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Preface 

This document is a report by the Council of Defense-Strategic Studies, the fifth of its kind 
following those issued in May 2001, September 2003, November 2005 and February 2008. The 
Council of Defense-Strategic Studies aims at promoting broad and interdisciplinary analyses 
and discussions on the prospective global strategic environment and Japan’s defense strategies. 
Established in 1999, the Council invites experts from a wide range of fields as its members, 
while the National Institute for Defense Studies (NIDS) of the Ministry of Defense (MOD) 
serves as its secretariat. The Council does not merely promote analysis and review in such ways 
that its members discuss the objects in strict manners based on their specialized viewpoints. 
The Council accepts bold proposals based on the knowledge and discernment its members have 
nurtured through their studies and experiences. The analyses and discussions therefore are not 
based on the materials prepared by the secretariat. At each session of the Council, two members 
present their reports, followed by free discussions on the presented subjects. That means that 
while we receive secretarial support from NIDS and meet at the forum it offers us, we, the 
Council of Defense-Strategic Studies, do not necessarily stick to reaching certain conclusions, 
but instead promote free analyses and discussions.

 Our latest report has been compiled based on the discussions held over the two years of 2007 
and 2008. During these two years in the Middle East, Iraq was gradually resuming its order, 
while the war on terror continued in Afghanistan and other areas, and the problems of pirates off 
Somalia emerged. The US military forces were stepping up their realignment on a global scale. 
In the regions around Japan there were issues associated with Sino-Taiwan relations and the 
Korean Peninsula, while we also noted situations in Southeast Asia and South Asia. Observing 
these movements, we selected subjects in a timely manner, promoted discussions and came to 
publish this report. It is our hope that this report will offer beneficial insights for those considering 
the United States and the Japan-US Alliance, and serve as reference for people associated with 
NIDS and MOD, as well as those interested in security policies as a whole. 

The members of our Council are listed on the next page. We have also been joined by Mr. 
Masayuki Yamauchi (professor of the University of Tokyo Graduate School of Arts and Sciences) 
and Mr. Koji Tsuruoka (Director-General, International Legal Affairs Bureau, Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs), who offered their specialized insights as they joined our discussions from time 
to time. Allow me to thank them cordially at this opportunity. 

Finally, as you may have understood from the abovementioned nature of this council, I would 
like to remind the reader that this report constitutes a summary of reports submitted by each of 
the members and discussions based on the reports, and therefore does not reflect the unanimous 



views and proposals of the council, and it is also not the official view of the National Institute 
for Defense Studies and the Ministry of Defense.  

December 2009 

 Akio Watanabe
 Chairman of the Council for Defense and Strategic Studies 
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Summary 

The Council of Defense-Strategic Studies focused on “the United States as the global power 
and the Japan-US Alliance” as its common theme to discuss politics, economy, diplomacy, 
military affairs and other subjects from a wide range of angles for the two years of FY2007 and 
FY2008. In consideration of Japan’s national security strategy, an important premise lies in the 
discussions of which direction will be taken by the United States, Japan’s ally, on the way ahead. 
Based on this idea, we picked up a broad range of issues associated with the United States to 
discuss during the two years of FY2007 and 2008. 

In the four meetings we had in FY2007, we specifically discussed: “the US in the international 
system” in the first session (May 16, 2007); “US domestic politics, foreign policy and security” 
in the second session (October 4, 2007); “US power” in the third (December 11, 2007); and 
“what the alliance means to the US” in the fourth (February 5, 2008). 

In the four meetings held in FY2008, we had reports and discussions on the following subjects: 
“How we evaluate the new power centers in Asia” in the first session (May 14, 2008); “the US 
as the global power and the role of the Japan-US Alliance -- America’s Asia strategies and 
the significance of the maintenance and development of the Japan-US Alliance” in the second 
session (September 2, 2008); “Japan’s role and the future of the Japan-US Alliance” in the third 
session (December 1, 2008). At the final fourth meeting (February 25, 2009), members rounded 
up their discussions, reflecting on the past seven meetings of 2007 and 2008. 

This report summarizes the contents of each report presented in the meetings in the past two 
years. 
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1. Characteristics and Cycle of the Foreign Policy Promoted by the United States 
Superpower

From a long-term perspective, US foreign policy has been swinging in wide spans. The 
policies taken by the Bush Administration after 9/11 were very special, though they emphasized 
liberal values such as democracy and freedom. The policies even embraced the possible use of 
military actions in order to disseminate these values. These policies differed from those taken by 
the US Government before that time. 

Barry Buzan, a British political scientist, uses the term superpower in his analysis of a 
US-centric international system after 9/11. A superpower, as Buzan puts it, must satisfy two 
conditions: its influence must be able to go beyond individual regions such as Asia, Europe 
and the western hemisphere; and it must project its values. In contrast to superpowers, Buzan 
characterizes a major power as playing important roles in the region it belongs to, although it has 
less influence over other regions and does not project universal values. Buzan sees international 
politics as based on two axes: the links between great powers and regions, and the allocation 
of power in each region. In some regions, a superpower plays a key role as a major power of 
the region it belongs to, while in other regions a superpower basically constitutes a part of the 
traditional balance of power. A superpower exercises its direct influence in a region that lacks a 
substantial major power. 

General types of actions by superpowers may be classified as hegemonic actions, imperial 
actions, and actions of ordinary major powers. US foreign policy is cyclical; if we study its basic 
types and the cycle of those types, we can more easily grasp what actions are taken by the US. A 
change in US policy has a significant influence over a region or a country. When the US switches 
to a policy that seeks balance from a distance, Northeast Asia sees a type of international politics 
that is quite different from when the US prioritizes freedom and democracy. The difference arises 
from whether the overwhelmingly strong power opts to influence only the foreign policy of the 
third country or whether it includes the third country’s domestic politics and political system as 
well. The difference also arises from the point whether the US opts to seek consensus or simply 
use military power as means to manage the international system. Hegemonic actions usually 
involve the intent to control the foreign policy of a third country. In the case of acting based on 
consensus, the US acts as one member a group of equals. In the case of imperial actions, the US 
seeks to influence the domestic policy of a third country. 

The cycle of US foreign policy can be identified as realism, liberal multilateralism and 
neoconservatism. Realism puts more emphasis on narrowly-defined national interests and less 
emphasis on values of freedom and democracy. Liberal multilateralism emphasizes the values 
of freedom and democracy, and also uses multilateralism as a means by which to spread such 
values. Neoconservatism espouses the deployment of a policy that mixes power and national 
interests that sometimes turns to unilateralism. Past administrations can be classified as having 
realist policies under George H.W. Bush, liberal multilateralist policies under Bill Clinton and, 
after 9/11, neoconservative policies under George W. Bush.

Henry R. Nau argues the concept of realism as follows. First, there is a crisis such as 9/11, 
whereby power is actually exercised to address the crisis. When this phase is over, multilateralism 
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is developed, whereby multiple countries work together. However, when an idea arises arguing 
that multilateralism involves various compromises and thus proves inefficient, a foreign policy 
that is nationalistic and based on a narrow scope of national interests develop. In US foreign 
policy, these patterns emerge on major occasions. 

When the Vietnam War ended in the first half of the 1970s, Michael G. Roskin presented the 
concept of the generational paradigm. He argued that when we observe US foreign policy from 
a long-term perspective, we can identify changes that occur in a cycle of about 20 years. Simply 
put, it is a repetition of two paradigms. From the Spanish American war at the end of the 19th 
century to World War I, the US stepped up its external engagement, carrying out militaristic 
development. Between the two world wars, the US weakened its external engagement, with little 
militaristic development. The country’s external engagement was again stepped up from the end 
of World War II to the Vietnam War and then held back, with little militaristic development from 
the Vietnam War to the First Iraq War. According to this cycle, the period from the First Iraq War 
to the Second Iraq War should be the turn for strong external engagement and active militaristic 
development. The period starting with the First Iraq War underwent a series of events in Bosnia, 
Kosovo and then after 9/11 in Afghanistan and Iraq. This period will likely be followed by 
weakened external engagement with suppressed military development and could potentially last 
a long time. 

An alliance has different functions depending on the polar structure of the international system. 
Under a multi-polar structure, an alliance serves as the main means to seek a balance of power. 
Therefore, alliances are seen as important in the international politics of Europe. Alliances serve 
as the basis of the international system, as participants flexibly gather and separate, thereby 
seeking to maintain balances of power.

However, during the Cold War, alliances failed to function as the major means to seek a 
global-scale balance of power. Under the two poles of the US and the Soviet Union, both 
countries sought a military balance through mutual nuclear deterrence, among other means, 
and both achieved a balance based on the resources that each procured domestically, a situation 
known as internal balancing. Under a bipolar system like this, alliances functioned to offer 
their members economic interests based on their shared values. For the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organisation (NATO) and the Warsaw Pact, adjustment of interests within each alliance was an 
important function.

What kind of role do alliances under a single pole play? Alliances in this context include 
multilateral schemes of the West centering on the United States, such as NATO, and bilateral 
schemes, such as the US-Japan, US-South Korea and US-Australia alliances. All these are based 
on values such as democracy and freedom.

Within each alliance, members seek various adjustments, trying to avoid conflicts between 
major powers. Added to these efforts is an important function to respond to crises outside the 
alliance. For example, NATO has enhanced its presence as a vehicle to respond to external 
crises, manage crises and seek stability. In Europe, under a unipolar structure, NATO no longer 
needs to seek a balance with Russia, but instead focuses on activities to increase mutual military 
transparency. In contrast in Northeast Asia, efforts to seek a balance of power and deterrence do 
remain as important functions of an alliance. 
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In Northeast Asia, traditional security issues pose more serious problems than in other regions. 
Northeast Asia also faces issues of sovereignty and conflicts among nations. Despite its status as 
a superpower, the US does not control Northeast Asia, but instead acts as a major power in the 
region and plays the role of creating order there. Therefore, the US impact on the international 
order of the region varies between when the US employs a liberal multilateralist policy and 
when it seeks a realist policy. 
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2. America’s Internal Affairs and their Links to its Foreign Policy and Security 

Instead of representing the results of strategic consideration, US foreign policy rather strongly 
reflects factors such as rivalries among government departments, concern for domestic policy 
and internal fights among bureaucrats. The rivalries were particularly evident during the lead 
up to the Second Iraq War, with fierce competition and bargaining among the Department of 
Defense, the Department of State, the intelligence services and the National Security Council 
(NSC). These groups engaged in power games to exceed their rivals and beat them, sometimes 
on their own and sometimes in alliances. 

At that time, there were three groups that were hardly covered by media. The first one was an 
intelligence group for anti-terrorism evaluation, set up within the Defense Department in October 
2001, under the initiative of Undersecretary of Defense for Policy Douglas J. Feith. This group 
was aimed at presenting key administration officials irrefutable proof of a link between 9/11 
and Iraq, and to justify the invasion of Iraq. This intelligence team compiled a report about the 
link between Iraq and al-Qaeda, and links among Islamic extremist groups in a brief for Donald 
Rumsfeld and Paul Wolfowitz, Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense, respectively. This 
group strongly distrusted the CIA. 

The second group was the Office of Special Plans (OSP), which was aimed at advancing 
plans for war in Iraq. Then-Undersecretary Feith called the State Department naive and insisted 
that it should follow the Defense Department’s decisions. 

The third group was the White House Iraq Group, which was established within the White 
House. The group met in the Situation Room of the White House to draw up media tactics. 

The intelligence team led by Undersecretary Feith selected intelligence data from reports from 
the US and Israel to send them to OSP. OSP in turn offered background briefings to government 
senior officials. The intelligence team used information sources of Iraqi dissidents to pave the 
way for war against Iraq. The team received intelligence data on Iraq related to weapons of 
mass destruction (WMD) and links to al-Qaeda from Ahmed Chalabi, an anti-Iraqi-government 
activist and leader of the Iraqi National Congress (INC). The INC was an overseas exile group 
that advocated the overthrow of President Sadam Hussein. Chalabi was evaluated in widely 
different ways by the State Department’s Middle East experts and by the Defense Department’s 
pro-war group. 

According to Kenneth Pollack of the Brookings Institution, two totally different reports were 
submitted when the NSC met in the presence of the President. The difference was huge and left 
little room for compromise, thus making it difficult for the NSC to make important decisions. 

The second element at play is religion. It is difficult to picture today’s America without the 
presence of evangelicals, or conservative Christians. Evangelicals are characterized by such 
ideas as the Bible being the sole authority of knowledge on God and guidelines for the lives 
of Christians, Jesus Christ being God incarnate and savior of a sinful mankind, and the need 
for personal conversion. Evangelicals also serve as principal players in political movements. 
A survey found that President George W. Bush was supported by 68% of white evangelicals 
in the presidential election of 2000 and by 78% of them in the 2004 election. This suggests 
the importance of evangelicals as the key constituency in a dead-heat race. In 2004, one out of 
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four lawmakers in both legislative Houses identified themselves as evangelicals. The National 
Association of Evangelicals (NAE) has 52 denominations with about 45,000 churches and 30 
million members. Religious factors have become increasingly important in elections. 

A frequently-heard term in the US is Bible diplomacy. Changes in the religious landscape 
of US society have significant influence over the country’s foreign policy. An NAE senior 
official showed confidence by saying that religion leads politics, not the other way around. In 
the backdrop is a dramatic increase of Christian populations in Africa, South America and Asia. 
Evangelicals traditionally held strong motives for missionary work and charity, as well as a 
global-scale perspective on religion. Now, globalization of their faith has remarkably narrowed 
the distance to fellow believers overseas, helping US evangelicals receive increasingly more 
information about humanitarian issues, such as human rights abuses, AIDS and poverty. From 
the middle of the 1990s, evangelicals launched campaigns against religious suppression in China, 
human rights abuses in North Korea and international human trafficking of women and girls. 
They also promoted pro-Israel policies and campaigns to liberalize religious conversion and 
write-off debts, contributing huge amounts to these ends. They strongly lobbied for this agenda 
with the Bush Administration. Evangelical bodies call for support for Israel as the foremost issue 
of US foreign policy, while a majority of the Republican’s constituency is strongly committed to 
pro-Israel policy. These tendencies also affect the selection of policies. 

However, evangelicals, too, face internal rifts. One of the new phenomena is the movement 
of linkages between the religious right and the liberal left, including environmental and feminist 
groups. An international conference on human rights issues was held in November 2005 with 
the bi-partisan sponsorship of Sam Brownback, a leader of the religious right and Republican 
senator, and Madeleine Albright, a liberal who served as the Secretary of State in the Clinton 
Administration. While the religious right and the internationalist left pose a stark contrast in US 
politics, both camps share some ground in humanitarian issues. Some key evangelical figures 
find common fronts with liberals offensive. 

A third element involves political parties and elections. Karl Rove, an aide to President George 
W. Bush, attributed the defeat of Bush Sr. in 1992 to the moves of the Republican conservatives, 
who, Rove sees, were disappointed by his centrist stance and left him. This suggests, as a lesson 
learned from Bush Sr.’s defeat in 1992, that one should never slight conservatives within the 
Republican Party or they can never win an election. This view affected US foreign policy. Since 
the terrorist attacks in the US in 2001, what Rove noted as foremost was how to satisfy the 
Republican constituency in order to achieve the reelection of President Bush in 2004. A critic to 
this stance was Brent Scowcroft. Scowcroft, the National Security Advisor under President Bush 
Sr., saw that President Bush Jr. and Rove were tailoring the foreign policy in ways to appeal to 
Republican conservatives, their domestic support base. Scowcroft was also critical of the Iraq 
policy taken by the Bush Administration. 

Next, we see the difference between the Republicans and the Democrats. The difference has 
widened since the Second Iraq War broke out. In a Pew Research Center opinion poll from March 
2007, the idea suggesting that “The best way to ensure peace is through military strength” was 
supported by more than 70% of Republicans and 40% of Democrats. Another survey, conducted 
by CNN around the same time, found that one out of four Republicans opposed the Second Iraq 
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War, while more than 90% of Democrats did. A third survey by the German Marshall Fund in 
June 2006 found that 35% of Democrats thought that “the US should support democratization 
in other countries,” while 64% of Republicans thought the same. A TV poll by CBS at the end 
of 2006 showed that about two-thirds of Democrats believed that the US should not intervene in 
the affairs of another country, while only one-third of Republicans believed so. 

As for party image, the Republican Party had an advantage in terms of whom to trust in 
foreign policy. Through the changes after the Vietnam War, the US public increasingly identified 
the Republican Party as the party of strength and safety, and the Democratic Party as the party 
of weakness and instability. The key members of President Bush’s diplomatic and security team 
included Defense Secretary Rumsfeld and Vice President Dick Cheney, who had undergone 
elections as a federal lawmaker and candidate for Vice President, with experience and pride in 
communicating directly with voters; and Secretary of State Colin Powell, a field veteran who 
had led the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Democratic Party lacks this breadth of human resources 
in its foreign and security policy machinery. That marks the difference between the Republican 
and Democratic Parties. 

Finally, we observe a variety of approaches employed by observers. To start with, four 
approaches were introduced by Philip D. Zelikow, an adviser to the State Department and aid 
to Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice, in his speech “Practical Idealism: Present Policy in 
Historical Perspective,” at Stanford University in May 2005. They were social Darwinism, 
practical idealism, pacifist idealism, and isolationism. 

Secondly, another set of four approaches was introduced by Francis Fukuyama, Professor of 
International Political Economy at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies 
(SAIS) of Johns Hopkins University. He laid out the four approaches in his book “America at 
the Crossroads,” which drew public attention for its criticism of neoconservatism. His version 
consists of: neoconservatism, realism in the tradition of Henry Kissinger, liberal internationalism, 
and Jacksonian American nationalism. Fukuyama also introduced a new approach of a more 
realistic Wilsonianism, which he says differs from classical realism by taking seriously as an 
object of U.S. foreign policy what goes on inside states. Realistic Wilsonianism also “differs 
from neo-conservatism (and Jacksonian nationalism) insofar as it takes international institutions 
seriously.” 

A third set of four approaches were raised by Walter Russell Mead and include Hamiltonianism, 
Jeffersonianism, Wilsonianism and Jacksonianism. These four have been quoted in various 
articles. 

A fourth set of approaches is raised by Scowcroft. They include traditionalism and 
transformationalism. He sees the Bush Sr. team as being traditionalists and the Bush Jr. team as 
being transformationalists, and he says they were in competition with each other. 

A fifth type of approach is introduced by Yasushi Watanabe, assistant professor of Keio 
University: Trends within conservatives. 

Among such a variety of approaches, what has left the most remarkable impression is that of 
neoconservatism. The essence of what neocons assert is clearly illustrated in a speech by Charles 
Krauthammer, “Democratic Realism – an American Foreign Policy for a Unipolar World”  
delivered at the American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research (AEI) in February 



America’s Internal Affairs and their Links to its Foreign Policy and Security 

9

2004. The essence is first seen in the idea of democratic realism. Krauthammer says that the US 
will intervene only in places where there is a strategic necessity, meaning places central to the 
larger war against the existential enemy, the enemy that poses a global mortal threat to freedom. 
Secondly he sees significance in democratic realism as it takes into account where the overthrow 
of radicalism and the beginnings of democracy can have a decisive effect in the war against the 
new global threat to freedom, the new existential enemy, the Arab-Islamic totalitarianism that 
has threatened the US in both its secular and religious forms during the quarter-century since 
Khomeini’s 1979 Islamic Revolution. 

A common characteristic of neoconservatives is intense distrust toward international 
organizations, the United Nations in particular. Another characteristic of this group is Reaganism. 
Neoconservatism is essentially the revival of Reaganism. Neoconservatism also has deep roots 
in ideological fights during the Cold War era. It is an integration of the strong union between 
power and principles; the strong power of will to change a regime and an evangelical belief that 
democracy is the only legitimate system. 
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3. US Power Seen from an Economic Perspective 

Although economics is fundamentally interdependent, with no winners or losers in principle, 
trade deficits exist as a source of problems. Why do trade frictions and trade imbalances pose 
problems? In calculating GDP, exports are added and imports are subtracted. When a country 
has a trade deficit, its economy scales back because its imports are subtracted from its domestic 
product without any exports being added. On the other hand, in an export economy, exports are 
added without any imports being subtracted, thus expanding the economy. All together, income 
is shifted from an import economy to an export economy. This type of trade imbalance is a 
problem because countries cannot adjust it amongst themselves.  

To address this imbalance, a mechanism has been in place for some time; currency exchange 
rates move to adjust for occurrences of trade imbalance. However, because of drastic economic 
changes in the past two decades, this adjustment mechanism no longer functions sufficiently. 
Added to that is the liberalization of capital in each economy since the 1980s, which has 
intensified the investment in higher-rate, US dollar bonds, thus resulting in a stronger dollar, 
indifferent to trade imbalances. These phenomena have further ruled out weaker US companies, 
making it as if deficit economies had lost and surplus ones had won, thus creating a political 
issue. 

Among businesses, the greater the surplus is, the bigger the chance to win. But among states, 
it is often on the contrary; the greater the deficit, the bigger the market the state in the red 
provides. A buyer has greater bargaining power than a seller. In fact, the US sees its huge deficit 
as a source of power in international politics. The US imports the greatest amount in the world, 
which thus serves as a huge global market. Many economies in Asia, including Japan and China, 
rely on the US market for their existence. That means that the greater the surplus against the US 
an economy holds, the stronger the dependency it has on the US. 

It is China that has the potential to challenge the huge influence the US holds over the whole 
world and break down the order the US has created. China’s GDP, in nominal terms, was still 
half of Japan’s and one-fifth of the US’s in 2005. However, in terms of purchasing power parity, 
China had already exceeded Japan and was nearing the US. In terms of global market share, 
China will likely exceed the US in a few more years. While China’s total imports are about 
45% of those of the US, it is just a matter of time for China to come to the US’s level, based on 
the rapid growth China will likely achieve in the future. When the Chinese market becomes the 
biggest in the world, it will drastically change the power balance between China and the US. 
Moreover, by that time, Japanese businesses may likely be generating more sales in China than 
in Japan or the US, which would explosively enhance China’s influence over Japan. If China 
becomes Japan’s largest buyer in the future, Japan and other Asian countries will likely find it 
difficult to ignore Beijing’s intentions to follow the US. Afterward, if India also grows to be a 
huge market, the political/economic centers will further move away from the US. 

The US has long maintained its political power by offering markets and producing trade 
deficits. But this has expatriated the US dollar. If this flow lasts for some time, huge dollar assets 
will accumulate in the recipient countries. In recent publicized data, Japan holds USD 582.2 
billion in US Treasuries, while China holds USD 396.7 billion. Foreign holders account for 45% 
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of the holders of totally issued US Treasuries. Should these dollar bond holders move to free 
the dollar, US financial markets would fall into a state of chaos. In particular, a sell-off of bonds 
would raise the interest rate, causing huge impacts on the US economy. 

While there cannot be any solid prediction about the possibility of a dollar sell-off by foreign 
players, a source of concern is recent movements in the Middle East. The dollar has fallen sharply, 
renewing its low against the euro and being near a state of collapse. Investors in Europe and the 
Middle East are stepping up their flight from the dollar, seeing the recent subprime problems and 
other failures exposed in the US economy. In the Middle East, countries such as Kuwait, Abu 
Dhabi, and Qatar are moving toward stopping their dollar-peg systems, while Saudi Arabia, too, 
is seen to likely do so. If Saudi Arabia stopped its dollar peg, it would lose its reason to sell oil 
in dollars, increasing the possibility that oil will be sold in euros. If, furthermore, oil producing 
countries as a whole stopped selling oil in dollars, it could trigger a crash of the dollar. 

The United States is very vulnerable to energy prices in another respect, as well. The energy 
efficiency of the United States is significantly lower than that of Japan and Europe. It is even 
lower than China on the basis of purchasing power parity. Energy prices are rising due to the 
emergence of the Chinese and Indian economies. This will likely wreak the biggest havoc on the 
US, a poor energy efficiency economy.

 Finally, what are left in the US are its sovereign lands and seas, and these will play crucial roles. 
The US investment in research and development, including the share of military expenditures 
in the investment, is far greater than any other country’s. Furthermore, US universities are of 
far greater quality than those in other countries. Being traditionally tolerant of immigrants, the 
US draws brains from all over the world, including China and India, who in turn help sustain 
America’s leading-edge technologies. Given that future advanced economies must largely 
depend on intellect for innovations, the US apparently secures a highly advantageous position. 

Now, the US has reached a limit in its traditional tactics of gushing out trade deficits to sustain 
the world economy in return for political power. The US needs to lower the dollar and expand 
its exports to balance its external accounts. But this will help China increase its economy to the 
level suggested by its purchasing power parity, thus helping to increase its influence as well. In 
the predictions of the IMF and others, China’s economy will account for 22.6% of global GDP 
in 2015 in terms of purchasing power parity. The overwhelming influence now held by the US 
will likely be overshadowed by the emergence of China, an increase in the US trade deficit and 
thus a weaker dollar. 
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4. US Power Seen from Military Perspective 

State power consists of political, economic, diplomatic and military elements. Until now, 
Japan has tried to avoid consideration of one of the four; military power. Looking forward, 
however, the country needs to employ a broad spectrum of ideas, encompassing the military 
element. 

To compare military power, we can use ten indexes. To consider US military power, the 
followings indexes are necessary: (1) military expenditure (amount of national defense budget), 
(2) manpower (number of military personnel), (3) material power (amount of equipment), (4) 
quality of military personnel (degree of sophistication of training, potential of military personnel), 
(5) technical capability (performance quality of equipment, ability to collect and analyze data), 
(6) information capability (ability to collect and analyze data), (7) strategy and tactics (know-how 
of combat), (8) legal authority (domestic positioning of military power), (9) alliance (framework 
for collective defense), and (10) geopolitical position (difficulty in defending the nation from a 
geographical perspective). Based on these indexes, one can determine the military capability of 
various countries. 

Perspectives of military capability include the following: Instability multiplied by capability 
is danger. Then danger multiplied by intention is threat. Next, threat multiplied by excuse is 
crisis. US military power has been constructed based on these perspectives. Now, however, its 
excuse is being questioned and thus leading the country into a difficult situation. 

To estimate threat, two points must be taken into account, which are the time axis (focal 
length of the lens) to estimate the threat, and the attitude to see only the military capability of 
the object (capability oriented). Being capability oriented means not considering the intention 
or excuse of the object. Focusing on a single item, we see different images, depending on the 
focal length of the tool we use to see it. Then, we must consider four dimensions. The first 
dimension is the threat that exists here and now. The second is an estimate in the span of five 
to ten years, which can be thought of as programming. We must use this lens to observe budget 
estimates and defense buildup plans. The third dimension is an estimate in the span of 20 to 30 
years, a time scale in which to observe research and development, and equipment systems. The 
fourth dimension is a super long-term estimate in the span of 30 to 50 years. This corresponds to 
strategic planning, which addresses national security strategy and national values. 

The US considers that military power in the new era must first of all allow for involvement in 
times of peace. This includes civil exchange activities with military personnel and humanitarian 
relief activities. Next, the US considers that military power must also serve to promote safety, 
which includes proliferation security initiatives (PSI) of narcotics and weapons of mass 
destruction, peace-keeping operations, (PKO) and confidence-building measures (CBM). The 
third issue is nuclear deterrence. The fourth is fighting against and repelling invasions.

US military power has eight characteristics. The first characteristic is that US military power 
holds the global-top scale of nuclear force, and that it maintains the nuclear triad. The second 
is that it has the strongest conventional forces in the world, with balance maintained not only 
among the branches (army, navy, air force and marines), but also within each of the branches. 
The third characteristic is that it enjoys the most advanced technologies in the world. The fourth 
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characteristic is that since the country is constantly waging war, it is always developing strategic 
doctrines. The fifth is that the country is developing its military power on a global scale. The sixth 
is that the US has a high capability to address states of emergency. The seventh characteristic 
is that even though the country holds massive military power, it does not become a militaristic 
state, but instead maintains thoroughly civilian priorities. Finally the eighth characteristic is that 
the country strives to cooperate with its allies. 

The transformation of the US military has two major elements. One is the reform of military 
power by means of new technologies and the other is the global realignment. 

The three major elements of combat capability were traditionally referred to as firepower, 
mobility and defensive capabilities. While these remain important, future defense requires the 
following: (1) intelligence collection, surveillance and reconnaissance (ISR); (2) precision 
force consisting of long-range, high-speed and highly precise destructive power (firepower 
and mobility); and (3) advanced C4I, which stands for high-levels of command, control, 
communication, computers, and intelligence processing. Ultimately, computer-centric capability 
is required. Again, that does not mean that firepower, mobility and defensive capabilities are no 
longer necessary, but rather their weights have decreased comparatively. 

The following points draw attention to the realignment of the US’s global defense posture. 
The first is the transformation of its relations with Russia, which includes initiatives such as the 
doctrine of mutually assured destruction (MAD), exclusion of the outdated Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Treaty (ABM), agreement on the reduction of nuclear weapons and NATO’s enlargement to 
the east. The second point is the transformation of its allies, which includes the expansion of 
NATO’s capabilities and the execution of missions outside its area; and progress in terms of the 
bilateral alliances the US maintains with Japan, Australia and South Korea. The third point is the 
transformation of the dispositions, which includes the abolition of tripwires that are expected to 
combat in the areas they are stationed, their transformation into units that project power to distant 
battle fields, the acquisition of the ability to mobilize as many units as required at the necessary 
time and place, an emphasis on force capabilities instead of force levels, maintenance of high 
response capability against the backdrop of numerous strategic uncertainties of the world, and a 
gradual shift of the US military presence. The fourth point is the transformation of the roles of US 
allies, which includes securing mutual management, sharing information; taking a dual stance 
of the US to aid its allies (in the case of East Timor) and to be aided by its allies (in the cases of 
Afghanistan and Iraq), and efforts toward joint military reform among the allies. The fifth point 
is that there are growing interests not only in individual regions but also among regions. The 
US military forces have a total of six regional Unified Combatant Commands (UCC), and the 
borders between them are becoming blurred. The sixth point is base realignment and closure, or 
BRAC 2005. In particular, plans are actively underway to make Guam the primary Pacific base. 
More specifically, the plans include the deployment of aircraft carriers and nuclear submarines, 
and the transfer of the Marine Corps from Okinawa to Guam. 

As for Japan-US Security Arrangements of the new era, the US is considering a transformation 
of Japan from the status of a base to a partner to collaborate in the Asian region. That means 
Japan can be expected to play the role of an honest broker to assist the US military forces in their 
forward deployment in the Asia-Pacific region. Japan is the only country that completely fulfills 



14

Report on Defense and Strategic Studies

the six condition to establish the forward presence of the US military forces: base facilities, 
financial support, maintenance and technological abilities, high-quality labor force, national 
consensus, and the welcoming attitude or understanding of neighboring countries toward the 
US. I suggest that Japan change from a country that sticks to the right of individual self-defense 
to one that exercises the right of collective self-defense to cooperate in the stabilization of the 
Asia-Pacific region.

Toward China, the US is considering long-term strategies. If China were to stand in the way of 
the US, what action would the US take towards China? This does not necessarily imply war, but 
instead suggests the length of the range the US employs to consider its military power. Looking 
at the history of wars the US has fought, we observe that the country sees military power in a 
long range of about 30 years. Currently the US is planning to make Guam its primary base, with 
Okinawa and Taiwan as outposts, which undoubtedly means a shift toward China. 
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5. Alliances for the US 

When the US refers to an ally or an alliance, what does it mean by that? No regular definition 
is seen in America’s usages of these two concepts. They are used in very ambiguous ways both 
by the government and the media. Countries friendly toward the US are often referred to as allies 
or as being in an alliances with the US, even though no alliance treaty has been concluded with 
these countries. In general terms, two or more countries are referred to as allies when they have 
concluded an alliance treaty or administrative agreement to that effect. In the case of the US, this 
classification includes the Japan-US Security Treaty, NATO and the Organization of American 
States (OAS). However, countries falling out of this classification are sometimes treated as 
allies. These countries include Israel, Singapore and some members of the Gulf Cooperation 
Council (GCC), although several of the six GCC countries do have bilateral agreements with 
the US. There are also countries that are not treated as allies even though they have concluded 
an alliance agreement with the US. These include leftist governments in South America, such as 
Venezuela. Venezuela belongs to the OAS, which has lost substance, and thus Venezuela is not 
treated as an ally. Pakistan and the US have no alliance treaty but have administrative and other 
agreements in place. Pakistan nevertheless is apparently not treated as an ally by the US. Among 
friendly nations, Egypt is treated as an ally. Outlays to Egypt and Israel account for 60% of the 
US military aid budget, which suggests alliance-like ties. There is also a tendency of the US to 
treat member countries of the “Coalition of the Willing” as allies. For example, Mongolia, which 
currently sends troops to Afghanistan and Iraq, is treated as an ally.

Another definition for ally is “a special relationship.” This definition is used in a narrow scope, 
with an emphasis on how special an ally is. This is most prominent in the US-UK relationship. 
Throughout World War I, the UK and the US proclaimed that there were special relations between 
them. Other than that, there are countries that the US apparently tries to show that it treats in 
special ways. These countries include Fiji and Brazil. Under some circumstances Japan and 
South Korea are also seen to have special relations with the US. A report by an American cites 
the UK and Canada as the US allies with a familiar cultural atmosphere and trustworthiness, 
and regionally as the closest countries. Japan comes as a close country, even though it is slightly 
distant and culturally different. This report is an example of efforts to classify US allies from the 
viewpoint of intimacy. All these illustrate the vagueness of the definition of US ally. However, 
it is important to understand US allies in a narrow sense. US allies, as the US defines in narrow 
terms, are considered to be those that are listed in Allied Contributions to the Common Defense, 
an annual report by the Defense Department. The report lists 34 countries—NATO members, 
Japan, South Korea and Australia, (three Pacific allies) and the six member countries of the 
GCC. These countries are seen as US allies given the minimal requirements of alliance.

How do alliance relations benefit the US? Benefits expected by the US can be identified as 
follows. First, a benefit is made through an increase of allies to have them support the US’s 
stance, to check opponent forces and to secure the safety of the US. Furthermore, by using bases 
located in allied countries, the US can secure its ability to project military power as well as 
tactical cooperation with the allies. This is the military aspect of alliance benefits.

A second benefit is economical convenience, made specifically through an increase in allies 
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to secure markets for trade and investment, and thereby enhance the livelihoods of the American 
people. The second benefit is securing the sea lanes during times of peace to ensure free trade. 
A third benefit is the sharing of values, a convenience the US finds in its allies. The US can 
maintain its ideals by allying with countries that share with the US values such as freedom and 
democracy. That is, a benefit is made through increasing the number of countries that have an 
understanding with the US. However, shared values is not necessarily an indispensable condition 
for an alliance, given that alliances have been concluded even without any common values to 
share but instead due to the existence of common enemies. Finally a benefit is made through 
increasing allies and putting them under US control in order to show off the imperialistic or 
hegemonic presence of the US. That suggests that having allies is highly important for the US to 
maintain its global control and hegemonic system. 

What does the US expect of its narrowly-defined allies? The US wants these countries 
to support its foreign policy. This involves various matters, including the issues of Iraq and 
Afghanistan, anti-terrorism measures, measures for Russia, and US-India agreement. Secondly, 
the US wants its allies to share its values, such as freedom, democracy and the importance of a 
market economy. Thirdly, the US wants its allies at times of emergency to offer bases and troops, 
and to cooperate with its campaigns. Specific cases in this instance should include cooperation 
in over-flight issues, or which countries’ airspaces should be taken by US fighters leaving the 
UK for Iraq and the Middle East, and provision of training bases and straits passage. Lastly, the 
US wants its allies to burden adequate amounts of defense costs and accept host nation support 
(HNS) in times of peace. 

What kind of country does the US wish to conclude an alliance with? What conditions are 
desirable? To sum up, the UK is a model country. The US sees the UK as a country that shares 
values with it and is located in a significant geopolitical place. It is of course a country that the 
US can share confidential information with. The UK is furthermore a country that the US can 
trust at times of emergency as an endurable ally that consistently supports the US. Another 
desirable condition is for a country to have few restrictions on the use of bases among other 
conditions. Against this backdrop, the US wishes to secure the freedom of its actions once it 
enters an alliance. Use of bases in this instance includes not only use at times of peace but also 
the consent of the host country to provide the US with arms components. The US wants such 
countries that can shoulder these burdens and are eager to do so, specifically including troops, 
facilities and funding. Desirable countries also include those that accept accesses by the US to 
their own technologies, which is an important point for the US. 

Some observers argue that alliances have lost the significance they had in the past and that 
instead the Coalition of the Willing has been enhancing its importance. Some documents issued 
in the US emphasize the limits of the allies, while others stress the importance of alliances, 
suggesting splits of views. 

Looking at the numbers of participants in the US Coalition of the Willing and also of US allies 
in the past six wars, one observes changes of the participants in each war and changes of the 
existence of US allies, from the period starting with World War II through the Second Iraq War. 
During World War II, those that participated in the US side were all allies of the US. But after 
the First Iraq War, the US side participants and US allies were not totally identical. Among the 
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35 countries that participated in the First Iraq War, 17 were US allies. As of 1991, the US had 
concluded alliances with 52 countries. That means 33% of them participated in the First Iraq 
War. And those allies accounted for 49% of the participants in the First Iraq War. This minority 
rate of allies indicates the participation of non-allied countries. Those countries participated 
under the concept of the Coalition of the Willing. Although the US has many allies, it solicits 
volunteer participation in the wars it wages. That suggests that the US has a growing tendency 
to consider the Coalition of the Willing beneficial and that the US highly relied on the Coalition 
in the wars it engaged in. 

From here arises the argument that the effectiveness of alliances has limits. During the Cold 
War era, the US used its alliances for the containment policy against the Soviet Union. When 
the Cold War ended and the Soviet Union collapsed, arguments began on what significance US 
alliances had, having drawn suggestions up to date, such as that alliances serve for regional 
stability and that they are international public goods. 

However, we should also note the merits and demerits of the Coalition of the Willing. As a 
merit, the Coalition of the Willing helps the US launch its operations. Because participation is 
based on one’s own will, the US need not take the trouble to convince every one of its allies 
of their participation. However, the US must also bear the uncertainty on the onset as to which 
countries will actually participate in the Coalition. When too many countries do participate, 
that could hinder the efficiency of US operations. Negative consequences would include long 
adjustment periods, problems of the chain of command and control of units. Therefore, the 
effectiveness of the Coalition of the Willing also comes into question. In the Vietnam War, as 
few as seven countries participated. A lesson learned by the US out of this experience was that 
waging war in the future would require the participation of as many friendly nations or allies as 
possible. This idea influenced the subsequent US tactics in the First Iraq War, the Afghan War 
and the Second Iraq War. 

In his book “The End of Alliances” (Oxford University Press, 2007), Rajan Menon argues that 
the end of the Cold War has undermined the significance of alliances. Alliances come with huge 
costs and compensations, as well as difficulties to maintain them. For example, bases offered 
under an alliance could be in fact bound by too many restrictions, making them hard to use. 
In some cases use of bases may be declined by the host country. Even though some countries 
maintain alliances with the US, they end up imposing restrictions when the US tries to use their 
bases. Added to that is considerably long time that has to be spent to adjust policies with the 
allies. The US must always try to maintain relations with its allies during times of peace. Thus, 
alliances require huge maintenance costs. The US must also strive to sustain compatibility and 
bear training costs of troops. Moreover, some US allies may confront each other. In NATO, 
Turkey and Greece were at odds, while in the Asia-Pacific, ties between Japan and South Korea 
remained sour for some time, making it very difficult for the US to deal with both countries. 
Regardless, these are all US allies that the US must help in certain occasions as the cost it must 
bear to maintain alliances. Another cost of alliances is that when an ally is attacked by a third 
country, the US must involve itself in the fight to defend the ally. This could be called the cost 
of pledges to the allies. Paul Kennedy recently indicated that to maintain a free rider policy is a 
cost to be borne by an empire, and that as compensation to remain as an empire, a country has to 
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take care of free riders. This idea offers a good ground for the argument for the end of alliances. 
However, alliances represent certain values as well. The first of such values is that alliances 
clearly show who comrades are. Alliances also offer a sense of reassurance for protection at 
times of emergency. A third value of alliances is based on the expectations that allies will support 
US policies and share its values, and furthermore allies will offer markets for US-made arms and 
other economic activities. In this way, alliances serve as collaterals for the safety of the United 
States. Seen from this perspective, there cannot definitely be an end to alliances. 

The US refers to its alliance with Japan as the cornerstone to preserving America’s security in 
the Asia-Pacific region. Moreover, Michael Mansfield, who served a long career as Ambassador 
to Japan, indicated that no other relations are as important as those between Japan and the US. 
Although the US cannot deny the importance of alliances, the country also expects its allies 
to fulfill the agenda described above. Should Japan fail to meet these points, there should be 
room for improvement. Is Japan a country that proves resilient at times of emergency? Is it a 
trustworthy country that shows constant and durable support to the US at times of emergency? 
Is it also a country that imposes few restrictions on the use of bases? That is what the US expects 
Japan to be, but Japan may likely be maintaining fairly strong restrictions. Japan is bound to legal 
restrictions, as well as the Three Non-Nuclear Principles and Three Principles on Arms Exports, 
which could make the US wonder if it is indeed a fully trustable country. Therefore, Japan is 
facing a question of how to respond to US expectations. Sharing of information is also important. 
A well known report prepared by Richard Armitage suggests that the Japan-US alliance should 
follow the example of the US-UK alliance. The report also stresses the importance of the sharing 
of information. These can be taken as a call on Japan to become a more trustable country. 
There are many aspects in the significance of the realignment of US forces in and around Japan. 
However, the plan to scale back the Marine Corps in Okinawa does reflect a desire of the US to 
secure more freedom of action. Moreover, the US weighs the burdens to be shouldered by its 
allies. To remain as an empire, it is also important for the US to have its allies shoulder burdens. 
This could suggest a further increase of US expectations of the roles played by Japan’s Self-
Defense Forces. 
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6. An Emerging China and its Relations with Japan and the US 

When today’s China is evaluated in general terms, military power is not always an issue of 
great importance. However, one has to grasp the basic point of this issue. While China continues 
to mark sharp economic growth and is being basically accepted by the international society, 
there is also a need to check a China that is quietly seeking to expand its military power. Key 
tendencies of the country include military force expansions centered around the missiles aimed 
at the Taiwan Strait, and defense plans that apparently focus on the US. As for the expansions 
of its military budget, one must never forget the issue of how to address the opaqueness of the 
country’s capabilities and intentions. 

Next, we will move to economic issues. China’s GDP surpassed that of Italy in 2003, and 
surpassed that of France in 2005 when it nearly reached that of the UK. It then passed the UK 
in 2006 and was nearly exceeding Germany. If this pace lasts, it will likely go beyond Japan 
soon. Besides the issues of Chinese internal affairs and its economic situation, the issue of GDP 
has long been actively debated as a macroeconomic feature. These arguments also point to the 
possibility of China’s GDP narrowing the gap with Japan’s and soon exceeding it. 

In terms of being a power center, we will look at the international politics surrounding China 
and how to address Japan’s strategies in that context. If we regard China as a power center from 
a macro perspective and predict future movements, we find that US-China relations increase in 
strategic importance. Premises for this context include: how to evaluate the US as the global 
power and how to study the prospects of China, a country that is striding its course of emergence 
while facing huge domestic problems. 

The prospects of the US are hard to picture, but in the intermediate term, it will likely be 
involved in elements associated with reactions of its experiences in Iraq. It will likely show a 
tendency of retreat, though stopping short of complete isolationism. When the country seeks to 
solve issues related to Afghanistan, Iraq, Iran and North Korea, it can no longer find effectiveness 
in the tactics once sought by neoconservatives, in order to use American power as the basic means 
to collaborate with those willing to do so. However, while this favorable means has collapsed, 
issues of these countries are still important, turning the situation into an even more severe state 
of chaos. When the US as a global power asks the international society for cooperation, the US 
will likely undergo a certain degree of confusion as it seeks new approaches to address pending 
issues based on diplomacy and the United Nations. 

It is domestic issues that Chinese leaders place priority on. Reasons include heaps of 
individual domestic issues that are challenging the leadership, while being directly linked with 
the legitimacy of the Communist Party government. This tendency makes the Communist 
administration highly sensitive to domestic issues. The Chinese government does acknowledge 
this situation, although addressing it is far from easy. The government is faced not only with 
problems associated with Tibet, but also with problems of the Uyghur and Taiwan, all being 
linked to the unification of the territory, a fundamental security issue. In terms of economics, 
China will likely manage to go through a bubble, but problems will likely grow in the future. In 
parallel to economic confusion and processing, social diversification, including that of values, is 
also progressing steadily, which in the long run will serve as an undercurrent of democratization. 
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Against all these backdrops, the Communist Party administration must maintain its legitimacy. 
Jiang Zemin sought to nurture the symbol of integration through patriotism education, which 

apparently flashes back against the administration and social order in various ways. Anti-Japan 
sentiment is based on the patriotism education, in which Japan was used as a teaching tool. 
We can say that the integration effort of Chinese society through these means has ended. The 
administration is now actively calling for the creation of a “harmonious society,” which implies 
the administration’s efforts to seek new ways to integrate society. China is trying to create a new 
symbol of unification through increased consciousness for historical concepts such as Confucian 
values. Clearly, China’s focus is strategically shifting from patriotism education to a harmonious 
society. 

With this in mind, China’s leaders are seeking ways to address these essential domestic issues. 
On the other hand, the leaders are also building the soft external approaches being adopted by 
today’s China. The US, though not completely retreated, is faced with the task of putting in 
order what was left by the Bush Administration, along with many other pending issues and 
efforts to seek new ties with the international community. Given this context, while the US and 
China are essentially strategic competitors, there will likely develop a system in which the two 
seek a mutual existence. Mutual existence in this instance does not necessarily mean the values 
and national interests of the two countries will converge. Rather, the two may likely move into 
a dead end, as their agendas become increasingly explicit and as they become increasingly 
more conscious of each other to define their own interests. For the time being, however, they 
avoid surfacing these aspects and instead seek coexistence. If we quote an old Chinese phrase,  
“the same bed but different dreams,” the US and China are trying to share a bed in a common 
strategic environment. Different dreams represent strategic competitiveness between the US and 
China. 

In the context of US-China strategic relations as laid out above and in reference to the concept 
of power structure, we must see what positions neighboring countries will take and what power 
structure they will ultimately build. For example, the respective approaches of the US and China 
to India should be seen based on US-China strategic relations. 

China’s posture toward East Asian regional cooperation reflects the country’s deep recognition 
of its domestic issues, its understanding of the importance of addressing them and its effort to 
draw up prudent countermeasures. Based on China’s macroscopic strategic premise, East Asia 
represents an important domain for its activities. In the context of China’s drive for FTAs, the 
country began to concentrate its political energy on East Asia around 2000, when the country 
became a member of the World Trade Organization (WTO). The country fiercely advanced 
studies on East Asia, which bore fruit as a proposal by the then-Premier Zhu Rongji to the 
member countries of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN). When ASEAN+3 
and the East Asian Summit (EAS), the latter led by Japan, are compared, China could receive 
greater benefit from the former. 

This implies the political fight for leadership that exists between Japan and China. Seeing no 
geopolitical confrontation, during the time Japan was leading EAS, policy makers were feeling a 
sense of incongruity over the process of regional cooperation in East Asia, which was advancing 
with China at the center. One source of such incongruity was derived from the points referred 
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to by Chinese political scientists when arguing for regional cooperation in East Asia. These 
points underline the political significance of a breakthrough to be made against the attempts by 
the US to contain China. They also underline the political consideration of a strategy to deepen 
Taiwan’s isolation, relative to the progress of China’s regional cooperation. China’s motive is no 
doubt to create an East Asia that is comfortable for China. 

An objection to this drive was raised by Japan in the form of the proposal to create an East 
Asian Community including Australia and New Zealand. When we look at arguments and the 
Chair’s statements of both ASEAN+3 and EAS, we observe texts that are strongly conscious 
of which of these two will reign in East Asia’s unification. For the moment, ASEAN+3 appears 
to be outperforming. In the competitive context of which one is the principal and which is 
secondary, China has the advantage. Keeping the political leadership race under a low profile 
is indeed part of China’s strategic responses. In recent moves of ASEAN+3 and EAS, there is 
functional cooperation encompassing specific and effective actions. While ASEAN+3 consists 
of East Asian members, EAS is joined by India, Australia and New Zealand, giving the body 
a more global makeup. Against this backdrop we can confirm that EAS members are building 
consensus about functional cooperation covering global issues. 

Rapid progress of cooperation among Japan, China and South Korea is another aspect of the 
East Asian region, which from some perspectives can be interpreted as a move that is increasingly 
submerging the political agenda Japan finds crucial. Various methods of functional cooperation 
are underway between Japan, China and South Korea, are still in the stage of basic dialogue and 
are short of concrete achievements. They are nevertheless progressing at a remarkable pace. 
In various fields, directors-general level talks have been started. In the financial field, finance 
minister meetings have been held among the three countries, while ASEAN, too, is frequently 
hosting opportunities for talks on basic regional cooperation. Discussions among Japan, China 
and South Korea have become a regular event as a new phenomenon to note. 

In the course of advancing functional cooperation, the move to involve China as much as 
possible coincides with the basic stance taken by today’s China. Such a move represents potential 
and future value. It is important in the context of a mid- and long-term macro perspective to 
implement such functional cooperation and firmly combine in it China’s domestic issues and 
interests in its external policies. However, Japan has yet to reach a national consensus as to how 
to evaluate China’s political consideration such as its urge to exclude the US and attempt to 
use East Asian regional cooperation in the Taiwan issues. Japan has yet to agree nationally on 
how much sensitivity it needs to approach these tendencies. These missing points need broad 
discussions. 

From a macro perspective, Japan, since after the time of Jiang Zemin, has been left behind 
from China’s strategic responses that incorporate China’s internal and external policies. Japan, 
seen by China during the era of chilly relations, was excluded like a black box or a blind spot 
from China’s strategic responses. Jiang Zemin outspokenly used the history card on his visit 
to Japan in 1998. This is one instance to suggest that China’s responses had no intention of 
incorporating Japan. Japan’s view of China worsened rapidly. In discussions about relations 
with China, people began to accept as a matter of course a tendency to find value in expressing 
a negative voice against China. 
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From China’s viewpoint, the policy toward Japan, taken by the Hu Jintao administration, did 
remain in a place where it should be for some time. It is considered that China’s Japan policy 
has been incorporated in its comprehensive strategic approaches. Through the process of the 
conversion from patriotism education, the importance of the anti-Japan element has lowered 
from China’s perspective. From Japan’s perspective, China’s latest conversion of its stance 
should last as long as possible. 

There is little room in the international environment to have the US and China harshly 
exchanging their own agendas, given that both countries need to seek coexistence, based on 
the keen recognition both have in their own problems. How to define American power is an 
important premise for Japan to decide its standing position. There are two totally different paths 
to consider the Japan-US Alliance. One is based on an image of order that places an imperial 
US on the center. The other is based on the idea that both the US and China have grave internal 
problems. These two paths underlie the construction of Japan’s external policy, and its approach 
to its relations with the two countries. 

However, it is Japan’s fate in the postwar era to have its relations with the US as its axis. There 
is an important truth for Japan in its inability to abandon the war-renouncing Article 9 of the 
Constitution and the Japan-US Security Treaty. If the inability to dissolve the Japan-US Alliance 
is a premise, an important task in reviewing strategies should be a search for what significance 
should be given to this alliance, based on the above-mentioned recognition of international 
affairs and Asia’s power structure. In this context, a basic condition should be to enhance the 
credibility of the Japan-US Alliance in terms of both politics and defense. 

 The strategic premise and difficult position as a US ally are shared by all allies of the US. 
The trilateral ties among Japan, the US and Australia have become important, while the relations 
among Japan, the US and South Korea have been updated since the end of the Roh Moo Hyun 
administration. Trilateral ties have a strategic value to link US allies that have tied with the US 
on a unilateral basis. Dialogue being held between two US allies in the trilateral context offers 
hints for considering strategies based on the Japan-US Alliance. If Japan secures a consensus 
to pay attention to this aspect, its relations with Australia and South Korea will grow more 
important in Japan’s strategic agenda. That suggests that the trilateralism of Japan, South Korea 
and Australia can serve as an important framework for Japan to build its independent strategy in 
the midst of the US and China. 
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7. US as the Global Power and the Role of the Japan-US Alliance 

There are many strategy documents published by the US. After 9/11, the Bush Administration 
issued QDR 2001, its first edition of the Quadrennial Defense Review. This report had a 
significant impact, as it emphasized the transformation of US forces, while largely altering 
the policy taken by the Clinton Administration in the review of military power composition, 
facilitating a shift to “1 plus 4 plus 2 plus 1,” which consisted of the defense of the main land; 
front deterrence in key areas in Europe and Asia; quick overthrow of enemies in two battle areas; 
and responses to limited, small-scale areas of conflict. Also around this time, by review of its 
nuclear strategy, the administration raised the concept of ballistic missile defense, shifting its 
deterrence strategy from the initial goal of retaliatory deterrence to the renewed goal of rejective 
deterrence NSS 2002, or the National Security Strategy of 2002, put forward preemptive actions 
as what was called the Bush Doctrine. During its first 18 months, the Bush Administration 
was mostly marked with unilateral actions, but after 9/11, it also began concerted actions with 
NATO, China, Russia and others. 

Then came NDS 2005, or the National Defense Strategy of 2005, the administration’s second 
national defense strategy. This strategy is characterized by an emphasis on transformation 
and classification of security challenges into four types: traditional, irregular, disruptive and 
catastrophic. The NDS 2005 report indicated that while emphasis had thus far been placed 
on the traditional type, the weight would be shifted to irregular, disruptive and catastrophic 
challenges. The administration then issued NMS 2004, or the National Military Strategy of 
2004. This strategy, issued by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, describes defense strategy from more 
militaristic perspectives. Next, QDR 2006 was published. This report specifically referred to 
the establishment and management of troop strength in order to specifically address the four 
types of challenges. The report also shed light on the overthrow of terrorism, strengthening 
of homeland defense, formation of options for countries at strategic crossroads, and ways to 
prevent the proliferation of WMD. NDS 2005 referred to optional crossroads. It also pointed 
out those attacks that when put to practice would prove the vulnerability of the US, such as to 
attacks from the ocean, cyber attacks and attacks from space. The underlying concern was that, 
for example, China could potentially acquire such attack means. The same concern could apply 
to Russia, as well.

The Bush Administration then issued NSS 2006, its second NSS. This was dubbed the second 
Bush Doctrine, which, not fundamentally altered from the first one, referred to preemptive 
actions at times of necessity, showing a nuanced change. It clearly put forward a hedge strategy 
toward China, in that the US would strengthen strategic ties with China but at the same time be 
prepared for the country in terms of defense. The strategy thus far fully reflected the influence of 
Donald Rumsfeld, then the Defense Secretary. However, Rumsfeld was dismissed from office as 
he bore the responsibility for the Iraq issue, being succeeded by Robert Gates, a practical policy 
maker. As a specific strategic paper under the reins of Gates, we see a new oceanic strategy 
issued in 2007, which focuses on global-scale friendly oceanic cooperation. In July this year, the 
new administration issued its National Defense Strategy. This latest report clearly emphasized 
soft power.



24

Report on Defense and Strategic Studies

During the above-mentioned two terms of the US administration, there were about four 
changes in terms of the US national defense strategy. One is that the administration placed 
homeland defense as the most prioritized task. This may seem unrelated to Japan, but it is highly 
important for the US, in terms of its homeland defense, that the two countries at the end of the 
Pacific and of the Atlantic, respectively, maintain an alliance. In this context, the importance of 
Japan could grow further. The second change is the emphasis on the idea that the US should 
secure freedom of action abroad. The third change is the stance to respect US national interest, 
while remaining realistic at the same time. The fourth change relates to international cooperation 
and specifically a shift to the Coalition of the Willing and multilateral cooperation. 

Japan-US relations were emphasized by the Bush Administration in its first term, which was 
evident given the members of its main staff. The US-Japan alliance was however diluted during 
the second term of the Bush Administration. There was a shift of immediate concern of the 
US, from the whole of Asia to the Middle East and Afghanistan. Added to that was the issue of 
Georgia, among other issues, which at last made the US sensitive about the moves of Russia. 
Then, there is a hedging strategy toward China. While this sort of strategy is being taken toward 
China, there are also efforts to not make the attempt to contain China appear too obvious while 
reinforcing the alliance of liberal democracy and boosting the strategic triangular ties of Japan-
US-India and Japan-US-Australia. The second Armitage Report was issued in February 2007. 
While the first Armitage Report basically focused on the Japan-US Alliance, the second one 
envisioned future policies to be taken by the US, encompassing not only Japan but all of Asia, 
specifically including India, Russia and Australia. 

What is important is a complementary relationship between US and Japan, which should 
benefit both countries. Basically, it will also bring about good results to the local community and 
international society. For Japan, facing its crossroads of rise and fall, it is imminently important 
to maintain and strengthen the Japan-US Alliance. Concerning the national power and national 
situations of Japan and the US, it is necessary to consider competitiveness and compatibility. 
In the context of geopolitical elements, before 9/11, the US had been protected by the two 
vast oceans of the Pacific and the Atlantic. The country enjoyed the advantage of not having 
had any battlefields in its mainland. However, the emergence of ballistic missiles and the 9/11 
attacks moved the country to the defense of its homeland. Nevertheless, the basic strategy of 
the US, given its geopolitical conditions, should still be the solid defense of the two oceans and 
buffer them. The Atlantic is free of concern, thanks to the presence of NATO and the EU. But 
in the Pacific, there is only Japan. There are also China, Russia and the Korean Peninsula, and 
in such a geopolitical landscape, the presence of Japan is indispensable for the US. Japan, on 
the other hand, has no choice but to rely on the oceans as an island country. Therefore, Japan 
must thoroughly protect the safety of the oceans, globally, regionally and individually. However 
today, in the time of globalization, it is unrealistic to achieve such protection on Japan’s own, 
given its national power and situations. It is therefore quite natural for Japan to tie with a country 
that is ready to promote an oceanic alliance and at the same time is competent. 

Japan should prove to be solid and fair in order to act as a promising nation and influential 
power. In the context of Japan’s survival and prosperity, it is not realistic for the country to 
have nuclear deterrent capability on its own, for instance. For the sake of dignified survival, 
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it is important for Japan to collaborate with a country that has trustworthy extended deterrent 
capability and that can be strongly committed to oceanic defense. In terms of sustainable 
prosperity, Japan, after all, is incapable of creating an international economic system on its own. 
Therefore, it is important for Japan to maintain and develop an international economic system 
that is advantageous. That could mean in the near term the coexistence and shared prosperity 
under the system being led by the United States. Given that the ocean represents a basic element 
for prosperity, it is also important to tie up with countries willing and capable of contributing to 
the safety of international maritime routes, such as the US and other liberal democratic oceanic 
nations, including Australia, India and Singapore. Japan should seek international maritime 
harmony with these countries. Now more than six decades have passed since the end of World 
War II. Time is due for Japan to have its own national philosophy. Such philosophy should 
mean a perspective for values. Achievement of survival and prosperity should be followed by 
the establishment of values. Such values should be accepted by the world and the region. If it is 
impossible to establish a model of international relations based on Japan’s values, it should be 
necessary to maintain liberal democracy as the common model of international relationships and 
tie up with those countries that deliver or lead this model. Japan could incorporate its own values 
in such efforts. Through this process Japan’s solidity can play a positive role. 

As for choices to be made by Japan for its alliance with the US, the maintenance and 
reinforcement of this alliance is the first basic choice. Second, it is necessary to achieve true 
bilateralism in the alliance. A third important point is to construct an inter-state relationship 
that is mutually complementary through advice and action. A fourth point is the reinforcement 
of the corporative ties with nations and with alliances that share values with Japan and the US. 
A fifth point is the construction of an international society that can share values with Japan and 
the US. 

To consider realistic measures in the realm of security, classification into three categories is 
necessary: deterrence, prevention and measures against invasions. Deterrence of invasions can 
be achieved by nuclear deterrence. Should Japan possess nuclear weapons or rely on US nuclear 
deterrence? Ultimately, Japan relies on the US for nuclear deterrence. But at the same time both 
Japan and the US need to have means of assurance. Under these circumstances, we must review 
the Three Non-Nuclear Principles from various angles. Moreover even if Japan cannot deter 
a nuclear attack on its own, it should maintain conventional deterrence capabilities. It should 
maintain a conventional-type rejective deterrent capability that is commensurate with Japan’s 
national power and its circumstances. To achieve this, Japan naturally must once again consult 
with the US in the framework of RMC or roles, missions and capabilities. 

Concerning prevention of and measures against invasions, four points can be raised. First, as a 
measure against nuclear threat, Japan should have conventional rejective deterrence capabilities. 
Discussions for assurance should be necessary concerning extended nuclear deterrent 
measures held by the US. Japan’s own conventional measures must include maritime and air 
forces, enhancement of mobilized defense capabilities for remote islands, and untraditional 
countermeasures for threats. Conventional measures to be taken with the US should include 
maritime defense, comprehensive airborne defense of the homeland (ABCD), and exercise of 
joint rejective deterrent capabilities. 
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What Japan should do on its own in the future includes reinforcement of the national security 
system, active participation in collective security schemes and establishment of a national 
command headquarters. Added to that should be the early establishment of the general law 
governing international cooperation. Reinforcement of the defense system is furthermore 
important and should include the use of space, emphasis on maritime and air defense, SLOC 
defense, remote island defense and measures against asymmetrical threats. To promote debate 
on the Constitution, we should actively discuss the use of the right of collective self-defense. 
Securing financial resources for defense is also important. 

The Japan-US Alliance undergoes times of strengthening and times of less strength. There are 
currently several Japan experts in the US but they are not yet sufficient in number. In Congress, 
administrative bodies and the public in the US, there is less recognition on the importance of 
its alliance with Japan than on its ties with NATO and Australia, for instance. This is attributed 
to the lack of decent strategic documents, especially on alliance strategies. Practically, though, 
some papers do pick up relevant issues to some extent. These include, for example, the Japan-US 
joint declaration of 1997, the outcome documents of the 2+2 Conference and the part describing 
strategies in the National Defense Program Outline. However, it is important to establish strategy 
documents in more solid and systematic ways. It is important to do so in the forms of alliance 
security strategy and alliance defense strategy. These documents could naturally be of both 
confidential and regular natures. However, even if the government could manage to publicize 
at least the regular version, it would mark significance, as by reading it, people are able to 
understand what the Japan-US Alliance represents in terms of alliance security strategy and 
alliance defense strategy. 
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8. The Role of Japan and Future of the Japan-US Alliance 

It is not easy to consider what makes the new roles of alliances important after the Cold 
War, amidst changes of the environment and the international system. There are a number of 
access points to consider the roles of alliances. One such access point involves anxiety and 
dissatisfaction. That is, if an alliance represents an official pledge over security issues between 
its parties, anxieties and concerns arise over whether or not such a pledge can be fulfilled. 
Today’s alliance represents not only a pledge, but also many rules, standards, organizations and 
systems to deliver it, making the alliance a huge institution. That makes it necessary to view an 
alliance from the perspective of systems and organizations. Besides that, an ordinary alliance 
has a viewpoint to place threats and other problems outside the alliance. At the same time, as 
seen in the idea that NATO contains Germany, forming an alliance also represents a way of 
adjusting interests to avoid conflicts among its members. 

When discussions take place in the relational framework of the client and the patron, mid- to 
small-sized powers and a big power, or an empire and minor states, the view often arises that 
the empire or the big power forces its policies on its smaller counterparts. However, it is rather 
more frequent that the smaller states manage to take advantage of this environment. When a big 
power or an empire finds major interest and value in considering international order as a whole, 
the presence of smaller states itself becomes of major significance. Under these circumstances, 
it is often the case that policies or intentions of smaller states exert power greater than the actual 
power of these states. The US believes that Japan’s advantage is greater than its own. Besides, 
a smaller state in an alliance with a big power often faces disadvantages in various ways. This 
is referred to as the dilemma of an alliance, whereby Japan, for example, could wonder if the 
big power or its ally would actually serve to help Japan’s safety, or if the power would abuse 
Japan for its own interests. A country could be concerned about the intentions and policies of its 
alliance counterpart. There have been various discussions on this issue through case studies of 
Japan-US relations 

There have also been various discussions concerning the continuity of alliances, specifically, 
what enables the Japan-US Alliance or NATO to last up till now. The biggest factor behind it 
is balance of power. Concerning the creation of an alliance, it is possible to argue in both ways 
that an alliance is formed automatically and that an alliance is formed intentionally to maintain 
balance. The concept of balance of power is usually referred to in the argument on alliance 
behavior taken by a big power. In this context, an alliance or its smaller member states are often 
seen to be used as tools of the big power. 

While the United States is currently the sole superpower on earth, there can be argument as 
to whether an alliance is necessary now in comparison to the Cold War, whether the US finds 
alliances necessary, or whether allies find the US necessary. Some political scientists use the 
term soft balancing. Using this term, some of them argue that smaller states are attempting to 
resist the US in various ways in the diplomatic and political arenas, even if they cannot resist 
or rebel against an overwhelmingly mighty US. Some also argue that if a policy, like the one 
taken by the Bush Administration, lasts, there could be soft balancing to take place against the 
US. As to why no balance of power actually occurs against the US, there are arguments that the 
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US, being an oceanic state and a state built on trade, poses no threat, and that the US does not 
pose a threat as it is located beyond the Pacific and the Atlantic, and that it therefore draws no 
balance of power. 

The concept of bandwagoning is often used to consider alliances of smaller states. Since 
smaller states are of minor scale, they can expect little balance of power based on themselves, and 
therefore follow a big power or an empire. This pattern can be observed in the foreign policies 
of smaller states. On the other hand, big powers, too, use the theory of bandwagoning. Paul 
Wolfowitz, who is seen as a neoconservative, indicated in a thesis that if the US clearly shows its 
intention and willingness to act, a collective action will take place. The theory of bandwagoning 
is not necessarily used only by smaller states, but by big powers as well. A common argument is 
over which of the following can be used to describe an alliance: balance to cope against a group 
of strong force or a bandwagon that is tuned with big force. As a supplementary idea, an alliance, 
once formed, could last even if the environment of the balance of power, in place at the time 
the alliance started, changes. In other cases, an alliance could last based on the power it gained 
within. The concept of co-binding can be used in this context. Because members of an ally bind 
with one another, no conflict takes place among them. This is a discussion to regard an alliance 
as an institution and to evaluate it in terms of institutional power. 

When organizational aspects are discussed, an alliance is no longer a mere embodiment of a 
pledge as it was in the 19th century, but instead today a means to manage and deploy that pledge, 
involving budgeting, manpower, organizations, buildings, etc., all of which constitute a kind 
of power. The concept of the bandwagon effect can apply to alliances, too. As everyone joins 
the framework, the value of this security framework rises, making it easy for everyone to act 
together. This could possibly apply to NATO and the Japan-US Alliance.

Concerning the question of why an alliance lasts, one can take a domestic politics approach. 
This paper has thus far spent most of its time on international politics, as domestic policies 
were discussed in the context of the international environment. Observing an alliance from 
the perspective of domestic politics is an inside-out approach. Questioning why the Japan-US 
Alliance has lasted, one observes that there is hardly any force left in today’s Japan that flatly 
denounces the Alliance as was broadly seen in the past. There are two more points to add. One is a 
discussion of reassurance, in that the presence of an alliance affords a sense of reassurance to the 
forces seen as problematic by the alliance itself, preventing unnecessary anxiety or suspicion and 
fear from emerging on the part of these forces. For example, if the Soviet Union during the Cold 
War represented one of such forces, it would have gained assurances to avoid a sense of excessive 
alert against Japan and the US. There is room to debate as to whether this sense of reassurance 
can be found in today’s China and furthermore North Korea. The sense of reassurance can not 
only be placed outside but also inside. Therefore, by forming an alliance, member countries can 
avoid occurrence of problems among themselves. Reassurance has an effect of making interest 
adjustment easier to carry out among allies. An expert on European diplomatic history argues 
that alliances concluded in Europe during the 100 years up until 1945 proclaimed joint defense 
based on the assumption that enemies were present outside the alliances, but that practically, 
those alliances served to adjust internal interests. If an alliance has a hidden purpose of further 
stabilizing relations among its members, this could apply to today’s Japan and the US, whereas 
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their alliance could serve to avoid fear and suspicion against each other. 
The following are two of the characteristics seen in the perspective of how the Japan-US 

Alliance is viewed in studies on strategy, international politics and security. One is that Japan’s 
geopolitical position is often referred to as a major point in debates surrounding its alliances. 
Japan has formed major three alliances with the UK, Germany and Italy as well as its alliance 
with the US. Located distant from the European front, it is very hard for Japan to promote joint 
military actions in Europe with its allies. However, Japan’s geographic location does offer a 
benefit that because its allies stay behind the alliances with Japan, they could use this to divide 
their enemies’ attention for threat into two. In the case of Japan and the US, the two got together 
due to the Korean War, in which occasion the front was near Japan. As for the question of balance 
of power or bandwagoning, many political scientists arguing over Japan’s post-war alliance 
say that Japan falls in the bandwagon category. Another frequently used term is free rider and 
together with the term band wagon, this concept is often used in descriptions of Japan. 

How is the prospect of the US in terms of its major or national strategy? One possibility for the 
US is to become an overwhelming hegemonic state, in which case it would form its policy aims 
to this end. An opposite possibility for the US is to become isolationist, or to adopt the notion of 
“the US is the first.” In between these two possibilities, but nearer to isolationism, lies the idea of 
offshore balancing. If the idea of selective engagement is also positioned between hegemony and 
offshore balancing, each of these scenarios would have US alliances move differently. In the case 
of global hegemony, the US would establish overwhelming hegemony, regain trust and promote 
its foreign policy. It would be of course possible to use its alliances through this process. As for 
the scenario of offshore balancing, the US would commit itself only when necessary to do so and 
only in highly important regions in Europe, East Asia and the Middle East, for instance. Some 
argue that the emergence of China should be balanced among Japan, India and Russia. Others, 
of course, criticize such a view. There are many scholars who emphasize selective engagement. 
Robert J. Art, for example, argues that the largest difference between offshore balancing and 
selective engagement is seen in the way to address nuclear issues. Based on this view, the US 
would not offer a nuclear umbrella if it opted for offshore balancing, which would likely step 
up nuclear proliferation rapidly. This would deal the hardest blow to the Middle East or South 
Asia, according to Art’s argument. In the question of actions against terrorism, it is argued that 
a possible set back of the US would help terrorism expand further. There is also argument that 
the US’ withdrawal from Europe would have significant damage done to its security. He says 
forward deployment is necessary in various regions, including Europe, Asia and East Asia, 
suggesting significant differences in arguments between selective engagement and offshore 
balancing. Probably, the policy actually taken by the US will likely be a combination of the two, 
which would effectively keep the US from being driven into extreme positions. 

In the context of East Asian issues, a security dilemma could cause a kind of spiral relationship 
between the security of Japan and China. There is also an argument that balance of power would 
take place between the US and China, and that Japan would be excluded. There is also a view 
that the US and China would approach each other, removing Japan. These moves would degrade 
Japan’s roles. While various names are being raised as members of the Obama Administration, 
they all appear to have solid standing. The administration has decided the key members for its 
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economic policy team, and the choices imply that the administration will promote very prudent 
policies. That would not likely lead to extreme calls on Japan, but the administration could 
probably make many requests to the country. Japan is often seen as a state without strategy. 
But a strategy serves as a vehicle to select means to achieve a given goal. Therefore, before 
presenting a strategy, Japan needs to show its diplomatic and state goals. Some associated this 
issue with the Guidelines for Japan-U.S. Defense Cooperation, saying that Japan lost strategic 
perspectives when situations were settled after the establishment of the Guidelines in 1997. 
After a subsequent decade, which spanned over 9/11 and many other events, it is time for Japan 
to show its own view, as to the kind of logical structure in which Japan and the US will continue 
their alliance. There are elements that Japan can carry out subjectively and those that Japan 
cannot, which should suggest that Japan needs to organize action plans corresponding to each 
possible action to be taken by the US. 

In the context of the 21st century alliance in the course of transformation, it should be pointed 
out that an alliance itself has different concepts now. In the traditional conception, an alliance 
represented a pledge, organizations and systems aimed at joint military actions against external 
threats. In today’s conception, however, an alliance is prepared for a much broader scope. One 
element found in this scope is situations in areas surrounding Japan, a concept laid out in the 
1997 Guidelines. As this concept was practically expanded, Japan advanced to the Indian Ocean 
and Iraq. Encompassing these moves, Japan must consider in which way it must carry out its 
selective involvement for the benefit of the international community. And to the general public, 
Japan must explain in plain language for what purpose the US is fighting for Japan. Japan must 
explain the reasons that require cooperation between Japan and the US, which should exceed 
the traditional concepts of alliance. There are a number of networks in place to deal with the 
various problems that present themselves. Japan should consider possible combinations of these 
networks. In the case of Europe, there are NATO, EU, OUC, and WU. China, too, has a range 
of options. Japan has networks with the US and in the framework of APEC, among others, with 
which Japan should consider possible combinations. While the alliance is naturally important, 
the combinations should include many other ties, as well. 

The Japan-US Alliance started as bilateral, weak ties in the military realm, which nevertheless 
grew stronger and now, despite its bilateral nature, it appears to be developing in multilateral or 
even global dimensions. This sort of development has not been defined as that of an alliance in 
the past. Now countries are able to move using an alliance as the base. The preparedness for war, 
a critical role played by the alliance during the Cold War era, has of course not yet entirely lost 
its meaning. The Japan-US Alliance today does serve for the defense of Japan. Now, however, 
various other dimensions must be taken into its scope, including peace building, disaster relief 
and terrorism, which in the past were excluded from the alliance but now exist and require a 
reorganization of the alliance. We must consider how Japan and the US can cooperate for these 
dimensions. These dimensions furthermore could also be addressed in the contexts of various 
other networks such as those the US has with South Korea and Russia, as well as those that 
Japan has with South Korea and Australia. 


