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Emergence of the Relative Defense Concept in Japan after the Cold War

The concept of deterrence has not been consolidated as a Japanese national doctrine in any official document since the end of the Second World War.  The defense policy that Japan has pursued under the Constitution is based on the Basic Policy for National Defense (BPND), adopted by the National Defense Council in May 1957.  Under the BPND, Japan has been making efforts on its own initiative to build a modest defense capability in accordance with the fundamental principles of maintaining an “exclusively defense-oriented policy” (Senshu Boei) and not becoming a military power that might pose a threat to other countries.
  The exclusively defense-oriented policy, according to the official definition, suggests that the Self Defense Forces  (SDF)　may not be employed unless and until an armed attack is mounted against  Japan by another country, in which case its forces may be used at the minimum level necessary to defend itself.
  The exclusively defense-oriented policy thus refers to a passive defense strategy that is consistent with the spirit of the Constitution.   The “concept of basic defense force” (Kibanteki Boeiryoku Kosou), conceptualized in the first National Defense Program Outline (NDPO) in 1978, has further consolidated Japan’s defense  agenda, by declaring the right to possess the minimum defense capability necessary for an independent country enough not to create a power vacuum.  

The “absolute concept” (a self-determined low-profile capability) of the Japanese defense posture has co-existed with the relative concept (context-dependant threat-based capability) during the post World War Two period.  However the former usually predominated the latter by limiting the　geographic scope of Japan’s right to exercise individual self-defense and minimizing the acquisition of offensive capabilities.  The compilation of these legal interpretations was essential for the Liberal Democratic Party (LDP), who dominated the Diet for the most of the postwar period in order to provide a way to mutually save face with the opposition party.  Thus, the concept of basic defense force was a manifestation of political correctness rather than a military rationale, in which was the only way to provide a credible extended deterrence.


The modest Japanese posture of adhering to an exclusively defense-oriented policy, however, was by and large an adequate stance for the durability of the Alliance at the time when an attack on Japan by the Soviet military in the Far East was a dominant contingency scenario.  Japan’s enhanced ability to conduct anti-submarine patrols (P-3C airborne patrol) to detect Soviet Navy maneuvers and radio transmissions in the Pacific Ocean　were essential components of the alliance function throughout the Cold War years.  

In this context, the alliance management during the Cold War could be characterized as a “balanced asymmetry.
”  The United States provided the strategic guarantees of extended　deterrence, power projection forces, and a context for a bilateral alliance of regional and global engagement.  Japan provided for its own defense, US bases in Japan, and the financial host nation support (HNS).  By design, combined US–Japanese planning, coordination, and decision making were structurally precluded where the absolute concept of Japanese defense could play a role
.


The absolute concept of Japanese defense and alliance management under the balanced asymmetry, however, has been challenged since the end of the Cold War in the following three dimensions.  The first dimension was the process of alliance reconstruction in the 1990s.  Given the post-Cold War changes in the Asia-Pacific region, cooperation in “situations in areas surrounding Japan” according to the Article 6, increasingly became vital to the Japan-US alliance.  Under this situation, Japan’s modest defense-oriented role would become more irrelevant under the alliance management.  In September 1997, the revision of the Japan–US defense cooperation guidelines, the basic rules and regulations that had governed their day-to-day military collaboration since 1978, was announced.  Besides further outlining bilateral cooperation during normal circumstances and for the defense of Japan, the new Guidelines provided the basis for more effective bilateral cooperation during a regional crisis “that affects Japan’s peace and security.”
  The new Guidelines also set forth a more definitive role for Japan in responding to situations in areas surrounding Japan.  For instance, they indicate that Japan will provide “rear-area support” to US forces responding to a regional contingency.  This support may include providing access to airfields, ports, transportation, logistics, and medical support.  Japan would also be able, as applicable, to cooperate and coordinate with US forces in conducting missions and functions such as minesweeping, search and rescue, surveillance, and inspection of ships to enforce UN sanctions.

The second dimension of Japan–US relations was revealed during the aftermath of the September 11, 2001 terrorist attack. Not only did the terrorist attack highlight the non-state actors as part of the core agenda for international security, but also indicated a paradigm change in Japan-US security relations.  

The paradigm of the Japan-US Security Treaty concluded in 1951 and revised in 1960, was primarily a defense arrangement for the security of Japan, especially from the Japanese perspective.  The spectrum of regional security, such as the maintenance of peace and security in the Far East and beyond. were also highlighted.  However, this was limited but only according to the framework of the Japan-US Security Treaty which covered the national defense of Japan and the security of the Far East to the extent that it was linked with the security of Japan.  Japan–US Security Treaty in 1960 indicates following
:  

Each Party recognizes that an armed attack against either Party in the territories under the administration of Japan would be dangerous to its own peace and safety and declares that it would act to meet the common danger in accordance with its constitutional provisions and processes. (Article 5)

For the purpose of contributing to the security of Japan and the maintenance of international peace and security in the Far East, the United States of America is granted the use by its land, air and naval forces of facilities and areas in Japan. (Article 6)

Even with a broader interpretation of the Japan-US Security Treaty as the instrument of the alliance between the two countries, the enhanced scope of Japan–US cooperation did not extend to the maintenance of the broader international order.  The Guideline for Japan-US Defense Cooperation in 1997 successfully made a breakthrough by adopting the concept of “situations in areas surrounding Japan,” which suggests that the focus of the concept for bilateral cooperation is “not geographical but situational.
”  The Situation in Areas Surrounding Japan Bill (Shuhen Jitai Hou) in 1999, however, carefully limited its geographical scope by its definition.

This bill aims at contributing to ensure peace and security of Japan… in situations in areas surrounding Japan―that could pose serious effect to peace and security of Japan such as the situation which could lead to the direct military attack against Japan if solely ignored. (Article 1)

In this context, the Afghanistan operation in the aftermath of September 11, 2001, created a new situation in which US-Japan bilateral cooperation expanded beyond the hypothesis of the new Japan-US defense guidelines in 1997.  The Koizumi administration took an extraordinary step by enacting new legislation, the Anti-Terrorism Special Measures Law, which enabled the SDF to cooperate with US forces operating in Afghanistan, but confined them to logistic activities in the Indian Ocean.  This was neither an operation under the US-Japan Security Treaty nor an operation under the authorization of the United Nations; it was a voluntary operation on the part of Japan in the form of the participation of the SDF to the extent that it was confined to logistic support.  The Anti-Terrorism Special Measures Law exceeded the geographical constraints of areas of activities of SDF which had been confined to regional missions except for peace-keeping operations.  The Law Concerning the Special Measures on Humanitarian and Reconstruction Assistance in Iraq, established in July 2003, also falls into this category.
The third dimension emerges from the intensification of the nuclear crisis on the Korean Peninsula, especially after North Korea’s acknowledgement of its nuclear development program during negotiations with the US in early October 2002.  North Korea further accelerated the tension by withdrawing from the Non Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and threatening to reactivate its nuclear reactor in Yonbyon.  Prior to their self-revelation, North Korea’s nuclear program has long been suspected to be active after the signing of the Agreed Framework in 1994.  US intelligence has estimated that North Korea has acquired at least one or two nuclear weapons using plutonium produced before 1992.

There are two distinctive differences between the crisis in 1994 and in 2003.  In the 1994 crisis, the North Korean threat was highly intensified, as far as the nuclear program is concerned, but the escalation was limited to the local theater.  North Korea did not produce enough plutonium to either conduct a test explosion or to transfer materials to a third party.  The Nodong missile was successfully tested as early as in May 1993, but it was estimated to not be operational with its nuclear weapons.  The proliferation risks to the third party were recognized but they are focused on the missile, not the fissile materials.  

The nature of North Korean threat in 2003 was considerably different.  First, the range of its ballistic missiles has expanded since the success of the 1998 Taepodong missile launch.  The Taepodong-1 is estimated to have a range of 2500km, which can reach US bases in Okinawa.  The North Korea is also preparing to test the advanced version of the Taepodong, which could expand its range up to 6000-10000km, placing at risk western US territory in an arc extending northwest from Phoenix, Arizona, to Madison, Wisconsin
.  Second, with North Korea’s steady development of its nuclear program, there have been growing risks of proliferation of nuclear materials not only to other rogues states but also to non-state-actors like Al-Qaeda.  By reprocessing 8000 spent fuel rods, it is estimated that North Korea could obtain enough plutonium to produce more than five to six nuclear bombs.  Third, there is growing recognition of threat of the Nodong missile and its capacity to transport nuclear weapons, especially in Japan.  .  Although both China and Russia have expressed doubts that the North Korea has the technical capacity to construct a working nuclear warhead, there are indications that they successfully completed high explosive tests necessary for triggering a nuclear weapon.
  North Korea’s nuclear program appears to be capable of at least developing a small nuclear arsenal.

These developments in the North Korea nuclear crisis posed the following two new dimensions in the management of the Japan–US alliance...  First, the absolute concept in the Japan-US alliance has been fundamentally challenged, especially when the element of the US homeland defense has entered into the context of alliance management.  Japan–US security relations, as designed for the security of Japan and the situation in the areas surrounding Japan, have expanded its scope after the September 11 terrorist attack and the globalized nature of the North Korean threat.  Thus, the global crisis management that is inclusive of US homeland defense has become a more important part of alliance management. 
  

Second, Japan’s exclusively defense-oriented policy has also been challenged by the threat posed by North Korea.  The increased prospect of a nuclear-armed Nodong missile being launched towards Japanese territory may challenge Japan’s concept.   Faced with the possible imminent nuclear threat by the Nodong, there are increasing voices in the Japanese political circle that the retaliation after the attack may be too late.  In this context, Defense Minister Shigeru Ishiba’s statement over emphasizing the right to strike against an enemy’s missile site when an attack against Japan is anticipated indicated the prospect of preemptive strikes against nuclear threats of North Korea. 

The absolute concept of Japan’s defense framework has been challenged by new security circumstances.  The emerging relative concept emphasizing Japan’s enhanced accommodate of its own defense and utilization of the alliance function in the event of threats has been highlighted on Japan’s political agenda.  In this case, extended deterrence will become merely　a component of multiple deterrence functions, although it will remain to be the primary one.  In this context, how the United States will tackle newly emerging threats with its allies will be important.  The supplementary roles of the denial deterrence and Japan’s indigenous deterrence capability will become more important and realistic considerations　in the event traditional extended deterrence is not always credible.

National Defense Program Guideline in 2005

On December 10, 2004 Japan’s Security Council and the Cabinet approved the “National Defense Program Guideline (NDPG) for FY 2005 and after” followed by the “Mid-term Defense Program (MTDP) FY 2005-2009”.  NDPG tries to provide a foundation for Japan’s defense planning for a next decade by outlining how threats recognition, domestic resources, alliance relations and international cooperation constitute the mid-term defense policy.  NDPG pays the particular attention to “new threats and various situations (i.e. terrorism, and proliferation of WMD)” as threats that Japan will need to focus in current security environment.  NDPG also upgraded the importance of SDF participation in international peace operation along with the priorities on the defense of Japan and the maintenance of Japan-US alliance.  It also called for Japan to have a defense capability that is “multi-functional, flexible, and effective force with high level of readiness, mobility, and adaptability and intelligence capabilities comparable to global military-technological level”.  As for the response to the threats, in addition to mentioning the situation of Korean Peninsula and Taiwan Straits, responses to ballistic missile attacks, guerrillas and special operation units’ attacks, invasion against outlying islands, large-scale unconventional disasters were also emphasized. 

Back in December 2003, Japanese Government decided "On Introduction of Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) System and Other Measures" at the Security Council and the Cabinet Council.  This decision indicated the basic thoughts behind the introduction of BMD system, and at the same time, it manifested the direction of Japan's defense force review taking into account the introduction of BMD system and the new security environment.  The cabinet decision recognized that the rapid progress on the relevant technologies of BMD has recently been made and that technological feasibility of BMD system is high, and noting that BMD system is suitable for our exclusively defensive national defense policy, decided to introduce the multi-layered defense system based on the Aegis BMD system and Patriot PAC-3 (Patriot Advanced Capability-3).  The Japan-U.S. Joint Technological Research Project currently undergoing is not for the system being introduced by this decision, but it aims to improve the capability of future interceptor.  It emphasized the importance of carrying on the research project in order to take all possible measures to ensure national defense.  The future transition to the development and deployment stage will be decided separately, taking international situations of the time and other factors into consideration.  It also pointed out the need for a comprehensive review on national defense policy, in a wake of new threats such as proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and international terrorism.  Enhanced readiness, mobility, flexibility, and multi-purpose capabilities are recommended with introducing high-technology and intelligence capability.

Following that decision, the Council on Security and Defense Capabilities (better known as the Araki Commission) has established under the Prime Minister’s Office to comprehensively examine the Japanese security policy, based on the framework of the Cabinet Decision in December.  Members consisted business leaders and academics, whose format was similar to Higuchi Report in 1993-4.  After six-month of intensive discussion, on October 1, the Council issued the report entitled “Japan’s Vision for future Security and Defense Capabilities”.    The report (Araki Report) argues that Japan faces the security environment much more complex than before.  With recognizing the asymmetrical threats like terrorist attacks were in the one extreme and the traditional warfare at the other extreme, the report called for integrated security strategy that combines 1) build up Japan’ own defenses; 2) cooperate with ally; and 3) cooperate with international community.  As for the defense concept, the report called for introducing of "Multi Functional Flexible Defense Force", to flexibly respond to the complex security environment by noting that the Basic Defense Force Concept (Kibanteki Boeiryoku)cultivated in 1970’s was “inappropriate”.

The report was also noteworthy to conceptualize that Japanese global engagement by participating the international peace operation was indeed an important measure to enhance the national security.  Unlike past Peace Keeping related laws, the report reiterated the direct link of global dimension with security of Japan.  In combating terrorism, for example, stronger international cooperation in the area of information exchange and tighter border security to facilitate tracing and capturing of terrorists and suppress financing of international terrorism were called for.  On the domestic front, the report touched upon revising of principles on arms exports to enable Japanese defense industries to promote joint development with foreign firms.

There are growing concerns in Tokyo over the future of security in Korean Peninsula, especially facing the situation after October 2002.  Tokyo maintains the policy of “dialogue and pressure” with regard to Pyongyang.  In January 2005, the Diet passed foreign exchange legislation that would allow Japanese authorities to cut off financial remittances to the North or to impose and import ban on North Korean goods.  In March, the legislation on banning North Korean port calls was deliberated on, accompanied by a three-month export ban on domestic trading companies potentially selling "dual-use" uranium enrichment materials to the North. Furthermore, Tokyo played a central role in recent maritime exercises in the Coral Sea and the Sea of Japan by the U.S.-led Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI), which aims to curtail the illicit transfer of weapons of mass destruction-related materials, mostly from North Korea.

The core function of extended deterrence (conventional / nuclear) of US remains to be vital.  Japan’s rapid moves toward purchasing the missile defense system will supplement the bilateral security ties by increase Japan’s capability on damage confinement against ballistic missiles.　　Japan’s perception on deterrence, however, may face a critical turning point should Japan’s sense of insecurity exceed these sets of deterrence (especially should the nuclear test be conducted).  

Changing Strategic Environment and Nuclear Posture Review

In January 2002, the Bush administration has unveiled the NPR officially, and through leaks of confidential sections to the press.  The NPR claims that it puts in motion a major change in the US approach to the role of offensive nuclear forces in deterrence strategy and presents the blueprint for transforming US strategic posture.
  The basic logic of the NPR is built upon the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR), which suggested introducing the “capability-based approach” in response to changes in the strategic environment.
  Intellectual continuity exists with the QDR in terms of adapting US defense strategy to the new strategic environment through ongoing defense transformation.

The scope of the NPR encompasses the future reduction of US dependence on nuclear weapons and the added importance of a non-nuclear strike force, including conventional strike and information gathering capabilities in dealing with a wider range of threats.  The report claims that these new initiatives will lessen the dependency on nuclear forces to provide an offensive capability.  The critics, however, underscore the importance of flexibility in the US strategic posture by advocating the development of new-types of nuclear weapons.  They claim that an enhanced role for nuclear forces in countering the threat of chemical and biological weapons (CBW) would make the threshold of the nuclear option lower than during the Cold War.

In contrast to the Cold War, where nuclear deterrence against a single adversary was a core assumption, the United States now faces multiple potential opponents and conflicts, giving rise to a wider spectrum of contingencies in which deterrence policies might not always apply.  This change of the strategic environment, in terms of potential nuclear adversaries, could be categorized into the following five groups:

Category I: 
Major Power  
(Russia)

Category II:
Challenger I  
(China)

Category III:
Challenger II 
(India, Pakistan)

Category IV:
Rogue States
(Iraq, Iran, North Korea, Libya)

Category V:
Non-State Actors
(Terrorists)

Nuclear relations between the United States and category I (Russia) have entered into a new period of mutual reduction of nuclear forces.  The US-Russian Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT, also known as the Treaty of Moscow) on May 24, 2002, declared that both parties should build “new qualitative relations” and would reduce the strategic nuclear force levels to 1700-2200.
  President Bush’s “new framework” speech on May 1, 2001, suggested that the mutually assured destruction (MAD) is no longer an appropriate basis for US nuclear requirements.   Nuclear force planning and posture over the next decade, however, will continue to be driven by Russian nuclear force levels and the scenario of large-scale nuclear attacks against Russia.   Nuclear deterrence and the mutual ability to inflict massive damage with assured retaliatory capabilities will continue to be the governing principles of the US–Russian nuclear relationship.


The deterrent calculus of the US–Russian relationship, however, may not apply for following new categories.  In category II, nuclear relations with China will not be easily determined since China’s self-declared perception of “minimum deterrence” has not been mutually reaffirmed by the United States and other nuclear states.  China lacks the capacity to launch an attack aimed at destroying the US capacity to retaliate, and does not have enough credibility on survivability for the second-strike.  Moreover, the dynamics of China’s missile modernization program and US deployment of missile defense systems will further complicate future bilateral nuclear relations. .  Unlike the US–Russian relationship, the concept of deterrence has not been clearly shared in US–China relations (This aspect will be analyzed in the later part of this paper).


 Category III illustrates de-facto nuclear states; however the threat is marginalized in its region and does not pose a threat to the US homeland or its assets abroad.  As the concept of “regional security complex” which emerged from the analysis of South Asian security dynamics, the escalation of the conflict with this group of states is expected to be limited in theater level rather than in a global scale.
  The direct threat to US interests may be marginalized unless either country intends to proliferate fissile materials to third parties, or develop longer-range missiles that can reach the vital US assets.

The most significant actors in this new strategic environment are ones in the category IV (and V).  There are growing incentives for hostile regional powers and “rogue states” to develop nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons to upset geopolitical order.  Leaders of these countries, however, may not be irrational or undeterrable, since regime survival is the supreme objective in most cases.
  But they may wish to use WMD as a last resort when they perceive their own national security or regime survival to be at stake.  Moreover, by threatening chemical or biological attacks, a state might try to prevent the United States and its allies from intervening in regional conflicts.   Chemical and biological threats could also be used against the United States and allied expeditionary forces to delay or disrupt coalition military operations in a particular theater or to prevent defeat or regime-change during a conventional war.

In dealing with category IV (and V), the NPR proposed two distinct cases.  One is deterrence of chemical and biological attacks.  This has already been implemented during the Gulf War, when a senior Bush administration official indicated that the US reserved the option of using nuclear weapons in response to Iraqi use of Cows. 

The second case in dealing with this threat category, which is more controversial, is the development of low-yield and more accurate nuclear weapons—so-called ‘mini-nukes”—to destroy hard and deeply buried targets.  Under the heading of the “Advanced Concepts Initiative,” the NPR calls for “improved earth penetrating weapons (Pews) to counter the increased use by potential adversaries of hardened and deeply buried facilities.”  This would entail the use of nuclear forces in a tactical scenario.  Several countries in this category rely on hard and deeply buried targets to protect strategic capabilities such as CBW production, assembly, storage and deployment, ballistic-missile delivery system, and leadership and command, control and communication assets.
  


How is the policy of extended deterrence affected by the NPR?  In theory, the NPR enhances the credibility of extended deterrence by allowing for a wider variety of responses and should convince those hostile to the United States and its allies that they have responsive options, including defensive and conventional weapons.
  In this context, the new NPR is most likely to solidify Japan’s non-nuclear posture by maintaining the validity of the nuclear umbrella.

First, the capability-based approach put forth by the NPR gives rise to more flexibility in dealing with a wider range of threats with friends and allies.
. Placing value on flexibility will strengthen the credibility of extended deterrence, since the US commitment would be based on the flexible assessment of threat and not by a single target threat-based approach.  Although balance of power is still present in the strategic relations of Northeast Asia ―i.e. the Korean Peninsula and the Taiwan Strait the importance of dealing with asymmetrical threats and various types of contingency in Northeast Asia is growing.


Second, the “new triad”’ and flexible use of nuclear weapons as stated in the NPR further increases the credibility of extended deterrence.  The new triad will improve the chances that US and allied forces will have the means to meet an unexpected threat that materializes, and thereby diminish the likelihood that the threat will be realized.
  Leaks of the confidential portions of the NPR are also important in informing opponents that nuclear options are operationally available for use against countries, such as North Korea and China.  Excerpts from the NPR notes state:

…US nuclear forces still require the capability to hold at risk a wide range of target types.  This capability is a key to the role of nuclear forces in supporting an effective deterrence strategy relative to a broad spectrum of potential opponents under a variety of contingencies.

In the way, the United States largely justifies the continued reliance on nuclear weapons on the ground that its policy of deterrence contributes to nuclear non-proliferation.  Further, it helps to convince Japan that it has no need to develop an indigenous nuclear capability.


Does the NPR sufficiently address new asymmetric threats?  Again, theoretically, it is less certain how the United States would handle these new concerns compared with symmetrical balance of power concerns.  The fundamental difference between how the US will handle the two is that while establishing “mutual deterrence” was the goal during the Cold War, the US, as indicated by the NPR, now aims to deter opponents with its capabilities, but does not expect to be deterred in return.  There has never been a political manifesto to co-exist with nuclear-armed rogue states to have strategic stability.  Small nuclear states, however, rely on the asymmetry as well as the unpredictability and irrationality of their threat to adversaries.  Few would disagree that to achieve a credible deterrence, it is not necessary to equal the arsenal of the adversary.  As P.K. Ghosh argues, “…a state with a larger nuclear weapon arsenal may at times succeed in politically coercing another nuclear capable state with a smaller arsenal but a survival credible deterrence due to the typical conventional weapons psyche that is difficult to obliterate.”
  In this context, the NPR is not in and of itself enough to deal with new nuclear threats, especially from Category IV (and V) states, although it might promote the utility of US nuclear weapons and bolster the credibility of Japan–US extended deterrence.  The NPR also notes the following:

US nuclear forces, alone are unsuited to most of the contingencies for which the United States prepares.  The United States and allied interests may not require nuclear strikes.  A “new mix” of nuclear, non-nuclear, and defensive capabilities is required for the diverse set of potential adversaries and unexpected threats the United States may confront in the coming decades.

Missile Defense and Its Implications for Extended Deterrence

As US President George W. Bush called for a new framework of international security based on the concept of deterrence that relies both on offensive and the defensive forces, the strategic adjustment of extended deterrence and the Japan–US alliance was also highlighted.
  This was to prepare for an integrated approach that combines National Missile Defense (NMD) and Theater Missile Defense (TMD), and it would be likely to pose new elements of political, strategic, and technological challenges to alliance management.  

Japanese official statements often indicate that Japan’s commitment to Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) would not target any third countries because of its defensive nature.
 The logical implication of BMD deployment, however, would be far more profound than applying this argument to Japan’s exclusively defense-oriented doctrine.  In this regard, explicit analysis should be made on Japan’s interest in BMD and implications for extended deterrence in the context of Japan–US strategic coordination and alliance management.  The strategic coordination of the Japan–US alliance on BMD includes threat estimation, cost-benefit analysis, technological feasibility and regional implications of the system deployment.  The alliance management considerations in BMD cooperation consist of adoption of system components, C4I inter-operability between US forces and the Japan Self-Defense Forces (JSDF), and the coordination within JSDF itself.

Until the mid 1990s, Japanese interest in BMD remained cautious.  Several concerns caused uncertainty about BMD.  First and most significantly, is the cost/ benefit analysis of the missile defense system.  From the perspective of cost, at a time when the Japanese economy is perennially stagnant, appropriating large sums of yen for new defense systems will be a tough sell, both to members of the Diet and to the Japanese public.  Further, the proposed Navy Theater Wide (NTW) Theater Ballistic Missile Defense (NTW) is not yet a proven technology.  After many THAAD test failures and questions about the Patriot system’s performance in the Gulf War, confidence in the ability of the United States to build an effective missile defense system has not been shared by Japanese experts. 

Second, there are legal and constitutional issues that could complicate bilateral cooperation on missile defense.  These derive from Japan’s ban on arms exports and the government’s decision not to exercise the right of “collective defense,” activities that might include cueing—a battle management function of coordinating information between sensors, control locations, and launchers—and other aspects of missile defense operations.
 


Third, Japan is equally concerned about the political fallout of deployment of the BMD in East Asia.  The China factor has been a major quandary for Japanese policy-makers, thus it would be likely that Tokyo would prefer avoiding China’s strong reaction.  On one hand, there is a genuine concern about China’s rise as a major power center, armed with WMD and a variety of ballistic missiles, and economic vibrancy, but on the other hand, there is also the feeling that China’s rise is inevitable, and hence, taking an accommodative approach rather than developing a confrontational attitude would be the most constructive way to avoid triggering more rapid development of China’s missile and nuclear weapons inventory. 

There is also a growing understanding among security experts that   joint-missile defense deployment will greatly enhance the strategic coordination of the Japan-US alliance in the following ways.

· Assuring  of Japan’s security:  BMD system can negate hostile states' attempts to discourage US friends and allies from cooperating with US forces through intimidation by ballistic missiles armed with WMD;. 

· Assuring US forward deployed forces:  Although adversaries possessing theater ballistic missiles equipped with WMD may threaten or use these weapons to deter or constrain US military operations, a missile shield covering forward-deployed US forces can lower such risks; 

· Enhancing Japan–US technology cooperation: US-Japan joint technology research on BMD will deepen military technology cooperation between the two countries and thus strengthen the foundation of the US–Japan alliance. 

· Strengthening extended nuclear deterrence:  BMD system covering Japan and other U.S. friends in East Asia could supplement the US nuclear umbrella.

· Reducing the risk of an unauthorized launch: BMD can counter the potential danger of accidental or unauthorized missile launches, which becomes higher with the proliferation of ballistic missiles.

· Enhancing the effect of non-proliferation:  BMD system protecting US allies could contribute to non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles.  This is because missile defense, coupled with US extended deterrence, could contribute to reducing a state's desire to acquire nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles.  BMD could also enable the US to reduce its reliance on nuclear deterrence in a regional contingency, thereby marginalizing the significance of nuclear weapons.

1990 was the approximate turning point when the government of Japan shifted its stance toward BMD from a “politically driven” to a “threat-driven” approach.  Iraq’s use of short-range Scud ballistic missile during the 1991 Persian Gulf War, coupled with North Korea’s test of the Nodong missile into the Japan Sea in 1993, presented clear evidence of the threat of theater ballistic missiles to the Japan–US alliance.  After the Nodong launch, the Japanese government began to consider further upgrades to its Patriot system, expressed interest in THAAD, and commenced official discussions on a joint TMD program with the United States.  Accordingly, in 1994, the Japanese and US governments recast TMD as an alliance management issue with the establishment of the bilateral Japan–US Theater Missile Defense Working Group (TMD-WG).

The Japanese concern over regional missile proliferation further increased in the mid 1990s.  First, weeklong Chinese military exercises and firing of ballistic missiles across the Taiwan Strait in March 1996 on the eve of Taiwanese presidential elections pressured the Japanese government to prepare for the potential scenario of a Taiwan Strait missile crisis.  Second, more symbolically, North Korea launched a Taepodong-1 missile in August 1998 that flew over Japan.  This incident had the effect of drastically broadened the support for BMD in Japan beyond defense experts.  The public became particularly aware of the dangers Japan faced because of the proliferation of ballistic missiles in the region.  This particular event was instrumental in compelling Japan to look at US proposals to jointly develop missile defense systems.

In December 1998 Japan agreed in principle to participate in the research on, and understanding of, the issue of missile defense in a Memorandum of Understanding signed with the United States on “joint technology research for NTW.”  The Japan Defense Agency (JDA) separates the research, development and procurement/deployment phases.  From the US perspective, there is no separation between research and development.  This has allowed the US side to include Japan in its research and development phase, while Japan officially commits only to joint research.

The agreement called for the two countries, “to conduct analysis, preliminary design, and certain risk reduction experiments.  This would lead to the design specification and technology selection for the four agreed missile sub-components due to be integrated into the STANDARD Missile’s latest derivative, the SM-3.”
  Based on the data provided through a bilateral TMD study initiated by the Working Group, as well as reflecting Japanese industry and Japanese Maritime Self-Defense Forces (JMSDF) preferences, the JDA concluded internally by 1997 that the most logical area for bilateral technological cooperation would be in the NTW program, which appeared to be the system capable of defending Japan most effectively.

Since 1999, Japan has started joint NTW technical research on the design of four components—the interceptor missile, the-infrared homing device/kinetic warhead/ second-stage propulsion,　the nose-cone,　and the trial production of the infrared homing device.  It was reported in February 2001 that the TMD joint study, which was originally envisaged to be completed by 2003 or 2004 had been extended for three more years until 2006 because of delays in US tests of a Navy-based missile defense system.
  In the summer of 2003, the JDA requested 200 billion yen (US $1.7 billion) for fiscal 2004 and 2005 to buy the US PAC-3 system as well as the US SM-3 system, while continuing Japan-US joint research on the advanced version of SM-3s.

Nuclear Challenge of North Korea:  Implication for Extended Deterrence

North Korea has acknowledged its nuclear development program of uranium enrichment in negotiations with the United States in early October 2002.  It was the first time that North Korea officially acknowledged that they had continued its nuclear program after the signing of the US-DPRK Agreed Framework in 1994.  Prior to its self-revelation, North Korea’s nuclear program was long suspected to be continuing after the Agreed Framework.  US intelligence has estimated that North Korea acquired at least one or two nuclear weapons using plutonium produced before 1992.  The latest Central Intelligence Agency analysis, however, also added that the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) is constructing a plant that could produce enough weapons-grade uranium for two or more nuclear weapons per year when fully operational, which could be as soon as mid-decade.
  If the DPRK continues the production of plutonium, the reprocessing spent reactor fuel in storage at Yongbyon could recover enough plutonium for six to seven more nuclear weapons.

As mentioned earlier, the crisis in 1994 and in 2003 have two distinctive characteristics.  In the 1994 crisis, the North Korean nuclear threat escalated greatly, but it was limited to the local theater.  North Korea did not produce enough plutonium to either conduct a test explosion or to transfer to nuclear materials to a third party.  The Nodong missile was successfully tested as early as in May 1993, but it was estimated to be not being operational with its nuclear weapons.  The proliferation risks to the third party were recognized but they are focused on the missile, not the fissile materials.  

The nature of North Korean threat in 2003 was considerably different.  First, the range of its ballistic missiles has expanded since the success of the 1998 Taepodong missile launch.  The Taepodong-1is estimated to have a range of 2500km, which can reach US bases in Okinawa.  The North Korea is also preparing to test the advanced version of the Taepodong, which could expand its range up to 6000-10000km, placing at risk western US territory in an arc extending northwest from Phoenix, Arizona, to Madison, Wisconsin.  Second, with North Korea’s steady development of its nuclear program, there have been growing risks of proliferation of nuclear materials not only to other rogues states but also to non-state-actors like Al-Qaeda.  By reprocessing 8000 spent fuel rods, it is estimated that North Korea could obtain enough plutonium　to produce more than five to six nuclear bombs.  Third, there is growing recognition of threat of the Nodong missile and its capacity to transport nuclear weapons, especially in Japan.　　Although both China and Russia have expressed doubts that the North Korea has the technical capacity to construct a working nuclear warhead, there are indications that they successfully completed high explosive tests necessary for triggering a nuclear weapon.
  North Korea’s nuclear program appears to be capable of at least developing a small nuclear arsenal.

These developments in the North Korea nuclear crisis posed the following two new dimensions in the management of the Japan–US alliance...  First, the absolute concept in the Japan-US alliance has been fundamentally challenged, especially when the element of the US homeland defense has entered into the context of alliance management.  Japan–US security relations, as designed for the security of Japan and the situation surrounding Japan, have expanded its scope after the September 11, 2001 terrorist attack and the globalized nature of the North Korean threat.  Thus, alliance management in the context of US homeland defense has increased in importance.  Second, Japan’s exclusively defense-oriented policy has also been challenged by facing the dire threat of North Korea.  The Increased possibility of a nuclear armed Nodong missile may challenge the concept, especially the idea that,    “the defense force may not be employed unless and until an armed attack is mounted on Japan by another country.”  Faced with the possible imminent nuclear threat by the Nodong, there are increasing voices in the Japanese political circle that the retaliation after the attack may be too late 

In this context, there are emerging voices of anticipation that Japan might go nuclear, if North Korea declares itself to be a nuclear state.
  But these observers had envisioned that such development might be realized, should the US nuclear umbrella against North Korea lose its credibility.
  Several suggested that Tokyo might feel abandoned if the US seeks for a peaceful settlement through negotiation with North Korea without enough consideration of the security of Japan.  According to them, such case could matter especially in case that the perceptions of threat and consequence management between Tokyo and Washington differ significantly especially over the verification of past extracted Plutonium and missiles.  The case of providing a “security guarantee” to North Korea in return for her commitment to freeze and dismantle nuclear program could possibly erode the extended deterrence.  

These scenarios, however, might be mitigated by the strengthening of extended nuclear deterrence according to the ideas put forth in the US NPR, and supplementing it with denial deterrence vis-à-vis missile defense.   These scenarios also lack the consideration over how Tokyo and Washington (and Seoul) have deeply coordinated the policy toward North Korea through frequent Trilateral Coordination Oversight Group (TCOG) meetings.  The idea of providing “Security Guarantee” to North Korea has been closely consulted through series of meetings in order not to deteriorate the deterrence functions.
  Even faced with a situation which North Korea eventually arms with operational nuclear arsenals, Japan could pursue multiple-deterrence that consists of nuclear and conventional extended deterrence, denial deterrence through missile defense deployment, and indigenous deterrence by way of Japan’s “conventional” capability.  The nuclear North Korea does not automatically provoke Japan to enter into a path for nuclear state, but there will be a long list of counter measures be pursued before considering going nuclear seriously.  Thus even while Japan may keep open the option of going nuclear in the future, its priority would be to pursue the rational option of strengthening its multiple deterrence functions.

Implications of Missile Defense vis-à-vis China:

A Need for US–China “Asymmetric Strategic Stability”?

China and North Korea have been denouncing the US plan to deploy missile defense systems in East Asia and the US–Japan joint research on an NTW defense system.  Russia, despite its signing of the 1997 TMD Demarcation Agreements that  paved the way for the development and deployment of TMD systems, had joined China and North Korea in their criticism of the NTW defense system in the late 1990s.

The most likely consequence of the deployment of MD to which China and Russia often refer is that the United States and other countries will fall into an offensive and defensive arms race.  For example, if the United States chooses to try to cap China’s growing arsenal, this will be intolerable for China as the credibility of its deterrent will be lost.  

Of course there will be the net trade-offs between drawbacks and benefits of MD.  Even with the potential drawbacks of Russian and Chinese resistance, many benefits would be gained at a time of WMD aggression by a country like North Korea.  MD may be a catalyst for China to increase the size and pace of military development.  But China is already getting bigger, and is doing it fast.  This is especially true with regard to MRBMs.  However, it is the case that Chinese missile development is also driven by domestic political status and not only by the relative strength of its deterrence.

There is a remarkable divide between academics over the strategic consequences of the MD deployment.  One argues that it provokes an arms race and others argue that MD can be used as a tool for persuasion, and even as a tool for arms control.  This depends on how one estimate the quality of the technology—the interception ratio—and how the system would affect the opponents’ strategic perception.  This is determined by the ratio of offensive to defensive deterrence.  The likely strategic implication of MD from this offensive/defensive balance sheet would be the determinant of a major security concept for the coming decade.

If the US decision for MD has already gone beyond the point of no return, China and the United States may need to seek a new framework of offensive-defensive strategic stability.  If the new framework would be the strategic fait accompli in the near future,
 US–China mutual recognition of the deterrent, although based on the asymmetrical nuclear balance, would greatly enhance the strategic calculation, thus reduce the threat perception of missile proliferation.


There are several variations of the future course of US-China nuclear relations as follows:

Scenario 1： Maintaining “Minimum Deterrence”

The first scenario indicates that Chinese strategic forces will maintain a capability for minimum deterrence, even under the new framework.  According to this scenario, China’s build up of the nuclear capability either by quantity (i.e., 70 to 80 CSS-4s) or quality (i.e., MIRVs or countermeasures like decoys, chaffs, balloons, etc.) may increase the credibility of the minimum deterrence even if the United States deploys the missile defense systems in mainland.  A preemptive attack of　China’s nuclear forces could significantly reduce, but probably not deny, a Chinese retaliatory attack because of the likelihood that the United States may not be able to locate and target all of their  nuclear forces. 

Scenario 2： Minimum Deterrence to “Theater Deterrence”

The second scenario indicates that the minimum deterrence would deteriorate because of MD and US preemptive capability, thus the focus would shift to “theater deterrence,” or deterrence at the theater level.  China might emphasize its short to medium range missile capabilities that target US forward deployed forces, Japanese territory, and Taiwan to deter and intimidate US aggression.  Chinese MRBMs/IRBMs and SRBMs are modernized as solid propulsion systems, which have high survivability that enables a delayed second strike and launch on warning capability.  If China accelerates the shift to the theater level, its official doctrine of no-first-use and negative security assurances may have to be modified.

Scenario 3: Minimum Deterrence to “Asymmetrical Deterrence”

The third scenario suggests that China could shift its deterrence concept to be asymmetrical in nature.  The validity of asymmetrical deterrence rests on China’s capability for 1) escalation control; and asymmetrical retaliation.  The former indicates that China could conduct limited military attacks against Taiwan the United States would refrain from taking military action against it.  The latter suggests China’s retaliatory capability both by nuclear and conventional weapons to various assets of the United States and its allies will negate US intervention to Taiwan and other concerned areas.  These capabilities include cruise missiles and small-scale operations.

Scenario 4:  Minimum Deterrence to “Limited Deterrence”

The assumption of scenario four rests on the doubt that China continues to maintain a minimum deterrence doctrine.  Alaster Iain Johnston argues that China's nuclear modernization program may be geared toward developing a capacity to move from a minimum deterrence to a limited deterrence nuclear strategy.
   “Limited deterrence” entails the capability to deter conventional, theater, and strategic nuclear war, and to control escalation in the event of a nuclear confrontation. Under a limited deterrence doctrine, China would need to target nuclear forces in addition to cities, which would require expanded deployments.

Scenario 5:   No Deterrence (Neutralized)

Some analysts suggest that China could virtually lose its deterrent capability under a new framework with the United States.  The current Chinese nuclear doctrine is based on the ambiguity of its nominal force capability.  In this way, their minimum deterrence relies on maintaining the mere possibility of a second strike capability.  Therefore, China may lose such minimally necessary conditions for deterrence under the following cases: 1) if the technology the MD greatly advances especially in the boost-phase and space-based system; and 2) if the US preemptive strike capability becomes more credible due to its precision guided munitions.  

Conclusion


Facing the global and regional strategic environment after the Cold War, after the 9-11, and with the North Korean threat and emerging China, Japan has been urged to prepare for new dimension of its deterrence and defense.  Emergence of the relative concept in Japanese defense may increasingly encourage policymakers to prepare for more active Japan-US extended deterrence both by offensive and defensive force and even for the indigenous strike capabilities.  The Japanese nuclear option is located at the ultimate end of this indigenous capability, but it will not be seriously pursued as on the political agenda if the multiple deterrence function sufficiently deals with emerging new threats, especially the North Korean and Chinese nuclear forces, in the new strategic context.

  
Despite the fact that the 2002 NPR has tried to reinforce the credibility of nuclear extended deterrence by adapting to new asymmetrical threats, the fragility of deterrence remains.  Missile defense will supplement both conventional and nuclear extended deterrence in the Japan–US alliance by providing damage confinement/denial deterrence capability, thus mitigating Japan’s nuclear desire.  The complexity of the ratio of offensive-defensive forces with adversaries, however, could accelerate the security dilemma.  Thus, the political bond and coordination between Tokyo and Washington has become more important to ensure the credibility of extended deterrence in the new security circumstances.  North Korean nuclear development will be a core variable of short-term security consideration that affects the above barometers.  The expansion of the Chinese nuclear capability will also affect nuclear extended deterrence in the long run, within the framework of future US–China nuclear relations.   Strategic coordination of the Japan-US alliance over new strategic stability with China should be carefully designed.
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