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 “Traditional Security in the Indo-Pacific” Project 
 Final Report 

 
 Introduction 
 Japan’s “Three Strategic Documents” are scheduled to be revised this year, and the 
government will accordingly be engaging in various deliberations. The primary focus of these 
revisions is expected to be on updating operational concepts based on the “new way of 
warfare,” strengthening required capabilities—including stand-off defense capabilities, 
unmanned systems, and space systems—as well as defense postures in the Pacific region, 
upgrading command and control systems, and establishing policies to accelerate sustained 
combat capabilities, bolster the defense industry, and enhance cooperation with the United 
States and coordination with other like-minded nations. 

 Considering necessary policy initiatives with a view to the next five to ten years demands a 
number of assumptions, and is further complicated by the rapidly changing security 
environment surrounding Japan. Structural shifts both domestically and internationally, 
particularly involving the United States, have caused uncertainty regarding the sustainability 
and reliability of traditional US commitments, and the conventional assumptions can no 
longer be considered rock-solid. Given the high level of fluidity and uncertainty in the 
international landscape in recent years, one cannot help but conclude that the range between 
the best-case and worst-case scenarios for the medium- to long-term outlook is widening. 
This implies risks arising from a potential and dramatic transformation in Japan’s security 
environment over the next five to ten years. Consequently, it is necessary not only to pursue 
measures that prevent such risks from materializing but also to contemplate preparing the 
national security strategies and implementation frameworks that would be required should 
those risks become a reality. This project has therefore examined situations that could be 
considered extremely serious for Japan in the medium to long term. 

 Since deliberations are likely already underway within the government, the final report of the 
“Traditional Security in the Indo-Pacific” Project identifies the implications of US uncertainty 
in Chapter 1, describes two serious scenarios for Japan based on this premise and examines 
the adverse effects these scenarios would have on Japan’s security in Chapter 2, and 
proposes measures that should be taken in the future to mitigate the risk of these serious 
scenarios materializing in Chapter 3. Acknowledging that conventional assumptions 
regarding the United States’ willingness and ability to intervene in regional conflicts may no 
longer hold as a given in the medium to long term, this report examines the potential 
consequences should a scenario unfavorable to Japan materialize and outlines the 
measures that should be implemented to prevent such an outcome. 

 

 

 Chapter 1: US Factors in Japan’s Security 

 Chapter 1 establishes the drivers (catalysts) for the serious scenarios examined in the 
following chapter, examining the risks associated with a severe deterioration of Japan’s 
security environment over the medium to long term (five to ten years or more) with a primary 
focus on US factors. 

Japan’s security is defined by various factors that pose risks of altering the status quo—
among them being China’s and North Korea’s military buildups and coercive actions as well 
as Sino-Russian and Russian-North Korean cooperation—and by various deterrence factors 
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aimed at maintaining the status quo, including Japan’s own defense capability enhancements, 
its alliance with the United States, and its cooperation with like-minded nations. Japan’s 
medium- to long-term security risks and the strategies to address them were already 
identified in the 2022 Strategic Documents, and necessary initiatives have already been 
underway. However, since then, new developments have emerged, including the 
progression of cooperation between China and Russia and between Russia and North Korea, 
the fluidity of Taiwan’s internal politics, and the launch of a second Trump administration and 
the pursuit of US foreign policy based on an unprecedented approach. These developments 
have brought about changes in both risk factors and risk mitigation factors, making it 
necessary to examine their impact on Japan’s security. 

 

 1. US uncertainty 
 The US factor is likely to have a particularly significant impact on Japan’s security. As the 
second Trump administration has broken with the strategic goal of promoting a “free and 
open international order based on the rule of law” championed by past administrations, shied 
away from exercising global leadership, and doubled down on pursuing its own interests 
backed by power, trust in US defense commitments and the legitimacy of the United States 
itself are beginning to waver among its allies. 

 We should proceed with caution, as there is room for debate regarding the assumption that 
US foreign engagement will shift direction linearly across the board. In particular, 
engagement in the Indo-Pacific region appears to be proceeding based on a logic and 
mindset distinct from that applied to Europe; the second Trump administration has stated 
that it intends to establish a defense line along the First Island Chain to achieve “strategic 
stability” vis-à-vis China, while also realizing a “decent peace” based on a balance of power. 
Although the specific details remain entirely unclear, the US did not adopt the same “buck 
passing” stance—shifting responsibility and burden—toward Russia that it has demonstrated 
toward Europe. 

 However, it is also a fact that uncertainty is growing regarding the extent to which any future 
Republican or Democratic administration in the United States would be willing to bear the 
risks and costs of a full-scale war to defend the First Island Chain should a regional conflict 
involving a nuclear-armed China break out. The stance of former President Biden, who stated 
that “we must avoid World War III,” and President Trump, who is fixated on mediating conflicts, 
clearly reflects a political calculation to avoid the risk of escalation. It seems prudent to 
assume that, at the political leadership level, avoiding the risk of escalation when dealing 
with major powers is likely to become a bipartisan trend. The US commitment to maintaining 
the status quo has hitherto been underpinned by the will and capability to ultimately repel 
aggressors and restore the status quo even in the event of regional conflicts. This has served 
as a rock-solid foundation guaranteeing the security of its allies, but the reality is that this 
foundation is becoming ever more “uncertain.” 

 2. Risks posed by uncertainty 
 The United States has heretofore continuously maintained and updated both the will to 
counter threats that undermine its security interests—including alliances themselves—and 
the capabilities necessary to do so. Underlying this has been the concept of “vital interests” 
for the United States, along with a fundamental stance that it would not hesitate to resort to 
war or the use of force to defend them. The recent emergence of arguments suggesting that 
US commitment is wavering can be attributed to a combination of the concerns discussed 
hereinafter. The credibility of US deterrence could erode due to the scenarios described in 
cases ① and ② below. While these are discussed separately here for convenience, it is 
important to note that resource constraints can justify a narrowing redefinition of vital interests 
and, conversely, a narrowing redefinition of vital interests can legitimize resource constraints. 



FINAL 

3 
 

 

①  Unintended reduction of defense commitments due to resource constraints 
 There is a risk that the United States will intensify its “buck passing” in response to resource 
constraints arising from engagement in other regions. While the United States prioritizes 
deterrence of China in its National Security Strategy and National Defense Strategy, it may 
continue to be sporadically compelled to become involved in the Western Hemisphere, the 
Middle East and other regions, as seen in its interventions in Venezuela and Iran. This is 
because the United States may take action in individual theaters of operation without fully 
considering the interconnectedness of those theaters. As a result, an excessive prioritization 
of “Made in America” as industrial policy could prevent the supply chains for key components, 
ammunition, and spare parts from being sufficiently transferred and expanded to allied 
nations, potentially undermining the ability to ensure both quantitatively and qualitatively the 
conventional deterrence required to handle multiple fronts simultaneously. The duration of 
US military deployments to the Indo-Pacific region may gradually have to be shortened as a 
consequence, and the United States may begin to demand that regional allies increase their 
defense spending and that Japan expand the roles, missions, and capabilities (RMC) of its 
Self-Defense Forces in both peacetime and wartime in exchange for extended deterrence. 

② Intentional reduction of defense commitments stemming from a narrower 
redefinition of vital interests 

 There is a risk that, due to the growing military capabilities of China and North Korea, the 
United States will prioritize appeasement and stability with these nations and intentionally 
scale back its defense commitments to the Western Pacific region through bilateral deals. If 
the United States adopts an approach vis-à-vis China that seeks to expand economic 
benefits and reduce security risks, it may promise China restraint in military activities—such 
as a gradual reduction in US-Taiwan military exchanges and arms transfers, a reduction in 
the frequency of US military presence and ISR activities, and a reduction in the frequency of 
Freedom of Navigation Operations (FONOPs)—and acquiescence to a substantial 
expansion of China’s security sphere. At the same time, the US might promise North Korea 
a partial lifting of sanctions, or the scaling back or suspension of US-South Korea joint 
exercises without imposing any restrictions on its existing short- and medium-range missiles 
capable of reaching Japan or on its nuclear capabilities; the United States, South Korea, and 
North Korea might agree on a declaration ending the Korean War; or the United States might 
reorganize or reduce US forces in South Korea based on its Global Posture Review. 

 Put simply, the unintended reduction in US commitments due to resource constraints is a 
problem that can be addressed to a certain extent by strengthening allied capabilities and 
investing resources to that end. In contrast, the problem of narrowly redefining vital interests 
resulting from US unilateralism is fundamentally rooted in US political factors, and it poses 
the risk of becoming even more deeply entrenched due to structural changes brought about 
by policies already in progress. 

 Until now, the United States has viewed the defense of its allies, partner nations, and the 
status quo as an order to be a matter of vital interest in and of itself. Consequently, the 
assumption has held that if an adversary were to use force to infringe upon US interests 
rooted in that status quo, the United States would intervene militarily to restore the status 
quo and defend it. It can be said that the credibility of US deterrence has been underpinned 
by the assumption that the United States will use force to defend its vital interests. In other 
words, the key to maintaining the credibility of deterrence lies in convincing adversaries that 
the United States has “its hands tied” (i.e., that it has no choice but to intervene to defend 
the status quo) (T. Schelling). It was precisely because the “assumption” that the United 
States would intervene militarily to defend the status quo or its allies in Europe and Asia was 
perceived as credible that American deterrence carried credibility. Furthermore, this 
“assumption” has relied not only on presidential statements and remarks or official 



FINAL 

4 
 

government documents, but also on the three factors addressed below. However, were the 
United States to adopt a unilateralist and self-reliant policy stance—redefining its national 
interests in a narrower sense by abandoning its ideals, reducing its external dependence, 
and avoiding the risks of regional conflicts—these three factors might undergo a 
transformation. This could undermine the conventional assumption regarding US regional 
intervention and potentially erode the credibility of US deterrence in regions outside the US 
and the Western Hemisphere. 
 First, there has been a shift in the value of allies in the economic sphere. The United States 
has historically promoted economic interdependence with its allies through trade 
liberalization and investment, viewing its relationships with allied market-economy 
democracies as particularly indispensable to its own development, but in recent years it has 
shown a growing aversion to foreign dependence in strategic industries. Democratic 
administrations have promoted the repatriation of strategic industries through large-scale 
subsidies, while Republican administrations have done so through tariffs and tax cuts, all the 
while advancing the development of cutting-edge technologies domestically. Furthermore, 
negativism toward trade liberalization has already become bipartisan. These trends are 
reducing economic interdependence with allies and creating a current that relatively 
diminishes the economic value of allies as vital interests, a situation further exacerbated by 
the declining share of traditional allies in global GDP. This problem is likely to become even 
more challenging as the economies of European and Asian allies make up a shrinking portion 
of global GDP. 

Second, successive US administrations have placed a high priority politically on cooperation 
with allies who share liberal ideals and have recognized the political value of diplomatic 
collaboration with these allies in pursuing multilateral diplomacy within international 
organizations and dispersing foreign aid. Even if a Democratic administration were to take 
office and resume a foreign policy emphasizing liberal ideals, though, other nations might 
cease to perceive consistency or sustainability in America’s values-based diplomacy as long 
as the possibility exists that a subsequent Republican administration might not prioritize 
those ideals. Accordingly, US leadership in this area could decline, and the political value of 
solidarity between the United States and its allies—based on shared liberal ideals and 
values—could diminish relatively. 

 Third, the value of allied nations in the military sphere may also change. The United States 
has long exercised dominant influence and demonstrated leadership in Europe, Asia, and 
the Middle East to maintain a liberal international order; it is precisely because of this 
commitment that forward-deployed bases in allied nations have been valued as platforms for 
the projection of military power. Nevertheless, if US political leaders narrowly redefine vital 
interests and become less willing to exercise the same level of leadership and influence, the 
forward deployment of US forces in allied nations may eventually be viewed as posing greater 
risks than military benefits. The increasing risk of armed attacks on US forward-deployed 
bases as hostile forces enhance their offensive capabilities could further fuel this perspective. 
If that happens, the mindset that the United States is being “dragged into” conflicts in allied 
nations will intensify and give rise to a more clearcut aversion to risk, potentially leading to a 
relative decline in the military value of allied nations’ forward-deployed bases for the United 
States. 

 The deterioration of economic interdependence between the United States and its allies, as 
well as political solidarity based on liberal values, is already underway. We must continue to 
closely monitor the extent to which these trends manifest, bearing in mind that the above 
represents merely a serious scenario. Whether the military value of forward-deployed bases 
for the United States declines depends on the degree of strategic value the United States 
assigns to its allies. However, if the economic, political, and military value of individual allies 
to the United States clearly drops off, the traditional assumption that the United States views 
such allies as vital interests and is willing to risk escalation to defend them will be shaken, 
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undermining the credibility of US deterrence. In other words, the adverse effects of American 
unilateralism on deterrence do not stem solely from the political will expressed in the words 
and actions of the current administration; the structural changes described above, resulting 
from the pursuit of unilateralist policies, also undercut the credibility of US deterrence. Put a 
different way, the United States’ pursuit of unilateralist policies effectively increases its 
strategic autonomy, which risks weakening trust in its commitment to fight hostile nations in 
defense of its allies. 

 

 

 Chapter 2: Two Serious Scenarios 
 In this chapter, we will outline two serious scenarios that could become increasingly likely if 
the uncertainty regarding the United States discussed in Chapter 1 were to develop in an 
undesirable direction. The first scenario involves Chinese control over Taiwan, and the 
second US recognition of North Korea as a nuclear-armed state. This report does not claim 
that these scenarios are highly likely or probable. Rather, it is an exploratory effort aimed at 
clarifying to some extent what constitutes a “serious situation” and what impact the situation 
would have on Japan’s national security. Needless to say, a scenario in which China 
launches a military invasion of Taiwan and establishes control over the island would fall into 
the category of a serious scenario; however, since the subsequent circumstances could vary 
greatly depending on the course of the conflict, such a contingency is not addressed here. 
The following scenarios are purely hypothetical – neither highly likely nor inevitable – and fall 
into the category of worst-case scenarios, presented here as developments that should be 
avoided. 

 

 1. Scenario (A) — China gains control of Taiwan 

 As one scenario that could lead to serious consequences, we envision a situation in which 
China establishes control over Taiwan without the United States resorting to military 
intervention and without the conflict escalating into a large-scale war between the United 
States and China. 

 This outcome would leave the region with an asymmetrical dynamic—a China that has 
achieved a change in the status quo while preserving its military capabilities, and a United 
States that prioritized avoiding escalation and thus failed to prevent that change—which 
could create a more challenging security environment for Japan. 

 

 (1) Scenario 
 ① Development 
 China implements a quarantine—effectively cutting off access to Taiwan—while keeping the 
situation at a “short of war” level. Specifically, troop deployments are carried out under the 
guise of large-scale exercises, and air routes are restricted through the establishment of 
extensive exercise zones surrounding Taiwan and the conduct of intermittent missile drills. 
Furthermore, the China Coast Guard and maritime militia are extensively deployed in the 
surrounding waters, resulting in a de facto blockade of sea routes as well. In parallel with this, 
China progressively intensifies pressure on Taiwan through economic, intelligence, and 
cyber means, including import and export restrictions, cyberattacks on civilian infrastructure, 
the dissemination of disinformation, and the bribery or intimidation of Taiwanese politicians. 
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 The United States does not respond by taking direct military action aimed at lifting the quasi-
blockade. Its priority is to avoid the risk of escalation into large-scale armed conflict, and full-
scale military intervention in a "short of war" situation would likely be difficult. If the US were 
to intervene, it would plunge into a large-scale armed conflict with no clear exit strategy; even 
if the invasion could be repelled, the US would face heavy casualties from the prolonged and 
intensified war, a significant depletion of its military capabilities and national power, and a 
severe blow to the global economy. On the other hand, if the US does not intervene, China 
forcibly absorbs Taiwan by military force and expands its access to the Pacific. While this 
makes it more difficult for the US to defend Japan, the Philippines, Australia, and South Korea, 
the US is able to preserve its military capabilities and avoid the depletion of national 
resources and the collapse of the global economy. Hesitant leaders in Japan and the United 
States make the agonizing choice to limit their response to strengthening vigilance, 
surveillance, and readiness, while urging China to lift the quasi-blockade. The United States 
and its allies issue warnings of economic sanctions, additional tariffs, and diplomatic 
countermeasures to come if China does not lift the blockade, only to be met with Chinese 
refusal. The Japanese government deliberates on assessments of the situation and, while  
labeling the situation an “important influence situation” (重要影響事態), the government does 
not go so far as to designate it as a “survival-threatening situation” (存立危機事態) in the 
absence of any indicated willingness by the United States to intervene militarily. 

 To establish a posture capable of preventing foreign intervention, China enhances its 
readiness by deploying dual-use nuclear and conventional missile forces. Unverified reports 
circulate that mines have been laid near the main entrances to the strait. China asserts that 
the situation surrounding Taiwan is an internal Chinese matter, warns the United States and 
its allies against military intervention or other actions that could provoke danger, and 
threatens to retaliate by any means necessary against any country that ignores these 
warnings. Furthermore, China declares to other regional countries that Taiwan is part of 
China, demands that they adopt a stance of neutrality and non-intervention and urges them 
to take such measures as refusing port calls by US and allied naval vessels. In addition, 
North Korea launches missiles, while Russia conducts territorial incursions around the 
Japanese archipelago via solo flights by its own air forces—including strategic bombers—
and joint Sino-Russian flights. 

 Public opinion in the United States and its allies largely holds that the costs and risks of a 
military solution to this situation are too great, reinforcing the official decision against military 
intervention. In response to China’s blockade, the United States, NATO, and all allied nations 
issue a joint statement condemning China and imposed economic sanctions, but refrain from 
military intervention, limiting their response to stepping up vigilance and surveillance across 
various domains. Chinese leaders make a “proposal” to Taiwanese leaders, stating that the 
blockade will be lifted if they reach a “Basic Agreement on Unification” that includes various 
conditions—such as a permanent halt to arms purchases from the United States—and a 
roadmap toward future unification. 

 In Taiwan, under intense pressure from China, about half the population initially favors 
resistance. Upon witnessing the US decision not to intervene, however, support for 
resistance rapidly dwindles, and the view that a diplomatic settlement with China should be 
sought becomes mainstream. As Taiwan’s energy reserves eventually begin to run low, the 
sustainability of lifelines and critical infrastructure is threatened, and the risk to human lives 
increases. Taiwan’s leaders decide that they should not subject their citizens to further 
hardship and risk, and therefore resolve to enter into negotiations premised on accepting 
China’s “proposal.” China’s leaders welcome this decision and announce that, pending the 
conclusion of a “basic agreement” through negotiations, China will partially lift the blockade 
to supply Taiwan with all necessary goods. 
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  ② Impact on the security environment in the Indo-Pacific Region 

 China establishing de facto control over Taiwan while avoiding a large-scale war and 
preserving its military capabilities would undoubtedly have a devastating impact on the 
military, political, and economic landscapes of the Indo-Pacific region. 

 First, such an outcome would expand China’s military operational range and normalize 
coercive actions. By seizing control of Taiwan—a strategic chokepoint on the First Island 
Chain, particularly its deep-water ports on the east coast—China would gain a permanent 
base from which to deploy large vessels and submarines directly into the Pacific, significantly 
improving its access to the Western Pacific. Having achieved control over Taiwan through 
“sub-war” means, China would further employ similar tactics in the East China Sea and South 
China Sea, testing the United States’ willingness to intervene. 

 Second, China’s economic leverage would grow even as its economic relations become 
unsettled. If China gains control of Taiwan’s semiconductor production base, the global 
supply structure for cutting-edge semiconductors will undergo a major transition, granting 
China new economic leverage based on supply control. Furthermore, countries that had been 
considering or hinting at economic and diplomatic measures—particularly during the crisis—
will face continued instability in their economic and trade relations with China, which will use 
the normalization of economic relations as leverage to demand that other nations explicitly 
accept China’s position that Taiwan is part of China. 

 Third, the center of gravity of the US’s military posture would shift. With the loss of Taiwan, 
the United States would effectively lose part of its strategic depth along the First Island Chain, 
accelerating the transformation of the US’s force disposition along the First Island Chain from 
a permanent large-scale deployment to one centered on dispersed and mobile surveillance 
and strike capabilities (such as coastal defense missiles and unmanned assets). At the same 
time, key functions (command and control, large-scale troop deployment, logistics and 
maintenance, etc.) would be maintained east of the Second Island Chain, which includes 
Guam and Hawaii, and a multi-layered, dispersed operational structure established to 
compensate for the vulnerability of forward bases. As a result, the United States will continue 
to maintain a presence along the First Island Chain, but the actual center of gravity of its 
military posture will shift eastward to the Second Island Chain and beyond. 

 Fourth, the security policies of regional countries toward China would diverge. Trust in the 
United States—which had failed to demonstrate the will and capability to halt China’s 
attempts to alter the status quo and restore the original state of affairs—would gradually 
decline. At the same time, the very experience of seeing the US “fail to stop” the disruption 
of the status quo would raise doubts about whether the deterrence structure based on the 
US alliance network will continue to function in the future. Some regional countries would 
seek closer defense cooperation both within and outside the region (mutual defense, mutual 
deployment of troops, internationalization of bases, securing of nuclear deterrence, etc.), 
others will lean toward prioritizing stable relations with China. 

Fifth, internal resistance and political conflict would persist within Taiwan. Restrictions on 
political freedoms would generate both refugees and exiles, and debates surrounding the 
provisional government would become points of international contention. Even after Chinese 
control becomes a fait accompli, the Taiwan issue would not be resolved but remain instead 
a long-term axis of conflict. 

 
 (2) Impact on Japan’s national security 

 The situation described in the above scenario, should it materialize, would have serious 
repercussions for various aspects of Japan’s defense posture and relations with China. 
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 First, Japan’s defense burden and vulnerability in the Southwestern Islands theater could 
increase. If Taiwan falls under China’s influence, Japan will lose its strategic depth in the 
Southwestern Islands, necessitating a high level of surveillance and readiness in that theater 
even during peacetime. At the same time, Japan would be compelled to deploy naval vessels 
and aircraft across a vast sea and airspace south and east of the First Island Chain—
including the areas around Minamitorishima and Okinotorishima—to counter China’s 
expanding access to the Western Pacific, thereby dispersing the Self-Defense Forces’ 
capabilities. Consequently, Japan’s response capabilities would be constrained as 
concentrating forces there would become difficult despite a rising mission load in the 
Southwestern Islands theater. 

 Second, Japan would find it imperative to reinforce its deterrence and response capabilities. 
The United States’ failure to prevent China from altering the status quo would erode trust in 
its will and ability to ensure regional security. Efforts to step up deterrence and response 
capabilities would spread throughout the region, and Japan would be compelled to take 
measures to compensate for its own capability shortfalls. These measures could manifest as 
a revitalization of the US-Japan alliance, a strengthening of Japan’s independent defense 
capabilities, and/or a diversification of defense cooperation. In other words, Japan may be 
pushed to consider strengthening US extended deterrence, to include reviewing the Three 
Non-Nuclear Principles (particularly “not bringing in” and “not possessing”) while seeking to 
reaffirm the US’s commitment to Japan’s defense. 

 Furthermore, calls to augment Japan’s independent defense capabilities—based on the 
premise that reliance on the United States has its limits—are likely to expand, and issues 
ranging from the enhancement of capabilities to deal with “sub-war” actions to the nature of 
deterrence, including nuclear deterrence, may be placed on the policy agenda. Efforts to 
bolster defense cooperation both within and outside the region will gain momentum, 
potentially leading to progress in mutual defense cooperation, the mutual dispatch of troops, 
the internationalization of bases, and the diversification of countries providing extended 
deterrence. Amid these developments, establishing a legal framework and operational 
system to support new defense cooperation may emerge as a policy issue in Japan as well. 

Third, Japan as a neighboring country could have little choice but to take in an outpouring of 
refugees and political asylum seekers from Taiwan. Accepting Taiwanese government 
officials and political asylum seekers would constitute a particularly politicized issue in 
relations with China. Japan could find itself directly caught in the crossfire between Taiwan 
and China, as a result of which tensions and friction in relations with China could become 
protracted. 
 

 2. Scenario (B) — North Korea expands its nuclear capabilities 
 (1) Scenario 
 China, North Korea, and Russia have deepened their cooperation during the war in Ukraine, 
and continue to maintain good relations with no noticeable signs of a rift. North Korea has 
evaded international sanctions and, while receiving technological assistance from Russia, 
has effectively expanded its military capabilities—including its nuclear arsenal—without 
restriction. With tacit approval from China, it conducts its seventh nuclear test but there is no 
prospect of an already dysfunctional UN Security Council passing a new sanctions resolution 
due to the vetoes exercised by China and Russia. 

 Amid these circumstances, the US president—deeply conscious of his political legacy—
grows impatient with the lack of progress in denuclearization negotiations and moves toward 
concluding a US-North Korea deal to bring an end to the long-standing armistice on the 
Korean Peninsula. The result is a US-North Korea deal that focuses primarily on reducing 
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threats to the US mainland and the Western Hemisphere, while the national interests and 
security concerns of Japan and South Korea are effectively ignored in both the content of the 
agreement and the negotiation process. 

 Specifically, the agreement entails lifting most of the sanctions previously imposed by the 
US under UN resolutions in exchange for North Korea suspending its testing of 
intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), which directly threaten the US mainland, as well 
as an indefinite halt to nuclear testing while negotiations on normalizing US-North Korea 
relations proceed. North Korea’s short- and medium-range missiles and nuclear capabilities, 
all of which have Japan within their range, were not addressed as points of contention in the 
negotiations leading up to this agreement.  

 The US president further pledges to immediately scale back or suspend joint US-South 
Korea military exercises and to gradually reorganize and reduce US forces in South Korea, 
even hinting at the possibility of redefining the very nature of the US-South Korea alliance in 
the future. North Korea’s leader goes further to demand the prompt deregistration of US 
military bases in Japan, designated as rear bases for United Nations Command. The US 
president responds favorably to this idea and goes on to recognize North Korea as a “nuclear-
armed state” in the agreement emerging from the US-North Korea deal and in the 
subsequent press conference. 

 During the negotiations on normalizing US-North Korea relations, North Korea demands 
large-scale economic aid, but the US president argues that such aid should be provided not 
by the United States but by Japan and South Korea, which have achieved economic growth 
under US protection. Some media outlets report that he emphasized that Japan in particular, 
due to its history of colonial rule, has a “moral responsibility” to support North Korea; Chinese 
media are also widely disseminating this claim. 

 Under this US-North Korea deal, certain restrictions are imposed on North Korea’s ICBMs, 
but its short- and medium-range missile capabilities are allowed to grow. Seeking to maintain 
stable relations with the US while driving a wedge between the US and South Korea as well 
as between the US and Japan, North Korea carries out a series of intimidating actions 
targeting Japan and South Korea, using its nuclear arsenal as a shield. Military provocations 
avoid US military facilities; instead, conventional forces, cyberattacks, drones, and other 
means are used to carry out limited-scale attacks targeting key facilities and areas in South 
Korea and Japan. North Korea continues to issue nuclear threats to deter retaliatory strikes 
from Japan and South Korea. 

 Japan and South Korea seek a military response from the United States. However, US 
leaders—who wish to maintain the “peace and stability” between the US and North Korea 
that has finally been achieved on the Korean Peninsula—and senior US government officials 
who defer to them are reluctant to take proactive measures and, in fact, they call for restraint 
not only from North Korea but also from Japan and South Korea. 

 Since the US-North Korea deal, agreed upon without coordination or consultation with US 
allies, effectively allows only the United States to escape the threat of a North Korean nuclear 
attack, heightened distrust toward the US for refusing to share the threat and danger posed 
by North Korea pervades Japan and South Korea. As a result, calls for independent defense 
grow louder in both countries. The public consensus in South Korea overwhelming favors the 
development of its own nuclear arsenal, and the country asks the international community 
for its understanding as it withdraws from the NPT. While the G7 nations and others express 
their understanding of South Korea’s policy, North Korea and China vehemently oppose it, 
declaring that all government officials, experts, and facilities involved in South Korea’s 
nuclear armament may be targeted for attack. The situation on the Korean Peninsula 
becomes increasingly tense. 

 (2) Impact on Japan’s national security 
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 The primary impact of the aforementioned US-North Korea deal is a significant amplification 
of distrust toward the US among South Koreans and Japanese, leading to “decoupling” 
between the US and South Korea and between the US and Japan. If only direct threats to 
the US mainland and the Western Hemisphere are considered subject to arms control, while 
capabilities that pose a threat to South Korea and Japan are excluded from negotiations—
and if this is compounded by a reduction in US forces in South Korea and a scaling back of 
trilateral US-Japan-South Korea military exercises—mistrust toward the United States could 
intensify further. 

 Second, a failure on the part of the United States to respond adequately to North Korea’s 
ongoing nuclear threats and a subsequent decision by South Korea to pursue its own nuclear 
armament may lead Japan to consider the necessity of nuclear armament not based on the 
simplistic and naive logic that Japan must arm itself with nuclear weapons if South Korea 
does, but rather on the premise that US policy has been changed to tolerate nuclear 
armament by its allies. China and North Korea may nevertheless choose to use every means 
at their disposal—including sanctions, intimidation, and, in some cases, military attacks—to 
prevent South Korea from pursuing nuclear armament, hoping to deter Japan from nuclear 
armament as well through these actions. 

 Finally, domestic public opinion in Japan may become deeply divided as both US and South 
Korean policies toward North Korea and nuclear non-proliferation undergo major 
modifications, potentially delaying Japan’s response. Opinion is likely to be split between 
those in favor of Japan pursuing its own nuclear armament and those opposed, the latter 
who would argue that the possession of nuclear weapons would in fact undermine Japan’s 
security and urge instead that stable relations with North Korea be sought through diplomacy. 
Impacted also by information warfare—including disinformation from China, North Korea, and 
Russia—domestic politics could become chaotic and stagnant, creating a situation that 
makes it difficult to form a national consensus on Japan’s security policy. 

 

 

 Chapter 3: Recommendations 
 The risks examined in Chapter 2 arise from medium- to long-term structural changes. 
Japan’s strategy must therefore move away from simply “waiting for the United States” and 
toward becoming a provider of deterrence and stability itself. Below, we propose measures 
to mitigate the risks of these severe scenarios. 

 

1． Enhance Japan’s “dual indispensability” to the United States and 
regional countries 

 US strategic engagement in the area stretching from Okinawa to the First Island Chain in 
the southern Philippines is a lifeline for the security of Japan and other US allies and partners 
in the Indo-Pacific region, where China continues to build up its overwhelming military power. 
Whether the United States commits to the defense of its allies and partners—and whether 
that commitment is credible—depends on whether the United States views its allies and 
partners as vital interests. What constitutes a vital interest for the United States is in the end 
determined by US political leaders after comprehensively weighing various factors, so US 
allies and partners must first and foremost use their respective diplomatic channels with the 
United States to ensure that US political leaders, senior administration officials, and 
ultimately the American public recognize Japan as “indispensable to the United States.” 

 Since the United States has historically regarded access to the world’s economic growth 
hubs and strategic military points as vital national interests, Japan must not only implement 
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effective economic growth policies and promote trade and investment relations with the 
United States but also advance initiatives to help Taiwan and the Philippines—located along 
the First Island Chain—as well as Indonesia, situated at the southern end, achieve robust 
and sustainable economic growth over the medium to long term. Furthermore, Japan must 
expand and accelerate defense and security cooperation with these nations and foster a 
widespread perception throughout the region that Japan is an indispensable provider of 
regional security. 

 The second Trump administration’s strategy documents currently position the Indo-Pacific 
region as a key area for the United States, but this status is likely to be unpredictable going 
forward. If the Okinawa archipelago loses its economic and strategic appeal to the United 
States, America’s commitment to regional engagement will weaken, effectively pushing 
Japan outside the US defense perimeter and exposing it to enormous security risks. 
Economic growth strategies and defense cooperation for Japan and regional nations should 
be formulated with the understanding that they are directly linked to regional security. Based 
on these concerns, this project proposes the following initiatives. 

• (Offering CPTPP membership to countries in the First Island Chain region)  
Since the CPTPP is a framework designed to foster the development of countries both 
within and outside the Indo-Pacific region, membership should be actively expanded. As 
neither the Philippines nor Indonesia is currently a member of the CPTPP, proactive 
measures should be taken to promote their accession, such as supporting domestic 
reforms in both countries. Taiwan’s accession to the CPTPP is politically blocked for the 
moment by China’s application for membership, but it may be feasible for CPTPP 
member states to individually conclude economic agreements with Taiwan under terms 
equivalent to those of the CPTPP, thereby creating a situation where Taiwan is 
effectively a CPTPP member. Such initiatives would also help enhance Taiwan’s 
economic resilience. Japan should additionally welcome South Korea, which has long 
expressed its intention to join the CPTPP, and Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, the 
Philippines, and Indonesia should use the CPTPP to boost trade and expand intra-
regional investment. Moreover, Japan should explore connectivity possibilities with the 
European Union and other individual countries and, through economic negotiations with 
various parties, foster an environment in which the Indo-Pacific region continues to hold 
economic appeal for the United States. 

• (Enhancing the indispensability of the Okinawa archipelago supply chain)  
While steadily advancing the Pax Silica Initiative launched in December 2025, Japan 
should work with South Korea and Taiwan to make tightly integrated semiconductor 
supply chains more robust. The Philippines also plays a role in the final stage of 
semiconductor production—known as “Assembly, Test, and Packaging (ATP)”—and 
holds significant market shares, particularly in automotive chips, AI-related devices, and 
smartphone components. The entire First Island Chain should therefore be positioned 
as a “Silicon Shield” to enhance its value. As global demand for batteries increases—
with Indonesia and the Philippines ranking first and second in the world, respectively, 
for nickel ore production—the potential of the First Island Chain and the regions south 
of it as sources of critical mineral resources should also be examined. The United States 
should be included in efforts to form partnerships to secure critical mineral resources. 

• (Accelerating the development of bases and facilities capable of hosting US 
forces)  
It is necessary to accelerate the development of systems that enable expanded forward 
deployment of US forces in the region between the First Island Chain and the Second 
Island Chain, the latter extending from the Izu and Ogasawara Islands through Guam to 
Papua New Guinea. Active endeavors must also be undertaken to create a scenario in 
which the Okinawa island chain falling under Chinese control would constitute a massive 
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loss for the United States, and to raise awareness of this within the US. Specifically, we 
should prioritize and rapidly pursue the development of infrastructure capable of 
supporting the deployment of US forces in Japan’s Southwestern Islands and the islands 
of the southern island chain as well as in the Philippines. The Official Security Assistance 
(OSA) scheme should also be used vis-à-vis the Philippines to promote the construction 
and maintenance of highly resilient military facilities that are easily accessible not only 
to the Philippine military but also to the US military and the Japan Self-Defense Forces. 
Funds from Japan’s defense budget and allocations earmarked for buttressing the 
Japan-US alliance should be used to develop infrastructure and facilities on Japan’s 
Southwestern Islands and the islands in the Second Island Chain with a focus on joint 
US-Japan use. The costs of stationing US forces should be borne as much as possible 
by regional countries to reduce the burden on the United States. We should also supply 
OSA to Pacific island nations to secure bases that can be jointly utilized by Japan and 
the United States. This will establish a broad-based deterrence network against China’s 
maritime expansion while ensuring redundancy in logistical support lines and shoring up 
regional security. 

 

2．  Efforts to deter China 
 The United States is unlikely to completely abandon its defense commitment to Taiwan in 
exchange for deals with China. The real concern is a scenario in which Chinese leaders, 
driven by circumstances, take decisive action to force unification on Taiwan, and the United 
States chooses to preserve its economic and military strength without risking a full-scale war 
with China. 

Efforts to address China’s upgrading of its nuclear and conventional forces and its 
increasingly aggressive actions toward neighboring countries span a wide range, from 
extended deterrence to operational concepts, command and control, and force deployment. 
These include enhancing the effectiveness of escalation management by Japan and the 
United States by formulating (December 2024) and implementing extended deterrence 
guidelines; developing operational concepts based on “new ways of fighting”; establishing an 
operational command structure by reforming and integrating Japanese and US command 
and control organizations across all domains to unify combat operations; coordinating Roles, 
Missions, Capabilities (RMC) between Japan and the US; setting up an operational 
command structure by innovating and integrating Japanese and US command and control 
organizations to integrate combat across all domains; and ensuring that Japanese and US 
force postures and troop deployments maximize readiness. The Japanese government has 
already taken numerous necessary measures, albeit with varying degrees of progress, but 
this project believes that the following additional measures should be considered. 

• (Establishing a Japan-US joint task force)  
Putting in place an “integrated” chain of command that goes beyond conventional 
“coordination” mechanisms and enables an immediate transition to operational actions in the 
event of a crisis is an urgent priority. In conjunction with creating the Japan Self-Defense 
Forces Joint Operations Command (JJOC), the government should strengthen counterpart 
functions with US Indo-Pacific Command as well as establish a Japan-US Joint Task Force 
(JUSJTF) that operates continuously during peacetime. The JUSJTF will share a common 
operational picture (COP) and targeting processes at every stage, from gray-zone incidents 
to armed conflict. This will minimize the time lag between political decision-making and 
operational actions on the ground, enabling responses at a speed that outpaces the 
decision-making cycles of hostile forces. 

• (Permanently deploying US Army medium-range missiles)  
To address the missile gap along the First Island Chain and neutralize adversaries’ 
A2/AD (Anti-Access/Area Denial) capabilities, powerful strike options must be 
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introduced as soon as possible. The government should seek to deploy in Japan the US 
Army’s the latest ground-launched intermediate-range missile systems, specifically the 
Strategic Mid-range Fires System (“Typhon”) and the Long-Range Hypersonic Weapon 
(“Dark Eagle”). 
By moving beyond temporary deployments/rotations and committing to permanent 
deployments, Japan can demonstrate the alliance’s unwavering commitment both 
domestically and internationally. Combined with the counterattack capabilities deployed 
by the Self-Defense Forces, this will ensure the ability to immediately neutralize enemy 
vessels and ground targets within the First Island Chain, serving as the ultimate 
deterrent by making hostile forces fully aware of the costs of conflict. 

• (Exploring new horizons in defense industry cooperation)  
The government should integrate the defense industrial bases of Japan and the United 
States to construct a robust Integrated Air and Missile Defense (IAMD) network along 
the First Island Chain, with Japan ensuring its sustained operational capability. To this 
end, Japan will formally participate in the US “Golden Dome (GD)” initiative centered on 
space-based sensors and interceptor systems. Japan will undertake the detection and 
tracking of hypersonic weapons (such as Proliferated Warfighter Space Architecture 
[PWSA]) using a low-Earth orbit constellation, and in the future will be responsible for 
the joint development and supply of components for space-based interceptor systems, 
thereby establishing its status as the eyes and shield of the Western Pacific under the 
"Golden Dome Forward” (GDFW) concept. As a lower layer of the GD concept, Japan 
and the US will accelerate the joint development of Glide Phase Interceptor (GPI) and 
other new interceptor missiles capable of countering hypersonic glide vehicles (HGVs). 
This will complete a high-density air defense network along the First Island Chain that 
seamlessly covers the area from space down to the immediate vicinity of the ground. 
The government should establish a system within Japan capable of performing wartime 
maintenance, repair, and overhaul (MRO) for the advanced radar sites, unmanned aerial 
vehicles (UAVs), and interceptor systems that underpin the GD concept. In particular, 
Japan can ensure the resilience of the entire alliance by providing rapid recovery 
capabilities for US assets expected to suffer wear and tear on the front lines. In addition 
to conventional equipment—which, while high-performance, is expensive per unit and 
subject to production-capacity constraints—the Japanese government should consider 
the joint development and production of missiles and unmanned aerial vehicles that can 
be mass-produced at relatively low cost. 

• (Strengthening the US-Japan standoff air defense system)  
China’s theater strike capabilities will continue to grow in both quantity and quality 
beyond the 2030s. The possibility that threats from the Pacific side will come not only 
from ground-launched missiles on the Chinese mainland but also from fighter jets and 
bombers whose operational range has been expanded by aircraft carriers and aerial 
refueling aircraft must also be considered. While hardening airfields is essential, 
preparations must also be made for scenarios where their use is restricted, necessitating 
the expansion of air defense capabilities beyond fighter jets. Japan should therefore 
jointly develop runway-independent loitering drones, such as those emerging from 
DARPA’s LongShot program, to complement defensive anti-air operations in airspace 
where constant fighter patrols are difficult. Furthermore, the government should consider 
stepping up the development of low-cost high-altitude persistent aerial platforms (HAPS) 
that can serve as sensors and communication relays during peacetime and as decoys 
to force the enemy to expend missiles in times of crisis. Also recommended is the joint 
development of ultra-long-range (~900km) surface-to-air missiles capable of threatening 
high-value assets such as bombers and AWACS aircraft from within Japanese territory. 
 
These measures extend the concept of “standoff defense”—which has traditionally been 
limited to ground-attack and anti-ship missions—to air defense missions, thereby 
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helping bolster air defense capabilities not only in the southwestern theater but also in 
the Pacific theater (the First and Second Island Chains). 

 

3．  Efforts to address US-North Korea negotiations 

Various proposals have been formulated and repeated diplomatic efforts made to 
denuclearize North Korea but, since no decisive breakthrough was achieved even during the 
US’s “unipolar moment”, significant progress seems unlikely in the face of growing Russia-
North Korea cooperation. Nevertheless, this project believes the following measures should 
be taken to avoid a worst-case scenario. 

• (Closely coordinating policy among Japan, the US, and South Korea)  
Since there is no clear outlook on when US-North Korea negotiations will begin or what 
they will cover, Japan, the US, and South Korea should jointly document their essential 
preconditions before the US and North Korea begin moving toward a backdoor bilateral 
agreement. An understanding should be established that a freeze on North Korea’s 
ICBMs alone is unacceptable; that IRBMs, SLBMs, solid-fuel missiles, and space-
related launches cannot be excluded from negotiations; and that quantitative or 
qualitative restrictions cannot be imposed on US-South Korea or US-Japan-South Korea 
military exercises or extended deterrence. 

• (Formulating a negotiation roadmap)  
A negotiation roadmap should be prepared behind the scenes while adhering to the goal 
of complete denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula. A phased, reciprocal approach 
should be adopted, with sanctions eased in accordance with each phase from freeze to 
declaration, verification, and reduction; lifting all sanctions at once based on a 
comprehensive package should be avoided. The scope of negotiations should include 
not only nuclear issues (fissile materials, warheads, and testing) but also IRBMs, 
SLBMs, solid-fuel missiles, and space-related launches. 

• (Strengthening deterrence)  
As negotiations progress, the deterrence and defense postures of Japan, the US, and 
South Korea should be reinforced to constantly demonstrate to North Korea the cost of 
violating agreements. US-South Korea military exercises and other alliance functions 
(US Forces Korea, Japan-US joint training, and Japan-US and US-South Korea nuclear 
consultations) should be excluded from the scope of negotiations. The US and South 
Korea should maintain the Nuclear Consultative Group (NCG) and Japan and the US 
Extended Deterrence Dialogues (EDDs) under Track 1, while tripartite EDDs involving 
Japan, the US, and South Korea should be conducted under Track 1.5 to provide a 
forum for the participating countries to understand each other’s perceptions and 
approaches regarding nuclear weapons. 

 
 (End) 

  


