident and capable Japan in the coming decade, 
exemplified by a truly new defense establishment overall.  Still, in conclusion, it 
is worth considering other scenarios, and also a few areas of special concern in 
Japan’s defense evolution vis-à-vis the United States. 
 
The Greatest (and Unlikely) Concern: Alliance Rupture 
The conventional wisdom regarding the US–Japan security alliance, particularly 
in recent years, has been to assume that the US–Japan Security Treaty will 
remain in effect, that US forces will remain in Japan for the medium-term at 
least, and that Japan will work actively to support—even to deepen—its security 
relationship with the United States.  By all indications, each of these 
assumptions reflects the most likely scenario.  However, there are unlikely but 
possible circumstances that would lead to these assumptions not proving 
correct—and which would underscore in the opposite manner to what has been 
presented above how central the United States has become to Japan’s defense 
planning and evolving defense establishment.  As recently as the mid-1990s it 
was a mainstream position to question the longevity of the US–Japan security 
alliance; most recently, under the warm Bush-Koizumi friendship, the 
relationship has been so strong, and so many mechanisms have been put into 
place to solidify and deepen the alliance, nearly all bets are on this relationship 
moving forward as today.  As with the quadruple shocks of 1989–91, however—
a declining economy, death of the Showa emperor, end of the Cold War, and 
loss of LDP control of the Diet—a similar combination of shocks to Japan’s 
domestic and international environment could once again call the alliance into 
question.   
 
A rupture in the US–Japan alliance could serve as a catalyst for substantial 
policy change within Japan’s defense establishment.  In 1995, anti-American 
riots over the rape of a school-age girl by US marines in Okinawa spread 
throughout Japan and exerted considerable political pressure on the United 
States for a major force realignment.  At that time, the aggravation of the US-
Japan alliance was arguably averted more as a result of a worsening 
international environment (first with North Korea, then with the 9/11 attacks, 
and with a rising China in the background) than due to resolution of long-
standing grievances of the Japanese public regarding US forces in Japan.  It also 
was not that long ago (in 1998) that Japan’s first non-LDP prime minister in 
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nearly forty years published an article in Foreign Affairs calling for “an alliance 
without bases”—i.e., a continued US–Japan alliance, but one without permanent 
American forces stationed in Japan.222  While not overtly calling for such a 
policy, the DPJ (the biggest opposition party in today’s Japanese politics) also 
flirts with such rhetoric, leaving open the possibility that it would pursue such a 
line if it were to come into power.  A rising nationalism in Japan—a factor being 
watched closely by many analysts—also could in future potentially latch onto 
the presence of US bases in Japan and a deepening interoperability of US and 
Japanese military forces as unacceptable affronts to Japanese national pride or 
sovereignty.  That concerns about the apparent permanence of US forces in 
Japan, about US pressure on Japan further to increase military activities and 
capabilities, and about the increased threat that the presence of US forces on 
Japanese soil may cause Japan are heard not only from those on the far right 
(those traditionally associated with nationalism) but also among many on the left 
and even among government officials themselves also suggests that this scenario 
be considered seriously.   
 
The More Likely Future: Deepening…to a Degree 
More likely than the above cautionary scenario is that a troublesome Japanese 
nationalism will be kept in check and that US–Japan defense cooperation will 
move forward in the areas spelled out at the beginning of this section.  Recent 
alliance deepening is not the result of limited and temporary situational events 
but rather of long-term challenges to the security of Japan and the United States 
that provide an enduring rationale for continued cooperation.223  Still, even 
cooperation under a logical rationale will require close coordination among 
political leaders and operational-level bureaucrats and military personnel on 
both sides.   
 
Moreover, both countries are displaying more open concern about entrapment in 
a security contingency beyond what each states’ national interest can justify.  
Japan long has displayed concern over entrapment into the larger geo-strategic 
conflicts in which its superpower ally often found itself entangled in, and 
continues to fear such entrapment both regionally (particularly related to China) 
and globally (with Iran and the broader war on terror, in particular).  More 
recently, the United States also is showing evidence of such fears, particularly as 
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Japan’s relations with China have soured in recent years.  Mochizuki argues, for 
example, that in examining Japan’s post-Cold War security strategy, two legs of 
a deepening US–Japan alliance and a deepening of Japan’s relations in Asia 
should be considered.  He expresses concern about recent negative 
developments in Japan’s relations with its Asian neighbors may eventually blow 
back to weaken the first.224   
 
This “hedging” strategy—or “Goldilocks strategy” as Samuels calls it—sets a 
limit for how interoperable, how deep, and how extensive the alliance between 
the United States and Japan can grow, posing real challenges to the future 
development of Japan’s defense establishment.225  Ultimately, a bilateral US–-
Japan alliance is unlikely to prove sufficient for either party in providing 
adequate security for East Asia.  As East Asia and the international system as a 
whole adjusts to such macro-level, systemic shifts as the rise of China and the 
relative decline of the United States globally and of Japan economically, greater 
institutionalization of the security apparatus in the region beyond the “hard 
bilateralism and soft multilateralism” of the past decades will be required226—a 
view apparently shared by Japanese security planners, who increasingly have 
sought to expand security cooperation beyond their bilateral alliance with the 
United States, the subject of chapter Five below. 
 
CONCLUSION 
The gradual evolution of Japan’s military posture towards greater capabilities 
and assertiveness is not the result solely of domestic political forces responding 
to a changing international environment.  External actors also play an important 
role in how Japan conceives of and crafts its defense posture.  Foremost among 
such actors is the United States, as a collective entity and alliance partner and 
also as individual bureaucratic actors within the United States, most importantly 
the Department of Defense and the individual military services working through 
the mechanism of the US–Japan alliance.  US pressure for Japan to share in the 
development challenges and costs of creating a workable ballistic missile 
defense system is one case in point.  Coordination with the United States in this 
important and costly defense initiative—as well as other, similar joint initiatives 
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– propels Japan forward in addressing numerous limitations of its Cold War and 
early post-Cold War security practices.  Although Japan itself, naturally, 
determines the course of its own security policy, an examination of Japan’s new 
defense establishment would not be complete without careful consideration of 
the role of the United States in its creation, its maintenance, and its future 
development. 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




