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Japan is trying to contribute to security in the Asia–Pacific and Indo–Pacific regions by 
providing more public goods than before. That is Prime Minister Shinzo Abe’s 
“proactive contribution to the peace.” The nature of Japan’s attempt is surely benign but 
it could be the source of China’s anxiety over Japan’s “resurgence of military power 
since World War II” or “containment approach towards rise of China.” Whatever the 
reasons are, Japan’s new initiative could potentially create an unnecessary security 
dilemma between Japan and China. At the same time, like-minded countries in the 
region need to provide common public goods for sustainable security as well as the 
United States’ present engagements, such as the rebalancing to Asia–Pacific. 
 
To solve or alleviate a potential security dilemma with China, Japan should act with 
other regional players in the multilateral framework. Namely, the Quad (U.S., Australia, 
India, and Japan) and Plus (Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) member 
countries) framework is one of the candidates. These countries are all like-minded 
players for sharing vital interests in regional security as well as common values. In the 
short term, it would be difficult to persuade China that Japan’s intention is benign rather 
than antagonizing China in a zero-sum manner. China may think that Japan is 
organizing a containment circle with the U.S. However, it is worth trying to send benign 
messages to China with multiple like-minded countries that a peaceful environment in 
the region in the mid-long term are common interests for all players by believing that 
time would reveal the truth of their intentions in the long term. In fact, all players in the 
Quad Plus have vital interests to have long-term peaceful relations with China. This 
paper explains Japan’s new security policy initiative and how it would be effective in 
cooperation with the Quad Plus countries. 
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Rationale for Japan’s Positive Commitment in Regional Security 
  
Prime Minister Shinzo Abe established a new initiative for Japan to take more 
responsibility in regional security in the past few years. The policies are named as 
“proactive contributions to peace” in the National Security Strategy (NSS) document in 
December 2013: 
 

 As a proactive contributor to peace based on the principle of international   
cooperation, Japan will play an active role for the peace and stability of the 
international community through the following approaches: strengthening 
diplomacy at the United Nations, strengthening the rule of law, leading 
international efforts towards disarmament and non-proliferation, promoting 
international peace cooperation and promoting international cooperation against 
international terrorism.1 

  
Prime Minister Abe elaborated on the “proactive contributions to peace” concept in his 
series of speeches, followed by the National Security Strategy document. On May 6, 
2014, Abe gave his second speech at the North Atlantic Council, stating that “Japan will 
commit even more strongly than ever before to fostering global peace and prosperity,” 
and explaining that one objective of his proactive contribution to peace policy is for 
Japan to play a bigger role in defending the freedom of overflight, freedom of 
navigation, and other global commons.2 The address was welcomed by NATO 
Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen, who stated, “In this time of crisis our 
dialogue with like-minded partners like Japan is key to address global security 
challenges” in both the Euro–Atlantic and Asia–Pacific regions.3 
 
U.S. President Barack Obama also praised Abe for his “exceptional commitment to our 
alliance,” telling Abe that “[u]nder your leadership, Japan is also looking to make even 
greater contributions to peace and security around the world, which the United States 
very much welcomes.”4 Among Asian nations, ASEAN leaders said in their joint 

1Government of Japan, National Security Strategy of Japan, December 17, 2013. 
2Speech by Prime Minister Shinzo Abe at the North Atlantic Council, “Japan and NATO as ‘Natural 
Partners,’” May 6, 2014, http://www.mofa.go.jp/mofaj/files/000037774.pdf (accessed October 5, 2014). 
3Ibid. 
4U.S. White House Press Brief, “Joint Press Conference with President Obama and Prime Minister Abe of 
Japan,” April 24, 2014, 
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2014/04/24/joint-press-conference-president-obama-and-pri
me-minister-abe-japan (accessed October 5, 2014).  
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statement that they looked forward to Japan’s proactive contribution to peace for the 
stability and development of the region at the Japan–ASEAN Commemorative Summit 
on December 14, 2013.5 
 
Among Abe’s series of speeches, one at the IISS Asian Security Summit, so-called the 
Shangri-La Dialogue, on May 30, 2014, well described how Japan would conduct its 
security and foreign policies under the concept of the proactive contribution to peace. 
Abe stated: 

 
“Proactive Contribution to Peace”—the new banner for such “new Japanese”—is 
nothing other than an expression of Japan’s determination to spare no effort or 
trouble for the sake of the peace, security, and prosperity of Asia and the Pacific, at 
even greater levels than before.  
 
We will do this together with our regional colleagues, our partners with whom we 
share our ambitions and our values. Taking our alliance with the United States as 
the foundation and respecting our partnership with ASEAN, Japan will spare no 
effort to make regional stability, peace, and prosperity into something rock-solid.6 

 
In the same speech, Abe clearly stated what Japan is currently doing and will do with 
the above concept by explaining its capacity-building support to ASEAN nations, such 
as a decision to provide 10 new patrol vessels to the Philippine Coast Guard and three 
brand-new patrol vessels to Indonesia through grant aid cooperation as well as a plan 
and survey to enable Japan to provide such vessels to Vietnam.7 
 
Japan’s partners are not only limited to the U.S., NATO, and ASEAN countries but other 
regional key countries such as Australia and India. In his speech, Abe stated he 
reaffirmed trilateral cooperation with Australian Prime Minister Tony Abbott when he 
visited Japan at the beginning of April 2014. He also expressed his expectation to the 
newly elected Indian Prime Minister Narendra Modi for making the “confluence of the 
two seas,” Pacific and Indian Oceans more peaceful and prosperous. 
 

5Joint Statement of the ASEAN–Japan Commemorative Summit, “Hand in Hand, Facing Regional and 
Global Challenges,” December 14, 2013, http://www.mofa.go.jp/mofaj/files/000022451.pdf (accessed 
October 5, 2014). 
6Speech by Prime Minister Shinzo Abe at the 13th IISS Asian Security Summit, The Shangri-La Dialogue, 
May 30, 2014, http://www.mofa.go.jp/fp/nsp/page4e_000086.html (accessed February 12, 2015). 
7Ibid. 
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Besides his expectations of like-minded partners in the region, who share democratic 
values, Abe did not exclude security dialogue and cooperation with China, too. In the 
same speech in the Shangri-La Dialogue, Abe stated his strong expectation of the 
effective Code of Conduct between ASEAN and China in the disputed South China Sea. 
Abe tried to remind China of the maritime and air communication mechanism between 
Japan and China in order to prevent an unexpected situation, which was concluded by 
Abe himself and then–Premier Wen Jiabao in 2007.8 Five months after his speech, 
Prime Minister Abe had his first bilateral meeting with Chinese President Xi-Jinping in 
Beijing on November 10, 2014, after their foreign ministers’ agreement to create a 
bilateral crisis-management mechanism in the maritime area. 
 
Thus, Prime Minister Abe’s rationale for proactive contributions to peace is not from 
emotional nationalism or regional rivalry, but a realistic and pragmatic approach toward 
stability to the region with cool-head observation and calculation on regional power 
balance. The National Security Strategy describes the global security environment and 
challenges as follows: 

 
Since the beginning of the 21st century, the balance of power in the 
international community has been changing on an unprecedented scale, 
substantially influencing the dynamics of international politics.9 

 
While the Obama Administration has repeatedly reaffirmed America’s military 
commitment to the Asia–Pacific region as part of its rebalancing policy, the resources 
the United States can direct to the region are limited due to serious budgetary 
constraints and security commitments to the Middle East, North Africa, and elsewhere. 
U.S. allies in Asia are well aware that they will need to take on a bigger share of the 
burden of protecting the global commons for the region’s security and stability—and 
Japan is no exception. Japan’s security community has thus been proposing that the 
government play a more active role for Asia–Pacific security. 
 
Prime Minister Abe shares this perception. In his Shangri-La speech, Abe shared his 
view that “we are in an era in which it is no longer possible for any one nation to secure 
its own peace only by itself.” He added this is also shared throughout the world. 
 

8Ibid. 
9Government of Japan, National Security Strategy of Japan. 
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This idea has been shared with many security experts in Japan. Even before the current 
Abe administration, an advisory panel for former Prime Minister Yoshihiko Noda of the 
Democratic Party of Japan proposed that Japan play a more active role in regional 
security.10 Noda’s panel called on Japan to deepen security cooperation with the United 
States and other countries espousing common values and to establish stronger networks 
with them. Enhancing security cooperation, though, first requires a fuller recognition of 
Japan as a valuable partner in Asia. The panel’s report also recommended that Japan 
expand channels of security cooperation by revising outdated institutions and practices, 
including the interpretation on the right of collective self-defense. It stated that Japan 
should seek to fulfill a leading role in “international rule-making processes that involve 
developed and emerging countries,” particularly in Asia and the Pacific, in such diverse 
fields as security, the environment, economy, space, and the sea.11 
  
The document represents the consensus opinion of the Japanese foreign and security 
policy community, and its recommendations have much in common with those being 
made by those supporting and advising the Abe cabinet.  

  
Policy Options for the Japan–U.S. Alliance in Response to the Rise of China  
 
The most often discussed policy option in the U.S. policymaking community toward the 
rise of China is a combination of cooperative engagement, balancing, and hedging. 
Cooperative engagement involves building and maintaining economic and diplomatic 
ties with China. Balancing means creating a favorable balance of power to influence 
Chinese behavior, while hedging means maintaining a regional military presence and 
close alliance management in case China emerges as a challenger to U.S. leadership.12 
 
Japan’s policy option overlaps with U.S. policy options. Richard Bush points out that 
current Japanese policy toward the rise of China is shifting to “competitive engagement 

10Frontier Subcommittee, “Toward a ‘Country of Co-Creation’ which Generates New Value by 
Manifesting and Creatively Linking Various Strengths” (Tentative Translation), July 6, 2012, p. 4, 
http://www.cas.go.jp/jp/seisaku/npu/policy04/pdf/20120706/en_hokoku_gaiyo1.pdf (accessed October 13, 
2014). 
11Ibid.  
12Tsuneo Watanabe, “US Engagement Policy toward China: Realism, Liberalism, and Pragmatism,” 
Institute of Contemporary Chinese Studies, Waseda University, Journal of Contemporary China Studies, 
Vol. 2, No. 2, January 31, 2014. The article can be accessed on the Tokyo Foundation website, 
http://www.tokyofoundation.org/en/articles/2014/us-engagement-policy-toward-china (accessed October 
14, 2014). 
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with hard hedge” from “cooperative engagement with soft hedge.”13 He took the Tokyo 
Foundation’s policy proposal “Japan’s Security Strategy toward China” in 2011 as an 
example of “competitive engagement with hard hedge.”14 The proposal does not 
hesitate to assert the Japan–U.S. alliance will need to adjust to the new strategic reality 
under China’s anti-access and area-denial (A2/AD) environment while proposing to 
deepen the partnership and interdependence with China in both economic and security 
domains and to manage risks and crises in Japan–China security relations through 
cooperation and institutions.15 
  
Apparently, Prime Minister Abe’s proactive contribution to peace is in line with this 
strategic direction. It is clear that the Abe administration does not intend to move any 
containment or confrontational policy toward the rise of China. However, its hedging 
part may be a potential element, which can eventually cause a security dilemma with 
China. Engagement would weaken should the United States and Japan enhance their 
military capabilities as a hedge against the rapid modernization of Chinese forces in 
such areas as A2/AD. 
 
Chikako Ueki discusses a potential security dilemma between China and the Japan–U.S. 
alliance. She explains that security dilemma occurs when the state, by increasing their 
own security ability, makes others feel less secure. The other would respond with a 
similar defense effort and it would result in a vicious cycle or spiral where states’ 
defense efforts produce insecurity instead of security. According to Ueki, in the case 
between Japan and China, the Japan–U.S. alliance was expected to dampen the security 
dilemma between Japan and China. She describes that China tends to react acutely to 
strengthen the Japan–U.S. alliance capability such as the Ballistic Missile Defense 
System rather than Japan’s own defense capability since it would be used for defense 
for Taiwan.16 
 
In the past, “a cork in the bottle” theory was used as an effective tool to reassure China 

13Richard Bush, The Perils of Proximity: China-Japan Security Relations (Washington, DC: Brookings 
Institution, 2010), p. 269. 
14Ibid. 
15The Tokyo Foundation, “Japan’s Security Strategy toward China: Integration, Balancing, and 
Deterrence in the Era of Power Shift,” October 2011, p. 7, 
http://www.tokyofoundation.org/en/additional_info/security_strategy_toward_china.pdf (accessed May 
10, 2015). 
16Chikako Kawakatsu Ueki, “Liberal Deterrence of China: Challenges in Achieving Japan’s China Policy,” 
in Takashi Inoguchi, G. John Ikenberry, and Yoichiro Sato, eds., The U.S.-Japan Security Alliance: 
Regional Multilateralism (Basingstoke, U.K.: Palgrave Macmillan, 2011) pp. 142–143. 
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that the Japan–U.S. alliance framework would act to contain the resurgence of Japanese 
militarism. In October 1971, Henry Kissinger, then–national security adviser to 
President Richard Nixon, persuaded Chinese Premier Zhou Enlai that U.S. control of 
Japan within the alliance framework would be more in line with China’s security 
interests than setting Japan free.17 China could be persuaded with such a rationale at the 
time partly because it saw the Soviet Union as a more serious threat. 
 
Now, many East Asian security experts are predicting a rivalry between the United 
States and China for regional dominance. China can no longer count on the United 
States to suppress Japan’s regional security role, as there has been an incremental 
expansion in areas of Japan–U.S. cooperation, such as through the drafting of the 
Guidelines for Japan–U.S. Defense Cooperation in 1997. This worried the Chinese 
leaders, who wondered whether the Guidelines might apply to contingencies across the 
Taiwan Strait as Ueki points out. China is also concerned with the ongoing revisions to 
Japan–U.S. security arrangements, which are expected to expand the areas and degrees 
of security cooperation following the July 1, 2014, Japanese cabinet decision outlining a 
new interpretation of the Japanese Constitution. 
 
Abe’s proactive security approach was not only welcomed, but worried and even drew 
criticism from neighbors. In my personal conversation with some European diplomats, 
who are assigned in South Korea, they expressed his uneasiness by asking why Japan is 
committing a larger security role now while neighbors are worried about Japan’s move. 
He told me that he understood the security rationale of Japan but questioned history 
“revisionism” in Japan. My answer was that Prime Minister Abe, the ruling Liberal 
Democratic Party (LDP), and the whole of society does not share a history revisionism, 
which has a self-destructive nature, including the denial of the Tokyo Tribunal in 1946, 
which tried the leaders of Imperial Japan for war crimes. Japan cannot deny the basis of 
the legitimacy for its military alliance with the U.S. and the world order, in which Japan 
has enjoyed its peace and prosperity. 
 
This conversation could be a reflection on South Korean anxiety over Japan’s proactive 
contributions to peace. It also suggests that Japan needs to practice several reassurance 
efforts to neighbors such as South Korea, China, and ASEAN countries while taking 
more responsibility for regional security as a proactive contribution to peace. 
   

17Henry Kissinger, White House Years (Boston: Little, Brown & Co., 1979), p. 1,089. 
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In fact, China questioned Prime Minister Abe’s new security policy. In its December 18, 
2013, editorial after Japan’s new National Security Strategy was released, which vowed 
proactive contributions to peace, The China Daily warned against Abe’s “proactive 
pacifism,” asserting that “the catchy but vague expression” is “Abe’s camouflage to 
woo international understanding of Japan’s move to become a military power.” The 
China Daily also pointed out that Abe’s doctrine seeks to turn Japan’s Self-Defense 
Forces (SDF) into “ordinary armed forces.”18 
 
Even South Korea, another major ally of the United States in East Asia, openly 
expressed its misgivings about Japan’s possible return to prewar militarism by Prime 
Minister Abe. The Abe cabinet’s decision to change the interpretation of the 
Constitution was controversial, since Article 9 explicitly states that the “Japanese people 
forever renounce war as a sovereign right of the nation and the threat or use of force as 
means of settling international disputes.”19 
 
The July 1, 2014, cabinet decision expanded the scope of Japan’s right of self-defense to 
incorporate actions that are often seen as an exercise of the right of collective 
self-defense, which has been the target of a self-imposed ban over the past four decades. 
The decision worried the South Korean people, despite Japan’s intention to provide 
meaningful logistic support to military activity by both the U.S. and South Korea in a 
contingency in the Korean Peninsula. South Korea is concerned with the fact that the 
new interpretation theoretically could enable the Japanese government to send troops to 
the Korean Peninsula in a contingency. The day following the cabinet’s decision, the 
Korea Joongang Daily published an editorial stating, “Neighboring countries 
increasingly worry about the alarming development,” although it also noted, “Japan’s 
exercise of collective self-defense will raise the level of the Washington-Tokyo alliance 
further.”20 

 
ASEAN Countries Are More Worried About China’s Assertiveness 
 
On the other hand, anxiety over Japan’s military resurgence was no longer widely 

18“Abe’s Three Shots at Pacifism,” The China Daily, December 18, 2013, 
http://www.chinadailyasia.com/opinion/2013-12/18/content_15106729.html (accessed July 27, 2014). 
19The Constitution of Japan, Article 9, Prime Minister of Japan and His Cabinet, 
http://japan.kantei.go.jp/constitution_and_government_of_japan/constitution_e.html (accessed July 18, 
2015) 
20“Japan at a Crossroads,” Korea Joongang Daily, July 2, 2014, 
http://koreajoongangdaily.joins.com/news/article/article.aspx?aid=2991448 (accessed October 12, 2014). 
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shared by other Asian nations. All ASEAN leaders welcomed Abe’s “proactive 
contribution to peace” in a Japan–ASEAN summit meeting in Tokyo in December 
2013.21 The fact suggests that most Asian players were more worried about China’s 
recent assertiveness on territorial and security issues in the South China Sea. This worry 
was mixed with fear and lack of certainty in U.S. security commitments to and presence 
in the Asia–Pacific region. Despite President Obama’s repeated assurances, regional 
players cannot wipe out anxieties over American detachment from the region. 
 
That could be a source of the ASEAN leaders’ welcoming of Japan’s larger security role. 
At the same time, Asian countries do not want to become involved in standoff or 
conflict between the Japan–U.S. alliance and China. In a poll by the Pew Research 
Center, strong majorities in the Philippines (90 percent), Japan (82 percent), South 
Korea (77 percent), and Indonesia (62 percent) think that such territorial disputes with 
China are a big problem for their country. Even 36 percent of the Malaysian people 
share the same worry while 41 percent do not.22 At the same time, there were 
considerable differences in ASEAN countries’ perceptions of China as an ally or threat, 
depending on the closeness of their relations with China. 
ASEAN members that have territorial disputes with China see it as a threat, while those 
that depend on China’s economic assistance tend to see it as an ally. For instance, more 
respondents in the Philippines and Vietnam see China as a threat and the United States 
as an ally, while those in Malaysia see China slightly more as an ally and the United 
States as a threat, although the views were more or less evenly divided since Malaysians 
have both anti-U.S. sentiments and territorial disputes with China.23 
   
In Indonesia, more people see the United States as both an ally and a threat. In Thailand, 
more people see the United States as an ally, but for many Thais, their number one 
threat is not China but Cambodia. Thailand is a treaty ally of the United States. Yet, 
Thailand does not have serious territorial disputes with China and it enjoys close 
economic ties with both the United States and China.24 Cambodia, Laos, and Burma 

21Joint Statement of the ASEAN–Japan Commemorative Summit, “Hand in Hand, Facing Regional and 
Global Challenges.” 
22Pew Research Center, America’s Global Image Remains More Positive than China’s, Chapter 3: 
“Attitude Toward China,” July 18, 2013, 
http://www.pewglobal.org/2013/07/18/chapter-3-attitudes-toward-china(accessed July 18, 2015). 
23Pew Research Center, “Global Opposition to U.S. Surveillance and Drones, but Limited Harm to 
America’s Image: Many in Asia Worry about Conflict with China,” July 14, 2014, 
http://www.pewglobal.org/2014/07/14/global-opposition-to-u-s-surveillance-and-drones-but-limited-harm
-to-americas-image/ (accessed October 13, 2014). 
24Ibid.  
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which are heavily dependent on economic assistance from China, have a more favorable 
attitude toward China. If there is a consensus among the ASEAN states, it would be that 
none of them wants either a conflict between China and the Japan–U.S. alliance or 
unilateral assertive behavior of China. 

 
Spillover of the Neighbors’ Negative Perception to the U.S. and European Media 
  
Claims of Japan’s “resurgent militarism” are somehow exaggerated among neighboring 
countries. However, Japan could not underestimate the influence of public perception in 
neighboring countries. Japan’s disconnect with its neighbors could be shared with U.S. 
or European nations through mass media. 
 
In fact, Prime Minister Abe’s views of history and World War II have been criticized not 
only by China and South Korea but also by the U.S. and European media. In December 
2013 Prime Minister Abe made a surprise visit to Yasukuni Shrine, where Japanese war 
dead, including Class-A war criminals, are enshrined, prompting the U.S. embassy in 
Tokyo to immediately release an unusual statement calling his shrine visit 
“disappointing.”25 
 
Even the conservative newspaper, The Wall Street Journal, criticized Abe’s visit in its 
editorial as an offense against East Asian history and a strategic liability, hurting the 
ability of like-minded states to promote a peaceful, liberal regional order and giving 
Chinese leaders an opportunity to use the supposed specter of Japanese military 
resurgence as an excuse to expand their own power.26 
 
Japan’s reassurance efforts to history perception contains two meanings. First, Japan 
will not commit an act of changing status quo by force, such as the past invasion of 
China in the 1930s. Secondly, Japan would not give China an excuse to legitimize its 
own military expansion to encounter a Japanese aggressive and military act as a 
resurgence of Imperial Japan from the 1930s. Japan together with its ally, the U.S., and 
like-minded countries such as the Quad Plus needs to consider how to avoid a security 
dilemma as well as deter and balance against China’s attempt to change status quo by 
force, such as reclaiming the South China Sea. 

25U.S. Department of State, “Statement on Prime Minister Abe’s December 26 Visit to Yasukuni Shrine,” 
December 26, 2013, http://japan.usembassy.gov/e/p/tp-20131226-01.html (accessed October 13, 2014). 
26“Shinzo Abe’s Yasukuni Offense: Japan’s Whitewashing of History Is a Strategic Liability,” The Wall 
Street Journal, December 26, 2013. 
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How Should Japan Reassure Worried Neighbors?   
 
Considering such complex reactions from Asian countries as well as Western 
democracies, it is imperative for Japan to take some reassurance measures while 
committing proactive contributions to peace effectively. Japan’s reassurance measures 
would be varied for each target country. 
  
For ASEAN countries, Japan should reassure its engagement in providing public goods 
to regional security as well as offering reassurance not to engage in another invasion as 
in the 1930s. Since Japan is located relatively far from the region, it would be 
imperative for Japan to convince them how the regional stability in Southeast Asia is 
critical to Japan’s own security and prosperity. 
 
For South Korea, Japan should reassure its military and security policy that it will be 
highly constrained and democratically controlled exclusively within the defense 
principle. Continuation of the exclusive defense policy would be more persuasive to 
South Koreans if the Japanese leaders did not change their history perception over the 
past. That may be the background that South Korean President Park Geun-hye demands 
- for Japanese counterpart to reflect the past sincerely.  Reconciliation over the past 
history among both leaders and nations is not easy. However, the worst-case scenario 
that mutual distrust becomes the military buildup race or conflict is lessened by the fact 
that both countries are military allies of the United States, Despite the mistrust, the 
Japan–South Korea feud is not a serious bilateral security issue. 
 
For China, Japan’s reassurance policy would be mostly complex. China is regarded as a 
revisionist power to challenge status quo power such as the U.S. and its regional allies. 
A simplistic explanation that Japan’s new security policy would be benign and within a 
firm limit of the exclusive defense is not persuasive enough.  Japan’s larger 
contribution to regional security would conflict with China’s intention to have influence 
over the region. Frankly, it does not matter whether Japan’s intention is benign or 
aggressive. In addition, China could see that the function of the U.S.–Japan alliance and 
its engagement on regional stability are obstacles to their own interests to control their 
maritime territory, which is defined by their own rationale rather than conventional 
international laws.  
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Multilateral Framework such as Quad Plus as Reassurance Tool 
  
In order to attain regional security stability with their proactive contributions to peace in 
the complex circumstance, Japan needs a legitimate international framework. It would 
give Japan more room to play a positive role despite regional mistrust. The existing 
Japan–U.S. bilateral framework is no longer an effective tool to reassure worried 
neighbors. A multilateral framework such as Quad Plus (Japan–U.S.–Australia–India 
plus ASEAN nations) could be a more effective venue for Japan’s reassurance policy to 
neighbors as well as an existing ASEAN Regional Forum or ASEAN Defense Ministers 
Meeting (ADMM) Plus. 
 
In addition, a multilateral framework would be one of the tools used to avoid a security 
dilemma with China by combining other regional security architecture frameworks. 
Victor Cha suggests that it would be possible to avoid a security dilemma between the 
U.S.–Japan alliance and China. According to Cha, the U.S. and Japan initiated regional 
efforts that would co-exist with China and initiated proposals without zero-sum 
competition because complexity in the regional frameworks would mute a security 
dilemma.27 
 
Cha points out that a regional security dilemma exists in the region. Prime Minister 
Abe’s proposals for the Quadrilateral Initiative with Indian Prime Minister Manmohan 
Singh in August 2007 was regarded as an attempt to latently “contain” and encircle” 
China. On the other hand, the United States criticized the East Asian Economic Caucus, 
proposed by China in the 1990s to exclude the U.S. from the region. However, 
according to Cha, non-zero-sum solutions are clearly possible with three core 
assumptions. First, no single institution shall define the region. Second, ad hoc 
institutions work better than formal ones. And third, bilateral and multilateral 
institutions are mutually reinforcing. For example, coexistence of the regional multiple 
security frameworks would give China space and do not isolate or contain it, unlike 
NATO against the Soviet bloc in the Cold War period.28 
       
Considering Japan’s reassurance measurements, Quad Plus continues to be an attractive 
framework that would give Japan the following valuable functions. Japan could 

27Victor Cha, “The Security Dilemma in Asian Architecture: United States, Japan, and China,” in 
Inoguchi, Ikenberry, and Sato, eds., The U.S.-Japan Security Alliance: Regional Multilateralism, pp. 157–
176. 
28Ibid. 

12 
  

                                                   



participate in activities that provide public security goods to the region with less worry 
from regional memory on Japan’s past aggression than acting alone or acting together 
with the U.S. Although Quad Plus would not give China a space within the framework, 
China is secured to have a place in another framework such as the Shanghai 
Cooperation Organization (SCO) or ADMM Plus. The degree of the security dilemma 
with China could be less than a direct confrontation between the Japan–U.S. bilateral 
alliance versus China. In addition, complexity in co-existing plural security frameworks 
would affect a security dilemma toward less zero-sum nature.     
 
HA/DR as Initial Area of Cooperation for Quad Plus  
 
Prime Minister Abe’s proactive contribution to peace has been well received by the 
United States, ASEAN, and NATO. The next step would be creating a framework for 
implementation by identifying priorities for effective cooperation. One of prime and 
urgent importance would be humanitarian assistance and disaster relief (HA/DR). It 
requires an urgent response in the light of such transnational threats as frequency and 
magnitude of the natural disasters that have grown in the region. In addition, it has few 
political obstacles due to its humanitarian nature and less risk of creating a security 
dilemma with China. It is an area that lends itself naturally to a cooperative framework 
involving Quad Plus countries. 
 
Japan’s SDF have extensive expertise and capabilities in HA/DR owing to Japan’s 
rampant earthquakes, typhoons, and other natural disasters. The joint operations with 
U.S. forces in the wake of the March 2011 Great East Japan Earthquake elevated 
HA/DR cooperation into a new mission for Japan and the United States and into an 
international commons for the Asia–Pacific region. The Japan–U.S. “two plus two” 
Security Consultative Committee agreed to promote multilateral cooperation in HA/DR 
through joint exercises and mutual logistics support. The two sides also concurred on 
the importance of establishing a regional HA/DR logistics hub in Japan.29 
 
There are two advantages in HA/DR over other issues. First, Japan and the United 
States can offer their experience and capabilities to Quad Plus countries in future joint 
operations. Secondly, HA/DR is an area in which cooperation with even China would be 

29Joint Statement of the Security Consultative Committee by Secretary of State Clinton, Secretary of 
Defense Gates, Minister for Foreign Affairs Matsumoto, and Minister of Defense Kitazawa, “Toward a 
Deeper and Broader U.S.-Japan Alliance: Building on 50 Years of Partnership,” June 21, 2011, 
http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/n-america/us/security/pdfs/joint1106_01.pdf (accessed October 14, 2014). 
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possible, unlike other traditional military missions. Technically, the U.S. Congress still 
imposes legal restrictions on the U.S. military’s exchanges with China’s People’s 
Liberation Army (PLA) in twelve nontraditional military categories in order to not 
upgrade the PLA’s military capabilities.30 
 
If China participates in the framework, it would promote confidence-building and 
provide reassurance to other players in the region. China has, in the past, accepted SDF 
rescue teams on Chinese soil, such as following the May 2008 Sichuan earthquake, 
although the rescue workers were dispatched using a private charter flight rather than an 
Air SDF aircraft out of consideration for Chinese sensitivity to the deployment of 
Japan’s defense personnel.31 
 
Joint cooperation and exercise on HA/DR cooperation have already been advanced in 
the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) following the Sumatra earthquake and tsunami of 
2004. Since 2009, the ARF has conducted disaster relief exercises called DiRex. 
However, the ARF is still reluctant to include China. Jen Pearce, a U.S. Pacific 
Command (PACOM) Regional Analyst for the U.S government proposes that the U.S. 
can encourage ASEAN nations for regional HA/DR cooperation including China such 
as regional exercises as well as displays of capabilities as deterrents of future skirmishes 
and conflicts.32 
  
In January 2015, the U.S. and China conducted the joint military exercise on HA/DR to 
a typhoon-hit region in Hainan Province, China. It was the first U.S.–China military 
exercise on Chinese territory.33 
 
Above mentioned the Tokyo Foundation’s policy proposal on “Japan’s Security Strategy 
toward China” calls for the formation of “a resilient habit of cooperation capability” in 
an effort to deepen interdependence.34 Needless to say, Australia and India shares the 
common interests and capability with Japan and the U.S. for regional-wide HA/DR 
cooperation. India conducted a large-scale HA/DR exercise involving more than 20 

30Zhou Bo, “China-U.S. HA/DR Exercise and its Implication for the Asia-Pacific,” China-US Focus, 
http://www.chinausfocus.com/peace-security/china-u-s-hadr-exercise-and-its-implication-for-the-asia-p
acific/ (accessed May 11, 2015). 
31“Memories that Still Linger,” Japan Times, June 1, 2008. 
32Jen Pearce, “HADR and US-China Military Cooperation: It Is Time for the Two Powers to Work 
Together on Humanitarian Assistance and Disaster Relief,” July 28, 2014, The Diplomat, 
http://thediplomat.com/2014/07/hadr-and-us-china-military-cooperation/ (accessed May 11, 2015). 
33Zhou Bo, op.cit.  
34The Tokyo Foundation, “Japan’s Security Strategy toward China,” p. 45. 
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ships in February 2015 in the Lakshadweep Islands.35 The Australian military joined 
the HA/DR Exercise Croix du Sud 2014, conducted by France, and sowed its capability 
in New Caledonia in August and September 2014.36 HA/DR opportunities for the Quad 
Plus cooperation are increasing for strengthening a regional security cooperation 
framework as well as avoiding a security dilemma with China. 
 
Japan’s Initiative for Providing Capacity Building to ASEAN Countries  
 
Japan’s hope to cooperate with Quad Plus countries is a comprehensive approach to 
capacity building and conflict management. The National Security Strategy  
in December 2013 proposed that Japan will develop a new system of seamless 
assistance to potential recipients in security-related areas through the strategic 
utilization of official development assistance and capacity-building support, as well as 
coordination with nongovernmental organizations.37 In addition, the NSS announced 
Japan’s intentions to engage in the training of peacebuilding experts and peacekeeping 
operations personnel in various countries, adding that Japan will consult closely with 
countries and organizations that have experience in such engagement, including the 
United States, Australia, and European countries.38 
 
Considering the contents of the NSS, the Tokyo Foundation, as an independent think 
tank released a policy proposal for the new foreign aid policies, stating that the Japanese 
government’s program guidelines need to reflect a comprehensive and integrated 
approach to security and economic development in October 2014.39   
 
On February 10, 2015, the Abe cabinet revised the existing Official Development 
Assistance (ODA) Charter in order for Japan to play a larger security-assistance role 
with global actors in a comprehensive manner. The new charter is called the 
Development Cooperation Charter, which considers not only the ODA, but also other 

35Press information Bureau, Government of India, Ministry of Defence, “HADR Exercise by Indian Navy,” 
February 10, 2015, http://pib.nic.in/newsite/PrintRelease.aspx?relid=115326 (accessed October 8, 2015). 
36Australian Army, “A2RAR Provides HADR Capability,” May 15, 2015, 
http://www.army.gov.au/Our-work/News-and-media/2RAR-provides-Humanitarian-and-Disaster-Relief-c
apability (accessed July 15, 2015). 
37Government of Japan, National Security Strategy of Japan, pp. 30–31. 
38Ibid. 
39The Tokyo Foundation, ODA Taiko-kaitei eno Anzenhosho no Siza karano Teigen (Reviewing Japan’s 
Foreign Aid from a Security Perspective), October 2014 (to be translated in English during 2015), 
http://www.tkfd.or.jp/files/doc/2014-03.pdf (accessed July 15, 2015), and Ippeita Nishida. “Tapping the 
Potential of Japan’s Self-Defense Forces,” The Tokyo Foundation, May 21, 2015, 
http://www.tokyofoundation.org/en/articles/2015/tapping-the-potential-of-sdf (accessed July 15, 2015).   
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development policies beyond the ODA framework. 
 
The new Development Cooperation Charter is more strategic than the previous ODA 
charter in the following aspects. First, the Charter defines “development” for “broader 
sense rather than in the narrow sense” and “it also encompasses such activities as 
peacebuilding and governance, promotion of basic human rights and humanitarian 
assistance.”40 
 
In the past, the Japanese government avoided the security-related area for a target of the 
ODA including peacebuilding and capacity-building assistance to other militaries. The 
new charter is trying to expand Japan’s capacity-building assistance in the security area. 
It still states that “Japan will avoid any use of development cooperation for military 
purposes or for aggravation of international conflicts.”41 However, “in case the armed 
forces or members of the armed forces in recipient countries are involved in 
development cooperation for non-military purposes such as public welfare of 
disaster-relief purposes, such cases will be considered on a case-by-case basis in light of 
their substantive relevance.42 
  
With the new charter, Japan could provide capacity-building assistance even to other 
militaries if the assistance is not considered as a military purpose. For example, the 
Japanese government has already provided coast guard vessels and capacity-building 
assistance to Indonesia and the Philippines in the past since the assistance was regarded 
as a law-enforcement function rather than military. The new charter may expand the 
scope of Japan’s capacity-building assistance in security to ASEAN nations. 
      
In December 2014, at the ASEAN–Japan Commemorative Summit in Tokyo, the joint 
statement says that ASEAN and Japan “resolved to enhance maritime security and 
safety cooperation, such as information sharing and capacity building including through 
the ASEAN Regional Forum and the Expanded ASEAN Maritime Forum.”43 “The 
ASEAN Leaders also appreciated Japan’s initiatives and active participation in the 
efforts to fostering the dialogue with ASEAN Member States on maritime issues.” At 
the same time, “Japan welcomed the official consultations between ASEAN and China 

40Government of Japan, Development Cooperation Charter, February 10, 2015, p. 1, 
http://www.mofa.go.jp/files/000067701.pdf (accessed July 12, 2015). 
41Ibid., pp. 10–11. 
42Ibid. 
43Joint Statement of the ASEAN–Japan Commemorative Summit,“Hand in Hand, Facing Regional and 
Global Challenges.” 
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on the Code of Conduct in the South China Sea.”44 
 
In July 2015, Japan and Mekong region countries such as Thailand, Vietnam, Cambodia, 
Laos, and Burma had agreed on the New Tokyo Strategy 2015 for Mekong-Japan 
Cooperation (MJC2015).45 In the statement, Japan commits 750 billion yen to ODA for 
infrastructure construction to the region from 2016 to 2018 in line with the new 
Development Cooperation Charter. The statement also reaffirmed maritime security and 
safety principles including implementation of the 2002 Declaration on the Conduct of 
Parties in the South China Sea (DOC) and the early conclusion of a Code of Conduct in 
the South China Sea (COC). It reconfirmed “their commitment to upholding freedom of 
navigation and overflight, safety of navigation, unimpeded commerce and peaceful 
settlement of disputes in accordance with universally-recognized principles of 
international law, including the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea 
(UNCLOS).”46 Particularly, Japan and Mekong region countries noted “concerns 
expressed over the recent development in the South China Sea, which will further 
complicate the situation and erode trust and confidence and may undermine regional 
peace, security and stability.”47 
 
Japan’s new Development Cooperation Charter is a visual implementation plan of such 
an agreement between Japan and ASEAN nations. This Japan–ASEAN cooperation is 
based on a non-aggressive and defensive nature for maritime security. However, China 
may consider it as a countermeasure against China’s influence over its close neighbors. 
 
For example, after Japan-Mekong Region Countries Summit on July 2015, China urged 
Japan not to obstruct efforts made by China and Southeast Asian nations to maintain 
peace on the South China Sea situation. Hua Chunying, Foreign Ministry spokesperson 
stated that “we noticed that Japan recently has been hyping the tense situation on the 
South China Sea, kidnapping and instigating relations between regional countries, and 
obstructing efforts made by China and Southeast Asian nations to maintain peace on the 
South China Sea.”48 
 

44Ibid. 
45“New Tokyo Strategy 2015 for Mekong-Japan Cooperation (MJC2015),” July 4, 2015, 
http://www.mofa.go.jp/s_sa/sea1/page1e_000044.html (accessed July 12, 2015). 
46Ibid. 
47Ibid. 
48“China Urges Japan Not to Obstruct Peace on South China Sea,” Xinhuanet, July 6, 2015, 
http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/2015-07/06/c_134386926.htm (accessed July 18, 2015). 
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This reaction is considered as a kind of “security dilemma” phenomena since China 
considers Japan’s increasing cooperation towards ASEAN may reduce China’s influence. 
In reality, increasing security public goods in the Asia–Pacific region would not be 
zero-sum if all actors share the common direction of security. This is why Japan needs 
Quad Plus cooperation to create the common understanding on security in the Asia–
Pacific and Indo–Pacific regions to influence China to believe and behave in a way that 
recognizes they share the common security with Japan and other players in the region 
albeit it may take longer. 
 
Conclusion 
 
There is no doubt that Japan shares the common interests to work together with Quad 
Plus countries for regional stability with a new initiative called “proactive cooperation 
to peace” including the new Development Cooperation Charter. Despite the negative 
reaction of China, Japan’s new initiative is an incremental approach due to its budgetary 
and constitutional constraint. It is rather effective to enhance regional public security 
without causing unnecessary security dilemma while sending an unmistakable message 
to all regional players in the region. The efforts would be much more effective with 
cooperation of other major influential players, such Quad Plus countries.  
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