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Abstract 

This thesis investigates America’s aerospace technology transfer policies as a 

critical instrument for managing its weak allies in terms of the US’s strategic goal, 

namely preserving and maintaining the balance of power at both global and regional 

levels. This research argues that the US tried to control the level of transferred military 

technology based on its strategic calculations when they assisted in the development 

of its client nations’ defence industry, particularly aerospace fields. The rationales of 

these attempts for managing client nations’ defence industrial capability are (i) 

encouraging weak partners to participate in collective defence activities and (ii) 

preventing protected countries from implementing independent foreign and defence 

policies through the capability of indigenously manufacturing state-of-art class 

defence asset. 

To uncover the causal mechanism of America’s differentiated attitudes on 

military technology cooperation with its weak allies, this research adopts the concept 

of ‘regional stability’ as an independent variable and the notion of ‘role expectation’ 

as an intervening variable by using a theoretical framework of Neoclassical realism. 

Moreover, this study classifies the patterns of America’s technical assistance into four 

groups: (i) direct aid, (ii) limited cooperation, (iii) advanced cooperation, and (iv) 

reciprocal cooperation.  

By surveying cases of America’s aerospace technical assistance program through 

this new analytical framework, this research could clarify the underlying logic of 

America’s policies about military technology transfer and reveal the causal mechanism 

of differentiated attitudes toward client nations.  

The specific cases this research investigates are the aerospace technological 
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cooperation between the US and its Northeast Asian alliance partners, Japan and the 

Republic of Korea; within two distinctive historical periods, the 1970s and the 1980s.  

Notably, this research deals with both America’s proactive assistance to Japan’s 

SLVs developments and combat fighters coproduction programs such as F-4, F-15, 

and F-2, and the US’s limited assistance to ROK’s attempts to SSM development and 

license and assembly production of jet fighters including F-5, F-4, and F-16. 

As brief consequences of this research, in the case of Japan, America’s intentions 

of transferring cutting-edge combat fighter (F-4EJs in the 1970s, F-15s and F-16 in the 

1980s) and SLVs technologies are persuading Tokyo to participate in the defensive 

missions at the theatre level, such as ASW and AEW, and to prevent them to 

developing ballistic missiles, respectively. On the contrary, in the example of ROK, 

although the US provided state-of-the-art class combat fighters including F-4D/E in 

the 1970s and F-16 in the 1980s in order to increase the deterrent capability of ROK 

against DPRK, Washington tried to limit the permissions of co-production programs 

with ROK strictly. Specifically, the ROK’s attempts at developing SSMs were 

restrained by the US.  

 

 

Key Words: Alliance, Balance of Power, Alliance Management, the United States, Japan, 

South Korea (ROK), Military Technology, Fighter, Ballistic Missiles, SLVs, 

Aerospace Power, Defence Industry 

  



xiv 

 

Abbreviations 

AAD Access to Archival Database 

AAM Air-to-Air Missile 

ABM Anti-Ballistic Missile 

ADD Agency for Defence Development  

AESA Radar Active Electronically Scanned Array Radar 

AEW Airborne Early Warning 

AM Alliance Management 

AOR Area of Responsibility 

ASM Air-to-Surface Missile 

ASW Anti-Submarine Warfare 

BoP Balance of Power 

CAT Conventional Arms Transfer 

CFC Combined Forces Command (ROK-US) 

CIA Central Intelligence Agency 

CINCPAC Commander in Chief Pacific Command (US) 

COCOM Coordinating Committee for Multilateral Export Control 

COW CINC  Correlated of War Composite Index of National Capability 

DARPA Defence Advanced Research Projects Agency 

DCS Direct Commercial Sale 

DEFCON Defence Readiness Condition (ROK) 

DIA Defense Intelligence Agency 

DISCS Defense Institute of Security Cooperation Studies 

DMZ Demilitarised Zone 



xv 

 

DNSA Digital National Security Archive 

DOC Department of Commerce 

DOD Department of Defense 

DOS Department of State 

DPRK Democratic People's Republic of Korea 

DSAA Defense Security Assistance Agency 

DSCA Defense Security Cooperation Agency 

DV Dependent Variable 

FBIS Foreign Broadcast Information Service 

FMCS Foreign Military Construction Services 

FMFP Foreign Military Financing Programs 

FMS Foreign Military Sales 

FPA Foreign Policy Analysis 

GCC Geographic Combatant Commander 

GDP Gross Domestic Product 

GNP Gross National Product 

GOJ Government of Japan 

GSO Geostationary orbit 

HNS Host Nation Support 

IAEA International Atomic Energy Agency 

ICBM Inter-Continental Ballistic Missiles 

IMET International Military Education and Training 

INS Inertial Navigation System 

IR  International Relations 

IRBM Intermediate Range Ballistic Missiles 



xvi 

 

ISAS Institute of Space and Astronautical Science (Japan) 

ITV Intervening Variable 

IV Independent Variable 

JAXA Japan Aerospace Exploration Agency 

JCS Joint Chief of Staff (US) 

JSDF Japanese Self-Defense Force 

JASDF Japanese Air Self-Defense Force 

JGSDF Japanese Ground Self-Defense Force 

JMSDF Japan Maritime Self-Defense Force 

LDCs Low Developed Countries 

MAD Mutual Assured Destruction 

MAP Military Assistance Program 

MD McDonnell-Douglas 

MHI Mitsubishi Heavy Industry  

MIRVs Multiple Independently Targetable Reentry Vehicles 

MND Ministry of National Defense (ROK) 

MOD Ministry of Defence (UK, Japan) 

MOFA Ministry of Foreign Affairs (ROK) 

MOST Ministry of Science and Technology (ROK) 

MOU Memorandum of Understanding 

MSSD Most Similar System Design 

MTCR Missile Technology Control Regime 

MTT Military Technology Transfer 

NASA National Aeronautics and Space Administration 

NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organization 



xvii 

 

NCR  Neoclassical Realism 

NDPO National Defence Program Outline (Japan) 

NGA NATO Guidelines Area 

NHK Missile Nike-Hercules Korea Missile 

NMS National Military Strategy 

NPT Non-Proliferation Treaty 

NSC National Security Council 

NSDD National Security Decision Directive 

NSDM National Security Decision Memorandum 

NSS National Security Strategy 

ODA Official Development Assistance 

OJT On the Job Training 

OMC Office of Munitions Control 

PGM Precision Guided Munitions 

PPD Presidential Policy Directives 

PRC People’s Republic of China 

PSI Proliferation of Security Initiative 

RDT&E Research, Development, Test and Evaluation 

ROK Republic of Korea 

ROKAF Republic of Korea Air Force 

ROKG Republic of Korea Government 

RSI Rationalization, Standardization, and Interoperability 

SALT Strategic Arms Limitation Talk 

SCM Security Consultation Meeting 

SDI Strategic Defence Initiative 



xviii 

 

SIPRI Stockholm International Peace Research Institute 

SKM Semi-Knock down Method 

SLBM Submarine Launched Ballistic Missile 

SLOC Sea Lanes of Communication 

SLV Space Launched Vehicle 

SAM Surface-to-Air Missile 

SRBM Short-range Ballistic Missile 

SSM Surface-to-Surface Missile 

TAG Technical Advisory Group 

TDPs Technical Data Packages 

UN United Nations 

USFJ United States Force in Japan 

USFK United States Force in Korea 

USSR Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 

U.S. AID U.S. Agency for International Development 

U.S. GAO 

United States General Accounting Office (before 2004) 

United States General Accountability Office (since 2004) 

WHNS Wartime Host Nation Support 

WMD Weapons of Mass Destruction 

WTO Warsaw Treaty Organization 

WWII World War II 

 

 

 

 

 

 



1 

 

Chapter 1. Introduction 

Dingman describes international society as ‘an alliance-filled world’ (Dingman, 

1979, p. 246). As Dingman maintains, both intra-alliance and inter-alliance 

interactions are quintessential features in the anarchical international system. 

Superpowers, such as the United States, formed asymmetric alliances with weak 

powers in order to (i) enhance their global political sphere or (ii) deter the expansion 

of adversaries during the Cold War; this kind of alignment was named the ‘patron-

client’ relationship (Shoemaker & Spanier, 1984; Veenendaal, 2017, pp. 5-8). 

More research on varying cases is needed to fully understand intra-alliances 

dynamics where a patron state differentiates its policies toward client nations. In 

practical terms, a patron may have relationships with any number of clients, and the 

great power takes a different stance toward each of its weak allies on similar issues, 

based on its grand strategies or geopolitical considerations (Harkavy, 1982).  

In respect to America’s alliance politics, examples relevant to this research are 

the cases of Japan and South Korea (the Republic of Korea, ROK). Both Japan and 

ROK have shared the US as a patron for security and deterring the external threats. 

However, since the late Cold War period, significant differences have prevailed in 

relation to these client nations receiving military technology from the US. For example, 

ROK had a strong desire to acquire advanced military technology in order to encounter 

the growing threat of North Korea (the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, 

DPRK). However, Washington did not allow ROK to obtain highly advanced 

technology. Instead of transferring technology, they provide more advanced defence 

articles as end products to Seoul. In contrast to ROK’s case, despite Japan’s position 
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being less precarious concerning the security matter, they received much advanced 

military technology from the US (see, Section 1.7). 

These observed phenomena are the starting points of this research project, and 

thus lead to the following fundamental research question: Why does the United States 

take a different attitude about the problem of military technology cooperation with its 

weak allies? The following chapters provide in-depth discussion and propose answers 

to this question.  

Before addressing the theoretical and empirical discussion on this issue, this 

introduction chapter is organised in the following order. The first section provides a 

brief explanation for the background of this research, before beginning a more specific 

discussion. More specifically, this section illustrates both the rationales and 

characteristics of America’s military technology transfer (hereafter MTT) policies and 

the importance of aerospace technologies in the implementation of US foreign policy; 

particularly in countering the threat of the Soviet Union (the Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics, the USSR). The second part states the objectives of this study, and this is 

followed by the study’s expected contribution to academia. The third section presents 

detailed sub-research questions for achieving this study’s objectives, for which three 

delineative research questions exist. The fourth section defines essential academic 

lexicons in order to reduce ambiguity and clarify the concept. By doing so, it enables 

several terms to be uniformly used throughout this study. The fifth part discusses why 

this research employs comparative analysis as the principal methodology. The sixth 

part demonstrates the rationale of selecting Japan and ROK as example case studies. 

The seventh section discusses the spatial and temporal scope of this research. Lastly, 

the overall structure of this thesis and a brief explanation of each chapter is provided.  
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1.1 Research Background 

1.1.1 America’s Military Technology Cooperation Policies 

During the Cold War era, the US Government (USG) considered maintaining 

their superiority in defence technology advancement as a crucial means for securing a 

‘Free World’ and offsetting Soviet numerical advantages (Cain, 2005; Peoples, 2008, 

pp. 55-62). Moreover, they adopted various technical assistance programs, such as co-

production programs, to enhance the overall defence capability of its partner states.1 

By using these programs, foreign countries, particularly alliance member states, were 

able to obtain technology and knowledge for manufacturing defence articles.2 

The prime goal of America’s decision on MTT to foreign countries was not one 

of the economic advantages such as license fees. Rather, the priority goals were to 

achieve national security aims through (i) improving the allies’ defence capabilities by 

expanding technical and logistic abilities under US technological support, (ii) 

promoting military equipment standardisation and interoperability among the US-led 

alliance members, and (iii) preventing redundant R&D efforts between security 

partners (Kelley, 1989; U.S. GAO, 1982a). 

From the view of American policymakers, specifically, the Department of 

Defence (DOD), as a dominant decision-making body, demonstrates the merits of 

technical cooperation with foreign partners under the co-production arrangement (U.S. 

 
1  Regarding the American technical assistance program, the term ‘co-production’ is 

generally used in official American documents (U.S. GAO, 1982a). More detailed 

explanations on America’s technical assistance program are discussed in Section 4.3.3.  

2 Officially, the US Government uses two approaches related to technology assistance 

program. They are Foreign Military Sales (FMS) and Direct Commercial Sale (DCS) (DISCS, 

2019; (Katz, 1986b, pp. 12-18). For the comparison of FMS and DCS, see, Appendix IV. 
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GAO, 1975a, pp. 7-8; 1978a, pp. 65-66; 1979b, p. 8). The advantageous points are (i) 

providing recipient countries with manufacturing capabilities for US standardised 

equipment, thereby to support overseas deployed US forces, and (ii) integrating and 

strengthening international military operations via shared military strategy, using 

standard defence equipment and interchangeable logistic capability.3  

However, from the mid-1970s, the US was concerned about technology 

transmission through military equipment sales (U.S. GAO, 1976a). The reasons for 

America’s concerns were (i) that transferred armament, and military technology could 

be a cause of arms races between recipient states and their counterparts, and (ii) the 

risk of leaking advanced technologies (provided to allies) to Communist countries 

(Katz, 1986a, p. xvii; Kinsella, 1994; U.S. GAO, 1979b; U.S. NSC, 1977a).4 From this 

perspective, President Reagan argued that ‘one of the Administration's essential 

achievements was to put in place a stricter regime to control leakage of sensitive 

technology to the Soviets’ (U.S. NSC, 1987b). 

Reflecting the benefits and concerns of technology cooperation, the US had 

issued several legislations in order to achieve threefold strategic goals: (i) supporting 

allies’ military build-up; (ii) preserving regional stability; and (iii) preventing the 

outflow of sensitive military technology to Communist countries.5 In the same vein, 

 
3 Contrary to these advantageous aspects, the disadvantageous effects of co-production 

focus are arguably more economic: namely, (i) the prospect of emerging competitors, (ii) the 

increasing unit cost of license and technical assistance fees, (iii) the weakening of 

technological superiority, and (iv) reduced domestic employment. 

4 As a representative case, in the early 1980s, the Japanese company Toshiba violated 

a COCOM (Coordinating Committee for Multilateral Export Control) agreement by selling 

some high-tech milling machines to the USSR; the problem was that this machine could be 

used for advancement in Soviet submarines (Kings College London, 2014; U.S. DOS, 1988b).  

5 The representative legislation acts are the Foreign Military Sale Act of 1971 (Public 

Law 91–672), the Foreign Assistance Act of 1971 (Public Law 92-226), the Arms Export 
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the USG set up several guidelines for armament sales and related technology release 

to foreign countries.6  

During the 1970s and 1980s, each American President established policies for 

military technology assistance, taking into account the external security environment 

and domestic constraints (Katz, 1986b, pp. 4-9). For example, in the first half of the 

1970s, both President Nixon and the Ford Administration strongly persuaded alliance 

partners to defend themselves based on the Nixon Doctrine and did this by releasing 

advanced military technologies. Contrary to his predecessors, President Carter pursued 

a policy of restricting overall arms sales and technology transfer to third world 

countries based upon moral considerations and strategic calculations. For example, 

The Carter Administration had considerable interests in arms control issues, including 

both WMD and conventional weapons.7  The Reagan Administration took a more 

proactive stance in military technology cooperation with its allies than had been the 

case during President Carter’s years (Katz, 1986b, p. 10; The Reagan Library, 1981).8  

 
Control Act of 1976 (Public Law 94-329), the International Security Assistance Act of 1977 

(Public Law 95-92), the Export Administration Amendments Act of 1985 (Public Law 99-64) 

and the Federal Technology Transfer Act of 1986 (Public Law 99-502). (Source: 

https://legcounsel.house.gov/Comps/Arms%20Export%20Control%20Act.pdf (Date of 

search: Dec. 12, 2019)); DISCS (2019, Ch. 2); Ols (1989); Passman (1977); U.S. GAO (1988). 

6 One of these was the ‘National Critical Technology List’ designation (Clinton, 1995; 

National Academy of Engineering, 1991). In addition to this effort, the US reviewed and 

revised the ‘US Munition List (USML)’ every 4 years, to comport what is more directly 

controlled by the USML via a Military Critical Technology List (U.S. DOS, 2000). 

7 There were vigorous arms control discussions within the national policy decision-

making bodies. Examples are PRM-12 Arms Transfer Policy Review (1977), PRM-15 Nuclear 

Nonproliferation (1977), PRM-25 Arms Control in Indian Ocean Area (1977), PRM-26 ABM 

Treaty Review (1977), PRM-31 Export Control of US Technology (1977), PRM-38 Long-

Range Theater Nuclear Capability Arms Control (1978). For more detailed President Carter’s 

arms control policies, see, The Ford Library (https://www.jimmycarterlibrary.gov/). 

8 The number of approved coproduction licenses had been increased from 377 in 1982 

to 947 in 1985 (Katz, 1986b, p. 10). 

https://legcounsel.house.gov/Comps/Arms%20Export%20Control%20Act.pdf
https://www.jimmycarterlibrary.gov/
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Although the President was responsible for directing the process of technology 

transfer (U.S. GAO, 1978a, p. 66), various U.S Government bodies were necessarily 

involved in the process of America’s co-production decision-making, due to complex 

considerations of political, economic, and military aspects. The representative 

branches were the office of DOD, the Defense Security Assistance Agency (DSAA), 

the White House, all military services, the Department of State (DOS), and the 

Department of Commerce (DOC).9  

Based on this analysis, the next section deals with a theme of why aerospace 

technology is more important than other technologies such as ground and naval assets.  

 

1.1.2 Why Is Aerospace Technology Important?  

There are several possible definitions for ‘aerospace power’, according to 

military organisations.10  America uses both ‘aerospace power’ and ‘air and space 

power’. The concept of ‘air and space power’ focuses more on the functionality of 

 
9 There are some distinctive role distributions among members. The DSAA is a main 

negotiator within the bargaining process with foreign partners; each military services takes 

part in actual technology assistance toward clients nations; the White House is the final 

decision-making body; and the Department of State acts as a supervisor under the legislation 

of arms export control. The US Congress, one of the critical decision-making bodies, had 

limited power in the issue of technology transfer during the Cold War era. For the Congress’s 

restricted role in this issue, see, DISCS (2019, pp. 2-19-12-24); Katz (1986b, pp. 16-17); U.S. 

GAO (1980, pp. 3-6). However, the Congress, as a legislative authority, has the right of 

disapproval of arms sale to foreign countries. The representative case was the cancellation of 

the Nixon administration’s security assistance program (Bawden, 2013). 

10  In the case of ‘aerospace power’, this can be defined as ‘the exploitation of the 

environment above Earth’s surface by aerospace vehicles or devices to conduct operations in 

support of national objectives’ (C. K. S. Chun, 2001, p. 3). Similarly, the UK uses the term ‘air 

and space power’ as a synonym, and in this context it is ‘the ability to project power from the 

air and space to influence the behaviour of people or the course of events’ (UK Air Staff, 2009, 

p. 14). More specifically, the UK MOD defines ‘air power’ and ‘space power’ separately. For 

the detailed definitions, see, UK MOD (2017, pp. 7, 75). 
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assets; accordingly, America defines this term as ‘the synergistic application of air, 

space, and information systems to project global strategic military power’ (U.S. Air 

Force, 2007, p. 148). More specifically, US DOD adopts the concept of ‘aerospace 

defence’, and it refers to ‘defensive measures designed to destroy or nullify attacking 

enemy aircraft and missiles and also negate hostile space systems’ (U.S. DOD, 2019, 

p. 15). In this respect, aerospace assets contain all kind of military aircraft, missiles, 

and space systems. However, for the academic purpose, this research confines the term 

of aerospace, as discussed below.  

The importance of aerospace power has been well recognised since World War 

II.11 Bernard Montgomery, former British General, contended that ‘if we lose the war 

in the air, we lose the war and we lose it quickly’ (UK MOD, 2017, p. 2). With past 

success, as in the Korean War, the US also holds a corresponding idea on aerospace 

power, recognising both its effectiveness and superiority over ground forces even in 

unprepared and unforeseen circumstances (Kropt, 1997, pp. 113-128).12  

In this respect, during the Cold War, America opted for technological 

advancement in air and space assets in order to offset the Soviet Union’s massive 

ground force threat (Brodie, 1959, pp. 223-263; Keck, 2014; Keefer, 2017, pp. 575-

600).13 More specifically, in the early age of the Cold War, the US deterrent for Soviet 

 
11 The issue of which the most key armed force to ensure states’ survival is plural. For 

instance, while Mearsheimer argues the ‘primacy of land power’ (Mearsheimer, 2014, Ch. 4), 

Levy, Thompson, and Blagden insist the importance of sea power in balancing policies 

(Blagden, Levy, and Thompson, 2011; Levy and Thompson, 2010). 

12 Although controversies exist on military activities in the 1960s and 1970s air space 

theatre of Vietnam, as many scholars insist, had there been no air superiority, the withdrawal 

decision from Vietnam would have arguably arrived much earlier. For the detailed discussions, 

see, Clodfelter (1989); Dixon (1997, pp. 151-154); C. A. Hughes (1998); Lambeth (2018, pp. 

12-53); Pape (2014, pp. 174-210). 

13 In 1953, President Dwight D. Eisenhower announced the ‘New Look’ policy after 
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expansion in Europe was strategic bombers, such as B-47s, which had the capability 

of carrying nuclear-armament and performing long-range flights.  

The 1970s was a flashpoint for further technological development in aerospace 

assets. After the 1970s, the Kremlin tried to increase their ballistic missile capability 

with a substantial nuclear arsenal and pursue military modernisation in order to catch 

up with the US’s capability. The White House’s response was the development of 

space-based anti-ballistic missile capability, which was represented by the ‘Star Wars’ 

project, the ‘radar-defeating stealth’ bomber, and precision-guided missiles (PGMs) 

(Foster et al., 2016, pp. 4-6). Besides, in the 1970s, America’s defence intellectuals, 

such as Harold Brown, the Secretary of Defence, and William Perry, the director of the 

Defence Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA), decided to develop a ‘deep 

strike system’ by applying such technologies (Work & Grant, 2019). As a result, the F-

117 stealth strategic bomber and precision-guided long-range missiles appeared in the 

1970s and 1980s (Keefer, 2017, pp. 576-586). From this perspective, Foster and his 

colleagues argue that hypersonic and ballistic missiles technologies changed the 

characteristics of power competition (Foster, Bell, & Turner, 2016, pp. 4-6). 

The statistics on American technological cooperation demonstrate well the 

importance of aerospace technology. As of March 1975, the US Government had made 

375 licensed production agreements for US military equipment and components, such 

as aircraft, ships, missiles, and ground articles with other countries. Of these 

agreements, about 80 per cent related to aerospace technologies, such as 

 
returning from Korea. The main argument of the policy was the need to increase nuclear 

deterrence capability against the Soviets, by developing strategic bombers and intermediate-

range missiles (Grier, 2016, p. 52). For more detailed discussion on US ballistic missile 

development, see, Caston et al. (2014); Neufeld (1990). 
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manufacturing aircraft and missiles. In particular, these agreements on the licensed 

production for aircraft components amounted to 70 per cent of the total treaty, which 

is due to the complex system of the assets (U.S. GAO, 1975a, p. 23). 

From this perspective, in the Cold War era, advanced aerospace technology was 

essential to not only deter Soviet global expansion but also develop the military 

preparedness of American allies. This is because aerospace superiority could erode the 

Soviets’ numerical advantages on the ground; thus, America had a certain level of 

proactive attitude on technological assistance to its allies (Jones, 2019). The 

representative form of technological cooperation is co-production and license 

production. For the recipient states, developing an aerospace industry is not an option 

but a ‘natural choice’ because the aerospace industry includes complex technologies 

such as radars, advanced materials, and engines, and this is a symbol of having a ‘fully 

industrialized status’ (Elliot & Bonsignore, 1998, p. 24). 

Although America’s technological assistance in client states’ defence industrial 

development was strictly limited, as in cases of strategic bombers and nuclear-capable 

military assets, and in particular missile technologies, the US took a more genial 

posture on combat fighter technology cooperation.  

The reason for America’s differentiated attitudes between missiles and fighters 

is that rocket and space launcher technologies can easily be transformed into ‘high-

end delivery systems such as ballistic missiles’ (Fleeman, 2016; Pekkanen & 

Kallender-Umezu, 2010, p. 96; U.S. Congress, 1993).14 Others also argue that it is hard 

 
14 The US defined the nuclear capable missile delivery system as (i) unmanned rocket-

powered or air-breathing vehicles which have the capability of loading a nuclear warhead; (ii) 

the flight range should cover the tactical areas, and conventional short-range air-to-air, air-to-
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to prevent certain countries from developing ballistic missiles via a space launcher 

development program, so a space launcher should be subject to both Missile 

Technology Control Regime (MTCR) restrictions and US arms export control (Chow, 

1993).15 Moreover, regarding space-related technology, especially missile and space 

launcher technology, this is an area where various technologies are complexly 

interconnected and applied, requiring knowledge and experience in rocket boosters, 

launch seats, and telemetry. Therefore, assistance from technically advanced nations 

is essential in order to successfully introduce space technology development to other 

states (Bloom, 1987, p. 90). For these reasons, since the 1970s, the USG attempted to 

strictly restrict the proliferation of missile technology (The White House, 1982c; U.S. 

NSC, 1988). For example, the US suspended attempts by South Korea and Taiwan to 

develop and export space rockets for economic development, citing Brazil’s lack of 

practical economic improvement (Bowen, 1997, p. 28). 

As is discussed in the following chapters (Two and Three), this undergrounded 

importance of aerospace technology and MTT policies will be closely connected in 

terms of superpower’s alliance management this research introduced. Moreover, these 

significances of the aerospace technology could be a basis of case selection (see, 

Section 1.6). 

 

 
ground, surface-to-air missiles were not included (The White House, 1982c). 

15 The potential transfer of missile technology from both their allies and adversaries to 

the third countries is one of America’s growing apprehensions. For example, the United States 

was concerned about China’s transferring Silkworm missile and ballistic missile technology 

through North Korea to Iran in the late 1980s (Secretary of State, 1989). 
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1.2 Research Objectives and Expected Contributions 

The paramount objective of this study is to uncover the causal mechanism of 

America’s aerospace technology cooperation in the Cold War era with its weak allies. 

To attain this objective, this study sets out three specific aims: the theoretical, the 

practical, and the empirical. Throughout the whole investigation process of this 

research, the contributions of these three respective kinds will be discussed.  

In terms of theoretical perspective, this research tries to redefine the concept of 

‘alliance management’ to explain the internal dynamics of the US-centred asymmetric 

alliance. This goal could be approached in two steps.  

Firstly, this study offers an alternative scope for understanding the concept of 

‘balancing’ by deviating from the traditional explanations of BoP and alliance theories, 

in Chapter Two and Three. Although the US is considered a status quo power (Tammen 

et al., 2000, p. 9),16 the formation of power parity America desired does not merely 

indicate an equal power distribution amongst states. From America’s perspective, their 

interpretation of power parity is one that should create a favourable security 

environment, and it can be achieved by preventing a certain country from dominating 

their region, as  Mearsheimer insists (Mearsheimer, 2001, 2014). Hence, the US needs 

to cooperate with other regional actors to deter the expansion of latent competitors. 

Namely, the US wants to create regional BoP by passing the buck, the task of checking 

latent regional hegemonic power, to its regional allies. 

Secondly, this interpretation provides a new perspective on the intra-alliance 

 
16 Mearsheimer argues that America is a distinctive ‘pacifier’ (Mearsheimer, 2001). For 

the opposition viewpoint, see, S. Chan, Hu, & He (2019). 
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dynamics within asymmetric relationships. The US wanted to preserve a favourable 

status quo from the regional level. The ‘favourable status quo’ for America here refers 

to the prevention of Soviet expansions in each region, and reductions in the risk of 

entrapment and crisis escalation from the sub-regional level to regional or global levels.  

With regard to this definition, the bilateral alliance system established by the US 

was a key mechanism for maintaining power parity in the Asia-Pacific region. 

Although the US was a key actor in the region, America has since the 1970s put more 

effort into creating a favourable status quo via US-led asymmetric alliance systems, 

rather than through direct involvement (Melanson, 2005, pp. 4-5).17  For instance, 

Japan was required to perform defence activities to curb Soviet expansion in the East 

Asia region, whilst South Korea was expected to defend its territory against North 

Korean aggression within the Korean peninsula. In other words, from these 

assessments, America’s objective of managing its allies is to preserve the BoP from 

the offshore regions (see, Section 3.2). 

Through this theoretical investigation, this study proposes the following 

academic contributions. Firstly, the concept of ‘balancing’ will be reinterpreted from 

the passive one to the dynamic notion (Section 2.2.3). Namely, whereas the existing 

discussions of ‘balancing’ focused on the submissive aspect in the establishment of 

power parity between superpowers, this paper highlights the characteristics of 

 
17  The experience of the Vietnam War is the critical factor for this decision. The 

representative cases were the announcement of Nixon doctrine, and a statement on the defence 

burden sharing issue with economically developed countries including NATO members and 

Japan (Klare, 1973). Moreover, Gholz maintains that South Korea is the ‘best case for Nixon 

doctrine’ (Gholz, 2009). For more discussions on the issue of burden sharing, see, Gonzalez 

and Mehay (1991); Jacques van Ypersele de (1967); Niksch (1981a); Oneal and Elrod (1989); 

Sandler and Forbes (1980). 
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America’s intended policy implementation aimed at maintaining regional BoP. The 

emphasis of the latter demonstration is placed on the active endeavours of the US 

toward creating equitable power distribution among regional actors by either 

supporting or restricting security assistance toward its weak allies (see, Chapter Three).  

The second contribution is that this research considers the concept of alliance 

management as an intended action for the superpowers, within a patron-client 

relationship, to achieve their specific purposes, preserving ‘favourable regional BoP’ 

(Section 2.3). To achieve the goal, superpowers need to exercise their influence on 

client nations’ foreign and defence policies in order to establish and maintain the 

regional BoP they desire, by assisting or restricting weak allies’ defence capability. 

Moreover, a superpower should establish subtle security assistance policies toward its 

weak security partners. This is contrary to the existing interpretations on the theme of 

alliance management; generally, the traditional interpretations of alliance management 

focus more on the issues of the functionalities of alliance systems, such as containing 

latent adversaries within a symmetrical alliance relationship or exerting weak allies’ 

influence over the patron state via institutionalised alliance systems.18  

When it comes to the practical aim, this thesis presents explanations to support 

the notion that the US used “military technology cooperation” as one of the most 

efficient instruments of alliance management (Section 3.4.2). So far, most of the 

studies on ‘the diffusion of military technology’ have been focused on the topics of 

 
18 Some scholars investigate the great power’s influence over its weak allies within 

asymmetric alliance relationship; see, Falk (1972); Walt (1990); Waltz (1979). For the 

discussions on symmetric alliance relationship, see, Deudney (1996); Schroeder (1976); G. H. 

Snyder (1997); Weitsman (1997). Regarding weaker alliance members’ influential power, see, 

Cain (2017); Grieco (1993); Pressman (2008). The detailed discussions on this issue will be 

dealt with in Section 2.3.  
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broader impacts on military affairs, the risk of outflow military technology to 

adversaries, and adverse effects on the US economy.19  

In the aforementioned asymmetric alliance relationship, however, America 

wanted client countries to contribute to its global strategy. These expectations are 

determined based on various calculations, including the objective of alliance 

management (see, Section 2.3). They are either to encourage client states to participate 

in collective defence activities actively or to restrict them to modernising their military 

capability at the level of maintaining regional or sub-regional level BoP. For the US, 

there are a variety of options to ensure that client countries can perform their respective 

roles properly, but military technology cooperation is one of the most efficient 

measures. By actively transferring military technology, the US enables its allied 

nations to develop their military capacity and share the defence burden at the region 

level. On the contrary, adequately controlled MTT schemes enable the US to both 

support the alliance partner’s constant improvement in defence capability and prevent 

the escalation of conflict caused by an unintended collapse of the BoP at the sub-

regional and regional level. The relationship between patrons’ MTT policies and 

patrons’ attempts to managing clients’ behaviours will be examined in Section 3.4.3.  

 
19 The emergence of state-of-the-art military technology and the consequent changes 

in military affairs, such as variations in military strategy and doctrine, and organisational 

development. Some scholars named these changes ‘Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA)’. 

For more detailed arguments on RMA, see Adamsky (2008); Best (1995); H. Cho (2010); 

Hobson (2010); Rosen (2010). Regarding this matter, some scholars investigate the 

relationship between WWI outbreak and the introduction of offensive military technology.  

See, Levy (1984, 2016); Shimshoni (1990); Van Evera (1984), Hopf (1991). Secondly, 

protecting America’s advanced technology from leaking into communist countries, via use of 

the COCOM regime, is one of the important agendas in the Cold War (Conahan, 1981; 

McCabe, 1986; U.S. GAO, 1981). Lastly the outflow of advanced military technology via 

‘offset’ programs and its negative effects on the US economy. For more detailed discussions 

on offset program, see, U.S. DOC (1996, 2003a, 2003b); U.S. GAO (1984, 1985, 1986, 1996). 
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By satisfying the practical aim, this study presents the theme of military 

technology as a critical and independent research topic in alliance politics, contrary to 

the existing literature which focuses on the generalised features of military technology 

diffusion, technology protection, and economic concerns. This is to say that the 

contribution of this research is in clarifying the distinctive feature of MTT as a critical 

means of alliance management.  

In terms of the empirical aim of this study, the question addressed is why the US 

adopted a different attitude on the issue of military technology cooperation with ROK 

compared to that taken toward Japan. Both countries are vital alliance partners in 

American Asia-Pacific policy, and both continue to have strong security relationships 

with the US. However, in the second half of the Cold War era, Washington provided 

very different forms of technical assistance in defence to each of the two countries. To 

reveal the underlying causes of this imbalance, from America’s viewpoint, this 

research analyses the particular defensive roles arranged to Japan and ROK. 

Through this analysis, the causal mechanism of America’s country-specific MTT 

policy establishment and implementation is expatiated on, along with investigations in 

policy inconsistency towards the regional partners in the Cold War era (Section 4.3.2). 

Unlike in Europe, in the Asia-Pacific region, US-centred bilateral alliance 

relationships prevailed, allowing America to exert role expectations on surrounding 

countries. This different role expectation on each alliance partner is a crucial 

determinant for America’s differentiated defence technical cooperation policies.  

This finding is another contribution of this study since it reveals one of 

America’s internal foreign policymaking dynamics and the rationale for differentiated 
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policy establishment toward client nations who were under similar systemic pressure, 

by using the concept of ‘role expectation’. 

 

1.3 Research Questions 

As discussed above, the main research question is how America uses a security 

assistance program (precisely, aerospace technology assistance) to achieve its national 

interests by managing client states; In order to answer this question, this dissertation 

investigates several related sub-inquiries. The first part of these sub-inquiries involves 

a theoretical approach; the second part is empirical. 

The first theoretical sub-question is how the concept of ‘alliance management’ 

can be defined in asymmetric alliance relationships. The intended objective of this 

question is to specify the prevailing intra-alliance dynamics from the viewpoint of a 

superpower’s strategic calculations. For the patron state, maintaining an asymmetric 

alliance system can contribute to achieving the patron’s national interests when client 

nations are in step with the patron. The rationales of this mechanism would be 

elucidated by clarifying the concept of alliance management.  

The second theoretical sub-inquiry is related to the superpower’s practical 

approaches to ‘alliance management’. A relevant question is why a weak alliance 

partner is vital to the superpower in the implementation of balancing policies, although 

structural realists ignore the role of the minor power in international politics (Waltz, 

1986, p. 89; Mearsheimer, 2014). To answer this question, this dissertation adopts 

three-segmented topics. They are (i) Superpower’s interpretations on ‘balancing’, (ii) 

the importance of weak allies at the regional level, and (iii) the effectiveness of military 
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technology as an instrument for alliance management. These themes are researched in 

Chapter Three.  

The third and last quintessential theoretical sub-query is connected to 

establishing an alternative analytical framework for examining the rationales of 

America’s military technology cooperation. The inquiry is what the most crucial 

determinant for America’s military technology assistance policy is? 

Lastly, this thesis raises empirical ‘why’ questions.20 This research deals with 

Japan and ROK as empirical cases of America’s military technology cooperation in 

both the 1970s and the 1980s. The reason for selecting these cases is that there are 

discernible patterns in America’s technical assistance toward Tokyo and Seoul (see, 

Section 1.6). Thus, the questions are: (i) why America allowed Japan to obtain US-

oriented space and advanced fighter technology; (ii) why Washington actively 

prohibited Seoul from developing indigenous SSM and fighters. By answering these 

empirical research questions, this study suggests an alternative approach to 

investigating the theme of America’s alliance management. Moreover, the relevance 

of this new analytical framework will be researched and supported by historical 

evidence of the cases of Japan and ROK, through Chapters Five and Six. 

 
20  Snyder and his colleagues insist that there are two approaches to research 

international politics: (i) describing and measuring interaction patterns between countries, and 

(ii) investigating the process of decision-making for policy formulation and execution. The 

‘why’ question is particularly related to the latter approach. According to their assertion, ‘the 

“why” questions cannot be answered without analysis of decision-making’ (R. C. Snyder et 

al., 2003, p. 7). From this perspective, the ‘why’ question is connected to the actual policy 

establishment process of a state. Hence, the purpose of ‘why’ questions is to reveal the 

rationales of America’s differentiated attitudes on military technology transfer policies toward 

Japan and South Korea by using newly introduced concepts, alliance management, and an 

analytical framework in theory chapters (from Chapters Two to Four).  



18 

 

1.4 Definitions of Key Terms 

This section provides a reference for key terms and lexicons used throughout 

this research, such as the notions of classified states’ international status and confined 

geographical boundaries in order to reduce the confusions in the usage of each term. 

  

1.4.1 Analytical Classification of States’ Status 

Classifying the international status of countries is one of the most crucial tasks 

in this research since there are various terms to depict a state’s global position: 

hyperpower, superpower, regional power, middle power, small power, even traditional 

great power.21  From this perspective, since the beginning of the Cold War, several 

intellectuals have argued the need for state status classification, because the United 

States and the Soviet Union are too strong to each be considered as a ‘great power’ 

using the traditional European-centric meaning (Buzan & Little, 2000, pp. 241-345). 

In line with these analytical endeavours, some scholars duly recognise the importance 

of other developed countries in world politics and try to subdivide countries by status. 

Specifically, Buzan labels states as hyperpowers, superpowers, great powers, and 

regional powers (Buzan, 2004a, pp. 64-73), whilst Huntington uses the terms 

superpower, regional major power, and secondary regional power (Huntington, 1999, 

p. 36). Other scholars introduce the concept of middle power to describe the newly 

emerging essential states, such as Canada and Australia, within the context of global 

 
21  These are all terms that have been popularised since the 1970s to describe the 

position of the United States in the world. The US clearly became the global de facto uni-pole 

entity after the relative decline of the USSR. Others, after the Cold War, defined the US as a 

‘hyperpower’ or as the only ‘superpower’. For more detailed discussion, see, Ben-Zvi (1986); 

Cook (2009); Gulddal (2007); Østerud (1992); Ross (2003); Wight (1986). 
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governance and security cooperation.22 However, varied terminology makes precision 

challenging to ascertain; this dissertation, therefore, employs a strict hierarchy of 

relative terms for disambiguation. These are the superpower, regional major power, 

and minor power.  

  

1.4.1.1 Criteria for Assessing a State’s International Status 

The criteria for distinguishing a state’s international status are (i) material 

capability and (ii) influential sphere. 

 As to material-based capability, military strength and economic volume are the 

most viable touchstones for assessing a state’s power. Many scholars purport that using 

the material capability indexes, such as military expenditure and personnel, and critical 

industrial capacities, are a meaningful way of evaluating the state’s overall capability 

(Morrow, 1991). Buzan also argues that the first considerable factor for distinguishing 

a state’s class is the strength of its military and economy (Buzan, 2004a, pp. 69-74).  

As to the sphere of influence, this criterion emphasises aspects in which the 

extent of political, military, and economic behaviour is of influence, and is closely 

associated to the concept of soft power, rather than material-based estimations.23 For 

 
22  There are various definitions and contextual meanings in IR theories. For the 

comparison of traditional meaning and emerging definition of middle power, see, Jordaan 

(2003). On the role of middle powers in global governance, see, Freedman (2014); S. J. Lee 

(2016b). Regarding the security concerns of a middle power, see, Cooper and Yoshihara 

(2014); Fels (2016); Manicom and Reeves (2014); Wilkins (2014). For the debates on ROK’s 

role as a middle power, see, T. Kim (2014); S. J. Lee (2016a); S. J. Lee and Suh (2016); 

Rozman (2007); S. Snyder (2016). 

23 The concept of soft power refers to ‘the power of attractive idea or the ability to set 

the political agenda and determine the framework of debate in a way that shapes other’s 

preferences’ (Nye, 1990b, p. 166). For more detailed arguments on ‘soft power’, see, Nye 
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example, the scope of the regional influence of a country can be divided into 

geopolitical aspects such as global, regional, continental, limited regional, territory, 

and surroundings. Regarding ‘superpower’ category states, their foreign policies 

potentially affect the rest of the world; secondary status states, by contrast, have 

influential powers in limited areas such as a particular continent or region, but also 

have the ability and potential to compete with superpowers within that region. 

Regarding the influential area, Huntington’s classification of a state’s status is mostly 

dependent on capabilities to expand national interests to certain geographical areas 

(Huntington, 1999, p. 36). Expanding a state’s influence in the specific geographical 

area depends upon not only military strength but also economic capability.24 In this 

respect, the influential sphere of a states’ foreign policy behaviour could be one of the 

foremost criteria in defining their international status. 

 

1.4.1.2  Classification of State’s International Status 

1.4.1.2.1  Superpower  

Traditionally, dominant actors who have governed international politics are 

categorised into the concept of great power (Kennedy, 1989; Levy, 2004; Mearsheimer, 

2014; Morgenthau, 1967; Waltz, 1979). However, with the beginning of the Cold War, 

 
(1990a, 2004, 2009). 

24  The representative case for economic power is Japan. Although it is a still 

controversial issue, Japan can exert its limited influence over Southeast Asian countries via 

economic support programs such as Official Development Aid (ODA) programs. Particularly, 

Hook and Zhang insists that Japan used ODA as a ‘carrot’ and ‘stick’ to recipient countries (S. 

W. Hook & Zhang, 1998, pp. 1062-1065). For more discussion on the relationship between 

Japan’s ODA policies and Southeast Asian countries’ responses, see, Koppel and Plummer 

(1989); Leavitt (2005); Stubbs (1991). 
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some scholars used the term ‘superpower’, and both the United States and the Soviet 

Union were placed on the ‘superpowers’ position (Jönsson, 1984).25  

As for the material capability standard, Buzan insists that ‘superpower’ is a state 

in the first rank of both military and economy status. Huntington’s definition of 

‘superpower’ focuses on the overwhelming capability of a state. In line with this 

interpretation, he argues that superpowers can dominate key international issues 

without the assistance of lesser power countries (Huntington, 1999, pp. 35-36).  

Concerning the influential area standard, as Buzan and Huntington stress, a 

superpower has an overall influence at the global and regional levels in physical 

capability and external behaviour. However, this interpretation implies that 

superpowers may not need to possess overwhelming capabilities in every possible 

region but should have connectivity to enable such to be exercised in those regions 

(Buzan, 2004a, pp. 69-74). 

Reflecting on these arguments, this research defines a superpower as a state that 

can have far-reaching influence, both in material capability and in foreign policy, at 

global and regional levels. America and the Soviet Union are included in the category 

of superpower during the Cold War. 

Many scholars in the field of International Relations (IR) use the term 

 
25  In the extreme case of a superpower, the term “hyperpower” can be deemed 

appropriate, as exemplified by Britain, America, and the Soviet Union in the interwar periods, 

the U.S. and USSR during the Cold War, and the US in the post-Cold War era. Moreover, 

Buzan provides a more detailed discussion on the definitions of superpower and great power, 

and distinguishes the two from one another. According to Buzan, contrary to superpower, a 

great power status represents a declining superpower status and is thus the closest 

subordination of the superpower. Thus, Russia could be included in the great power category 

after the collapse of the Cold War. Moreover, the EU, China, and Japan are viable members of 

this category because of their potential and current capability (Buzan, 2004a, p. 69-70). 
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‘superpower’ as an interchangeable concept for ‘great power’ or ‘major power’ since 

the notion of ‘superpower’ is an equivalent word with the traditional concept of great 

power and major power (Thee, 1986). Thus, this research will use these terms as 

synonyms.  

 

1.4.1.2.2  Regional Major Power 

Due to America’s relative decline since the 1970s, emerging potential regional 

great powers, such as Japan and Germany, have received attention from IR researchers 

who study the prominence of regionalism research.26 Accordingly, the regional major 

power concept refers to a country that can exert power limited to a particular region, 

and should be considered in the context of relative power capability within the region 

(Dian, 2014, p. 2; Neumann, 1992, p. xii).  

According to Huntington’s classification, major regional powers are ‘preeminent 

in areas of the world without being able to extend their interests and capabilities as 

globally as the United States’ (Huntington, 1999, p. 36). In Buzan’s definition, regional 

powers are limited in projecting their power at the global level, while their influential 

power in their region is significant. Furthermore, they can help determine regional 

power structures and ‘open the window’ to affect the international arena if they interact 

with superpowers. In other words, in most cases, a regional power would be restricted 

 
26 The relative decline in American power was recognised from the 1970s (Gray & 

Barlow, 1985; Østerud, 1992). Ironically, through Washington’s assistance after WWII, 

Germany and Japan were able to rehabilitate their industrial infrastructures and have been 

subsequently positioned just behind the United States, although notably from an economic 

aspect rather than based on military power. From this perspective, Maull named these two 

countries ‘civilian power’ (Maull, 1990). 
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to exerting its implicit influence or projecting its military capability within a specific 

region, mainly the geographical location in which they are placed, and they are also 

under the influence of a superpower at the international level.27 

Based on these analyses, this dissertation defines regional major power as ‘a 

state that has sufficient capability to exert its military and economic power to a specific 

region but cannot expand its influence in the global arena’.  

 

1.4.1.2.3  Minor Power as Secondary Regional Power 

In the realists’ perspective, weaker countries do not assert their international role 

and are considered as just ‘the rest of the world’ (Fels, 2016, p. 195).28 This is ironic 

insomuch as the importance of weak powers can be identified by virtue of the fact that 

they are under the influence of a superpower. Whereas confrontations between 

superpowers are rare, realised skirmishes between their clients were a more common 

feature of the Cold War. Regarding this phenomenon, superpowers may prevent trivial 

incidents in regional peripheries from escalating into international conflicts by either 

assisting or restraining their weak partners.   

Reflecting on this circumstance, Huntington defines a secondary regional power 

 
27  Following Huntington’s viewpoint, since the 1990s, Russia, China, Japan 

(potentially), India, Iran, and Brazil could all be classified as major regional actors. On the 

other hand, Østerud regards regional power as middle power (Østerud, 1992, pp. 6-7). From 

this perspective, Vietnam, and Poland, South Africa, and Brazil are regarded as regional great 

powers (Neumann, 1992). 

28 Structural realists maintain that international politics is orchestrated by great powers. 

In the same vein, Waltz emphasises that ‘international politics is mostly about exploiting 

inequalities. So long as major states remain involved, the structure of international politics is 

defined by them’ (Waltz, 1986, p. 89). Mearsheimer also characterises this aspect of 

international politics, using the term ‘tragedy of the great powers’ (Mearsheimer, 2014). 
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as ‘a potential or actual competitor of major regional actors, but their capability is 

relatively less than a regional major power’. Using this definition, considered 

representative examples of secondary regional powers are South Korea, Pakistan, and 

Saudi Arabia (Huntington, 1999, p. 36). This research follows Huntington’s denotation. 

 

1.4.2 Analytical Classification of Geography 

Clarifying the geographical boundary is another necessary criterion in this 

research since these terms will be adopted when evaluating a weak partner’s role in 

the global strategy of a patron state (Section 4.3.2).  

The US classifies geographical concepts to allocate national resources efficiently 

and to achieve its national goals via systemised procedures from Presidential direction 

level to policy implementation level. Specifically, in the military concept, this 

hierarchical arrangement between the ideas of geographical boundaries is essential to 

reach the designated goals of the nation in either wartime or peace.29 

In line with this top-down decision-making process, the US distinguishes its 

national strategy planning at three levels: (i) national level, which concerns overall 

state strategy in order to deal with global affairs; (ii) theatre level, which addresses the 

issues related to the particular regions; and (iii) functional level, which involves issue-

specific planning. Similarly, American defence intellectuals’ classified levels of 

 
29 America explains ‘strategic direction’ as that coming from national leaders, such as 

the President, the Secretary of Defence, or the Secretary of State, and that it ‘provide[s] the 

broad goals and issue-specific guidance to armed forces and supporting agencies… Ideally, 

strategic direction identifies a desired military objective or end state, national-level planning 

assumptions and national-level constraints, limitations, and restrictions’ (U.S. JCS, 2017b, pp. 

II-1 - II-6). 
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warfare are the ‘strategic level’, ‘operational level’, and ‘tactical level’ (U.S. JCS, 2013, 

2017a). These three levels of warfare have different territorial boundaries for the 

execution of militarised action.  

Thus, this dissertation adopts these concepts to standardise the classification of 

America’s interests and related role expectations on its allies. The categories are thus, 

global/strategic level, theatre/operational level, and sub-regional/tactical level.   

 

1.4.2.1 Global/Strategic Level 

Within these official documents, America defines ‘national security’ as ‘[A] 

collective term encompassing both national defence and foreign relations of the United 

States with the purpose of gaining: (i) a military or defence advantage over any foreign 

nation or group of nations; (ii) a favourable foreign relations position; or (iii) a defence 

posture capable of successfully resisting hostile or destructive action from within or 

without, overt or covert’ (U.S. JCS, 2019, p. 162). From these definitions, strategic 

level policymaking is established by the highest-ranked decision-makers of the US, 

and agendas addressed are not limited to specific regions but dealt with as global issues, 

such as the expansionism of the Soviet Union and the arms race for nuclear-capable 

armament between superpowers in the Cold War era. 

Regarding military affairs, the aim of the strategic level decision-making is to 

accomplish national or multinational shared interests (U.S. JCS, 2013, pp. I-13; 2017a, 

pp. I-7).30 Moreover, strategic level warfare is planned within the context of America’s 

 
30 Regarding this definition, Gentile states that strategy is related to ‘choice, option, 

and the wisest use of resources’ (Gentile, 2009, p. 7). 
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national security interests, which are written in national security documents.  

Thus, in summary, America’s ‘global/strategic level’ is not geographically 

bounded or defined in the context of a specific region since Washington’s overall 

national interests are comprehensive ones which would not be obtainable goals within 

a sole geographic region.  

 

1.4.2.2 Regional/Operational (Theatre) Level 

Defining the geographical boundary of the operational level within a specific 

region is difficult because there are numerous political lexicons for designating a 

specific region (Larner & Walters, 2002, p. 393). 

Whereas one of the critical factors is geographical proximity among nations 

(Lake & Morgan, 1997, pp. 8-11), America’s geographical classifications in the DOD’s 

official documents give further insight. According to the US Joint Chief of Staff (JCS), 

one Geographic Combatant Commander (GCC) is in charge of one Area of 

Responsibility (AOR), which is known as the ‘theatre’.31  

In the geographical and military usage of this term, the ‘operational area’ or 

‘theatre’ is located between the global arena and sub-regional area.32 In other words, 

 
31  The US DOD defines ‘theatre’ as follows: ‘[T]he geographical area for which a 

commander of a geographic combatant command has been assigned responsibility’ (U.S. JCS, 

2016, p. 241; 2019, p. 215). Even in the case of a crisis of war, the theatre level of war would 

not expand over the GCC’s responsibility area within the US’s military planning (U.S. JCS, 

2017a, pp. V-10 - V-11).  

32 In military terminology, decisions on the ‘operational level’ aim at bridging a gap 

between tactical warfare and strategic warfare in campaigns. In addition, campaigns are 

referred to as ‘a series of major operations aimed at achieving strategic and operational 

objectives within a given time and space’ (U.S. JCS, 2013, pp. I-10). 
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in the US’s strategy, regions are classified into several groups in order to accomplish 

national goals. For instance, since the beginning of the Cold War, America has divided 

the globe into several areas and has set up each a regional command.33 In addition, the 

US DOD assesses the Soviet threat level and military balance in the oversea regions 

following geographical considerations, such as the Far East/East Asia, which contains 

Japan, China (the People’s Republic of China, PRC), ROK and ASEAN, and the 

European continent, the Middle East and Southwest Asia (Brown, 1981, pp. 63-89; 

Carlucci, 1988, pp. 29-38).  

From this perspective, this research confines the boundary of each region or 

theatre based on America’s geographical classification in military terms. For example, 

regarding the boundary of Asia, in the 1980s the US distinguished ‘East Asia and the 

Pacific’ region from ‘the Near East/Southwest Asia’ region (Weinberger, 1983, p. 17) 

 

1.4.2.3 Sub-Regional/Tactical Level 

‘Tactics’ is one of the most familiar and well-used appellations in expressing 

military operations. US military officers define tactics as ‘the employment, ordered 

arrangement, and directed actions of forces about each other’ (U.S. JCS, 2017a, pp. I-

13). 34  Hence, tactics can apply to the most limited circumstances in a military 

 
33  With the changes of America’s defence policy and military strategy, a regional 

command’s AOR has changed. Representative cases are changes in the AOR of the Asia-

Pacific regional command. The US Far East Command was set up in 1947 and the name 

changed to the Pacific Command in 1957. In 1976, the responsible areas were enlarged to 

cover more than 50 per cent of the earth’s surface including the east coast of Africa, the Indian 

Ocean, and Southern Asia. For more historical changes in the American Asia-Pacific 

command, see, the USINDOPACOM Homepage. 

34 The allied forces’ plan to penetrate France and Germany in the last phase of WW II 

was a typical tactical decision-making process (Mearsheimer, 1988, pp. 16-17). 
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operation, such as in specific battlefields and discrete engagements, and the area of the 

battlefield is more limited by geographical boundary than theatre level.  

On the other hand, political scientists consider ‘sub-region’ as a limited boundary 

of a specific region in order to scrutinise the mechanism of regional cooperation among 

neighbour countries (Escribano & Jordán, 1999). According to Dosch and Hensengerth, 

typical examples of the geographical concept of sub-regional level are the Greater 

Mekong Subregion and the Yellow Sea Rim Region (Dosch & Hensengerth, 2005, pp. 

263-264).35 

By applying these two concepts of sub-region as a political term and tactical 

level as defined in the military lexicon, this research defines a tactical/sub-region as a 

district of contiguous border areas of different countries but with limited boundaries 

compared to the broad notion of a region or theatre. Moreover, conflicts among 

countries in the zone would affect the political and military stability of an expanded 

region (Dent & Richter, 2011, p. 30). From this definition, the Korean peninsula is 

referred to as a sub-region of the Northeast Asia region. 

 

1.5 Research Methodology 

As noted in Section 1.2, the objective of this thesis is to explain the rationale of 

America’s different attitudes toward its alliance partners with regards to military 

technology cooperation. To achieve this aim, this dissertation employs the comparative 

 
35 The Yellow Sea Rim Region refers to the coastal areas facing the Yellow Sea of 

North and Northeast China, North and South Korea, and Japan. The Greater Mekong 

Subregion contains the Lower Mekong Valley countries, such as Cambodia, Laos, Thailand, 

and South Vietnam.  
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case study method. Some scholars maintain that the ‘comparative case study approach’ 

is ‘well-suited’ to the investigation of social phenomena, including foreign policy 

behaviour and international political outcomes (Shore & Wright, 1997, p. 1). 

Furthermore, this research technique can allow in-depth investigation of the 

differences and similarities of specific countries’ foreign policy behaviour (Carlsnaes, 

1992, pp. 263-266; Kaarbo, Lantis, & Beasley, 2017, pp. 3-7).  

The basic epistemological supposition of comparative case study is that 

‘discernible patterns’ are observed ‘in the flux of reality’ (Faure, 1994, p. 308). By 

comparing either similarities or dissimilarities, researchers can obtain comprehensive 

and scientific knowledge of specific social and political occurrences. 36   Thus, the 

comparative approach mainly deals with ‘observed phenomena’ (specific cases as 

dependent variables) and ‘extricated patterns’ (a causal mechanism). In line with this 

logic, as Lijphart maintains, the comparative research method is an obviously 

‘scientific’ method to uncover the causal mechanism of social and political phenomena 

(Lijphart, 1971, p. 682).  

Some scholars apply this research method to small number case comparisons.37 

A small number case approach is only beneficial from the perspective of ‘evaluating 

causal explanation’ (G. King, Keohane, & Verba, 1994, p. 211). Ragin also argues that 

 
36 The ‘comparative approach’ is inherently a qualitative research method since it is 

originated from natural science. So, Parsons does not distinguish between experimental 

methods and comparative research because he considers them both to have the same logical 

process (J. W. Moses & Knutsen, 2012, p. 95; Parsons, 1968, p. 743).  

37 The terms for small number case comparison are multifarious. They are ‘method of 

controlled comparison’, ‘most similar systems design’, ‘method of difference’, ‘method of 

concomitant variations’, ‘comparable-case strategy’, ‘case-control study’, ‘case-oriented 

study’, and ‘small-N research design’ (Eggan, 1954; Holt & Turner, 1970; Lijphart, 1975; 

Miettinen, 1985; Przeworski & Teune, 1970; Ragin, 1994; R. Snyder, 2001).  
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the goals of small-N research are not testing theories and explaining variables but 

increasing knowledge of specific cases and understanding the varied patterns (Ragin, 

1994, p. 302). Smelser also argues that comparative research is usually applied for ‘the 

scientific analysis of historical data’ since the cases are too small to employ statistical 

methods (Smelser, 1967, p. 16). Besides this, the application of a ‘case study’ approach 

helps to supplement the weakness of comparative research. For example, Fearon and 

Laitin argue that the robustness of a case study is capable of ‘revealing causal 

mechanisms’ (Fearon & Laitin, 2008, p. 758). 

There are specific ways to carry out a small case comparative analysis. Some 

scholars stress identifying the similarity of the ‘class’ between cases as the first step of 

comparative case research (Kalleberg, 1966, p. 76; Sartori, 1970, p. 64).38 On this front, 

investigating consistency and variation in a patron state’s implementation of security 

and alliance policies toward different client nations might be comparable within a 

specific period and region because the same decision-making processes apply 

(Carlsnaes, 1992, p. 264-266). By doing so, researchers can increase accuracy of 

comparison and enhance descriptive capability on observed changes (R. Snyder, 2001, 

pp. 94-96). Thus, the change and consistency of security policies within a nation is a 

reasonable research theme for analysis, as perceptible political phenomena which have 

the same ‘class’. 

The next step for comparative case analysis is confining ‘comparable’ cases.39 

 
38 Kalleberg notes that ‘two objects being compared must be of the same class – they 

must either have the attribute or not’ (Italic is original emphasis) (Kalleberg, 1966, p. 76). 

Satori also contends that ‘class concepts represent characteristics which the object under 

consideration must either have or lack. Two items being compared must belong first to the 

same class, and either have or not have attributes’ (Sartori, 1970, p. 64). 

39 The definition of ‘case’ can be considered as synonymous to ‘decision’ (Schramm, 
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This process is crucial since it relates to the case selection. Notwithstanding a couple 

of shortcomings of case selection in the small-N comparative research, there is an 

excellent advantage, since appropriately designed and designated case selection helps 

to shed light on causality through analysis and control of variables (J. W. Moses & 

Knutsen, 2012, p. Ch. 5).40 

The comparability of cases is determined by the dependent variable (DV).41 As 

Lieberman contends, selecting cases should not depend upon an independent variable 

(IV), due to the lack of explanatory power (Rohlfing, 2008, p. 1497). Moreover, 

Smelser insists that scientific questioning originates from the ‘specification of 

scientific problems’, and that ‘variation in the questions (often referred to as the 

dependent variable, or outcome) constitutes that which is to be explained’ (Smelser, 

1973, p. 41). Collier contributes to this discussion by demonstrating several ways of 

lessening selection bias when researchers consider the DV as a standard for selecting 

cases (Collier, 1995, pp. 464-465).  

 
1971, pp. 2-8; Yin, 2009, p. 17) Thus, case study is ‘illuminating a decision or set of decisions’. 

More specifically, the case study is ‘an effort to contribute to policy and decision making’ and 

manipulates both ‘time and description’ in order to answer the following questions: (i) why a 

specific policy was decided, (ii) how a policy was carried out, and (iii) what was the derived 

resultant of the policy implementation (Schramm, 1971, p. 6). 

40 Small case comparison may clearly be disadvantageous because of resultant over-

determination and selection bias. Regarding this matter, Peters gives comparative case 

researchers a word of caution that they should handle ‘the issue of controlling the sources of 

variance in the ex ante selection of the cases, rather than through ex post manipulation of data’ 

(Peters, 1998, p. 36). For the further discussions on selection bias, see, Achen and Snidal 

(1989, pp. 161-162); Rohlfing (2008).Concerning the problem of ‘over-determination’, this is 

well described in Peters (1998, p. 38); Przeworski and Teune (1970, pp. 33-34). 

41 There are conflicting views on the method of case selection (Dion, 2003, p. 95). Yin 

and Takayasu maintain that cases should be selected based upon independent variables. The 

rationale of this assertion is that the worth of observed phenomena (dependent variables) 

would be determined after the implementation of the designed research. For more discussions, 

see, Geddes (1990, pp. 1-25); G. King et al. (1994); Takayasu (2003, pp. 82-83). 
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From these methodological principles and instructions, this research proposes a 

case comparison approach as a qualitative research method due to several distinctive 

advantages, such as implementation of case-relevant analysis (Ragin, 2014, pp. 15-16). 

More specifically, this dissertation applies the ‘method of difference’ approach. The 

underlying logic of the method of difference is minimising exterior influences by 

maintaining constant conditions (Bartolini, 1993, p. 134). Furthermore, this feature 

allows researchers to determine the effects of variations of IVs on differing social 

phenomena. In this respect, Sartori’s recommendation is relevant, which is to ‘choose 

entities that are similar, if possible, in all variables, with the exception of the 

phenomenon to be investigated’ (Sartori, 1991, p. 250). Accordingly, this research 

method aims to compare political structures sharing overall common characteristics 

‘as a way of neutralizing some differences while highlighting others’ (J. W. Moses & 

Knutsen, 2012, p. 99). Namely, the aim of this method ‘is to find variables that differ’ 

because ‘similarity cannot explain differences’ (Anckar, 2008, p. 395).  

The following Table 1-1 represents the method of difference. 

Table 1-1 Method of Difference 

 Positive Case Negative Case  

Possible 

Affecting 

Factors 

A A 
Confirmed Similarities 

(Control Variable) 
B B 

C C 

X Not X 
Confirmed differences 

(Independent Variable) 

Observed 

Phenomenon 
Y Not Y Dependent Variable 

Source: Bartolini (1993, p. 134) 

As discussed in the previous section, this dissertation investigates America’s 

variants of MTT policy toward alliance partner states. In this respect, ‘Method of 

Difference’ is considered the most suitable research design choice for this research. 
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This is because in investigating differences in a state’s foreign policy for a specific 

period, overall conditions (both external environments and internal constraints) are 

similar. For example, if a research agenda is to investigate the variants of the Carter 

Administration in security assistance policy, the possible affecting variables to 

consider, such as global BoP condition, leadership, and restrictions on domestic 

resource extractions, are unchanged. This means that researchers can eliminate a 

couple of possible affecting factors which are considered to be control variables. 

Regarding this fact, some scholars have appropriately named it the ‘most similar cases 

with different outcomes’ methodology (De Meur & Berg-Schlosser, 1994, p. 425).  

In other words, when a patron state establishes policy direction on a specific 

issue or area, practical implementations will invariably differ to some extent based on 

specific factors such as a patron’s perceptions or expectations of its allies’ defence 

contributions, as is scrutinised in Chapter Four. By figuring out this factor, researchers 

can reveal the causal mechanism of a patron state’s different policy applications to 

client nations. Based on this analysis, the rationales of selecting Japan and ROK as 

comparable cases will be discussed in the following section. 

 

1.6 Case Selection: Japan and South Korea 

As noted in the above section, this research applies the comparative case study 

approach. Specifically, the method of difference will be adopted to compare the cases 

of America’s aerospace technology transfer toward Japan and ROK. By applying this 

method, this thesis will examine patterns of America’s military technology cooperation 

with its client states, explicitly focusing on aerospace technologies relating to combat 
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fighters and missiles, and space launch vehicles (SLVs). 

Japan and ROK are ‘comparable’ units, since not only they are in an equivalent 

‘class’ or a similar system which is encompassed within America’s influential sphere, 

they also have distinctive patterns of acquiring aerospace assets from the US.  

Regarding the homogenous characteristics between Japan and ROK, there are 

several similarities. One of the most significant areas of correspondence is that they 

have the same alliance partner, the US. Another commonality is that they are in the 

same region, and this feature causes them to be under similar external pressures. 

Moreover, both countries acquired almost their military equipment from America, 

mainly, aerospace assets such as the F-4, F-15, and Nike-Hercules Missiles.  

Table 1-2 Patterns of America's Aerospace Asset Provision 

Weapon 

System 
Developed 

(Gen.*/Type) 

Japan ROK 

Agreement/ 

Delivery 
Contract 

Agreement/ 

Delivery 
Contract 

F-86 1951 (1st) 1955 Assembly 1955 Off-the-Shelf 

F-104 1958 (2nd) 1962 License - - 

F-5 1956 (2nd) - - 
1965 Off-the-Shelf 

1982 Assembly 

F-4 1963 (3rd) 1971 License 1968 Off-the-Shelf 

F-16 1978 (4th) 1990s 
Co-develop. 

(F-2) 

1986 Off-the-Shelf 

1992 Co-production 

F-15 1974 (4th) 1980 Co-prod. 2005 Part-Prod. 

Nike-

Hercules 

1957 

(SAM) 
1964 License 

1964 Off-the-shelf 

1978 
License 

(NHK-1 SSM) 

Thor-Delta 

Rocket 

1960 

(SLVs) 
1968 License - - 

* Gen.: Generation of Fighters 

Source: Arena, Younossi, Brancato, Blickstein, and Grammich (2008, p. 40); Boeing; FAS 

(1999a, 1999b); Schuster (2017); SIPRI (2019) 
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Concerning the dissimilarities of the cases, as can be seen in Table 1-2, ROK and 

Japan have different historical trajectories in arms procurement contracts, which 

involved aerospace assets such as combat fighters, SLVs and SSM, with the US. 

Japan’s armament contracts were accompanied by military technology transmissions 

using licensed production and co-production programs from the early stages of the 

Cold War. For instance, since the 1950s, they received economic support and gained 

state-of-the-art military and scientific knowledge from America through technical 

assistance in military aeroplanes co-production programs under a US-guaranteed 

security condition (Gilpin, 1989, pp. 4-9; Green, 1995, p. 22). 

In the case of ROK, however, most imports were end-products, and only a 

strictly limited co-production program was allowed. For example, Seoul rarely 

received advanced military technology aid from the US until the 1980s. ROK bought 

most of the fighters as completed products, such as F-5s and F-4s, without obtaining 

related advanced technology until the 1970s; from the 1980s, they were able to acquire 

the right of licensing for manufacturing 2nd generation fighters, F-5E.42  

In the case of space and missile technology, the gap in American technical 

assistance for Japan and ROK has incredibly widened. In the 1960s, the US and Japan 

commenced intergovernmental space technology cooperation. From the 1970s, Japan 

worked with the USA in manufacturing SLVs, and this collaboration led Tokyo to 

develop indigenous Japanese SLVs and win contracts to launch other countries’ 

 
42 The aims of the US supports were to assist the economic growth of Japan and share 

the defensive responsibilities in the East Asia region, due to the prevailing danger of the Cold 

War (Orr, 1988, p. 744). With such support, from the early 1970s, 90% of weapon system 

procurement in Japan was indigenous (Green, 1995, p. 15). Moreover, In the early 1970s, 

Japan had already manufactured 3rd generation combat fighters called F-1 without assistance 

from other countries (Air Force Technology, 2019b). 
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satellites via Japanese H-2 rockets.43 In contrast, Washington tried to prohibit Seoul 

from developing short-range surface-to-surface missiles (SSMs) during and beyond 

the 1970s, and even tried to stop ROK from acquiring the inertial navigation system 

(INS) technology from the UK (American Embassy London, 1979). 

From these analyses, the below Table 1-3 shows how the ROK and Japanese 

cases fit the ‘method of difference’ within the same historical period. 

Table 1-3 ‘Method of Difference’ Approach on the Case of Japan and ROK 

Possible Factors Japan ROK  

International 

Factor 

G-BoP*   

Controllable 

Factor 

R-BoP**   

Domestic 

Factor 

(America) 

Material 

Capability 
  

Leadership in 

Position 
  

Perception   
Assumed  

Affecting Factor 

Cases  

(The Pattern of America’s 

Aerospace Technology Transfer) 

Positive Negative 
Dependent  

Variable 

 : Similarity,  : Differences 

* Balance of Power in Global Level, ** Balance of Power in Regional Level 

Source: Bartolini (1993, p. 134), Modified by Author 

 

In summary, the cases demonstrate the phenomena of America’s different 

posture toward its client nations, Japan and ROK, as comparable cases, since these two 

Asia-Pacific region countries share similarities such as geographical proximity and an 

asymmetric alliance system with the US. This means that, even if there are changes in 

 
43 In fact, Japan had the capability to produce all kinds of military purpose satellites, 

such as GPS and ISR satellites, solely through their own efforts. Moreover, Japan is the only 

state within the Asian region to have a space technology partnership with the US (Berner, 

2005; Kallender & Hughes, 2019; Krige, Callahan, & Maharaj, 2013; O'Brien, 2014).  
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existing power parity situations, either at a regional or global level, there are no 

significantly different effects on both countries. Accordingly, international factors can 

be eliminated as an influential factor in America’s differentiated policy application 

toward the two countries during a set period. Furthermore, America’s overall domestic 

political and economic constraints are constant conditions for both countries. Namely, 

within a specific historical period, the US’s resource extraction capabilities and 

leadership, such as President, think-tanks, and defence intellectuals, are common 

conditions to both countries. Hence, America’s domestic physical conditions can be 

treated identically and together can be considered as insignificant in influencing the 

dissimilarities in military technology cooperation with the two countries. 

The only assumed influential factor is how America considers the role of allies 

in its global and regional policies. These conditions enable this research to isolate the 

reasons for the US’s different policy execution regarding the two respective countries.  

However, it cannot be assumed that any variation in America’s perception is 

itself an IV for explaining these differences. In foreign policy decision-making, the 

foremost consideration in its general logical flow is that of responding to external 

stimuli (Kitchen, 2010, pp. 134-135; Waltz, 1979, Chapter 3). In other words, when 

considering an alliance assistance program as integral to foreign policy behaviour, it 

is reasonable that the patron’s policies of MTT are influenced by any change in BoP at 

the system level. This is why the systemic factor is considered as an IV in this study. 

It is an undeniable fact that the systemic factor cannot explain the different types 

of military technology cooperation with regional allies who share geographical 

proximities. This is to say that a unit-level factor, as an ITV, can determine the apparent 
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differences in the levels of technological cooperation.  

The below figure 1-1 shows the relationship between the IV, ITV, and DV 

belonging to this research (see, Chapter Four). This diagram can aid the understanding 

of the causal relationship between variables.  

Figure 1-1 Organised Causal Relationship of the US MTT Policy 

 

In summation, many scholars maintain that the main aim of comparative analysis 

used in this domain is to provide a comprehensive understanding of constancy and 

variation in a state’s policies and to reveal the causal relationships between social 

phenomena and reasons (DeFelice, 1986, pp. 420-423; Hague & Harrop, 2001, p. 62; 

Tarrow, 2010, pp. 233-235).  

To investigate the realm of America’s MTT policy, this thesis mainly applies 

historical document analysis (J. B. Johnson, Reynolds, & Mycoff, 2008, pp. 282-292). 

It is understood that as a state’s foreign policy is related to security matters, it is rarely 

affected by private companies or civilians. Thus, this research analyses the national 

security documents, including NSC meeting records, embassy telegraph records, and 

Dependent Variable

Attitude on Miiltary Technology Transfer 

Intervening Variable

Perception on Alliance Partner's Role

Independent Variable

Stability of Region
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Presidential Directives (PD), as relevant literature review materials, in order to 

scrutinise of American strategy and the superpower’s perception of its partners. 

 

1.7 Research Scope  

1.7.1 Research Scope of Regional Boundary 

Limiting the regional purview aptly is an essential task for achieving the object 

of this research. The reason is that many terms exist for confining the scope of the 

region in which ROK and Japan cooperate with the US on a security agenda. They are 

Northeast Asia, East Asia, Far East, and the Asia-Pacific Region, and these terms are 

considered as interchangeable in the academic and political lexicon (J. K. Choi & 

Moon, 2010, p. 346; Østerud, 1992, p. 13).44  For disambiguation, some academic 

studies have expounded on these terms, and the most common of the above examples 

appear to be ‘East Asia’ and ‘Asia-Pacific’.  

Since the 1970s, America has considered the terms ‘Asia’ and ‘the Pacific’ on an 

equal footing. For example, many governmental documents noted that ensuring the 

security of Asia was paramount to a secure, stable Pacific region (Rumsfeld, 1976, pp. 

11-12). More specifically, the US considered the Asia region to encompass Southeast 

Asia and Northeast Asia; including Japan, the Korean peninsula, Cambodia, and 

Vietnam (Laird, 1972, pp. 117-122). 

 
44 As Hellmann insists, however, previous endeavours for specifying the geographical 

boundary of East Asia are rudimentary (Hellmann, 1969, pp. 422-423). Some scholars 

distinguish Northeast Asia from Southeast Asia within the East Asia region, and a number of 

political leaders suggest ‘Asia-Pacific’ region to accomplish their domestic political objectives 

(Aggarwal & Koo, 2005; Larner & Walters, 2002, p. 393). 
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From a Japanese viewpoint, the Far East region is defined as the area constituting 

the Northern Philippines, the Southern Kuril Islands, China, Japan, and the Korean 

Peninsula (Armacost, 1996, p. 81), and the Asian region refers to ‘Asia east of India’ 

(American Embassy Tokyo, 1973b). With a similar viewpoint, Hellmann denotes that 

East Asian countries are Northeast and Southeast Asian nations (Hellmann, 1969). 

Some scholars also maintain that the East Asia region contains Southeast Asia and 

Northeast Asia (Goh, 2011, p. 887; Takashi & Sy, 2010, p. 25) 

In summary, this study deals with the East Asia region, and in particular, the 

geographical domain referred to as Northeast Asia; however, Southeast Asia is 

included due to America’s geostrategic consideration.   

 

1.7.2 Research Scope of Historical Period 

This study explores the apparent variations in America’s MTT policies by 

dividing the temporal scope into two timespans. The datum point for the division is 

1979 because the thaw in relations between Moscow and Washington ended at this 

time, which coincided with the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan (Wallensteen, 1985, p. 

1). In other words, there were distinctive security environment phenomena during the 

1970s and 1980s, respectively. The 1970s were characterised by détente because of the 

amicable relationship between the US and the USSR, while intensified confrontations 

between them characterised the 1980s. From this perspective, the temporal scope of 

this research is the second half of the Cold War period, specifically between the 1970s 

and the 1980s.  

Further reasons for selecting the 1970s, as the starting point of this research, are 
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threefold. The first is that America’s relative decline was identified as taking place 

from the early 1970s. As Noam Chomsky maintains, the United States faced the 

phenomenon of relative power decline since the early 1970s, and it meant America’s 

loss of hegemonic status and the rise of other countries (Chomsky, 2003, p. 1).  

The second reason is the emergence of China and Japan as strategic partners for 

both superpowers in the Asia-Pacific region, again from the 1970s. As to China, 

whereas it lacked sufficient power to be a competitor to the two superpowers, it had 

been a nuclear-capable power since the 1960s and had great potential to develop its 

economy and military power. Furthermore, China acted as a pivotal participant in 

superpower competition in the region (Rumsfeld, 1976, p. 11). In the case of Japan, 

Tokyo was a crucial partner for the US since the 1950s, because Japan provided 

strategic overseas bases for supporting America’s power projection capability. From 

the 1970s, in the light of Japanese economic success and the Okinawa Reversion 

Agreement, America pressurised the Japanese Government (GOJ) to increase the role 

of the Japanese Self-Defence Force (JSDF) in defence activities and to modernise their 

defence capability, in order to counter Soviet military expansion in the region. 

The third and last reason is the change in America’s foreign behaviour trends. In 

the first half of the Cold War, America pursued a more aggressive and active response 

against the Soviet Union, actively pursuing a strategic goal, with containment policies 

to prevent the spread of communism. In the second half, however, the US carried out 

a more moderative foreign policy, showing some self-restraint in foreign policy 

implementation due to the legacy of the Vietnam War (Melanson, 2005, pp. 4-5). 
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1.8 Structure of the Thesis 

This thesis consists of two main parts. The first part concentrates on the 

theoretical and conceptual analyses of a superpower’s MTT policies and suggests a 

new analytical framework. The second part focuses on empirical case studies. The first 

part is covered in Chapters 2-4, and the second, Chapters 5-6.  

Chapter 2 redefines the concept of ‘alliance management’ from a superpower’s 

perspective, by adopting theoretical approaches of BoP and asymmetric alliance. To 

satisfy this objective, the chapter firstly presents a literature review on theories of the 

BoP and asymmetric alliance system. Following this, investigations on existing 

terminology relating to ‘alliance management’ are presented. In the last section, the 

concept of ‘alliance management’ will be redefined in the context of the superpower’s 

balancing strategy and hierarchical order within the asymmetric alliance system.  

Chapter 3 investigates the relevance of an MTT policy in the superpower’s 

balancing strategy implementation and alliance management. In order to preserve the 

global and regional BoP, this policy is regarded as the most crucial tool in the realm of 

alliance management.  

The first section discusses America’s viewpoint of the balancing strategy via the 

theoretical prism of 'off-shore’ balance. The US interprets that ‘preserving balanced 

structure within a system’ means ‘maintaining a favourable BoP structure at global and 

regional levels’. The second section deals with the problem patron states face when 

strengthening security assistance to its allies in order to figure out the requirements for 

alliance management. The following section scrutinises the importance of MTT policy 

as an instrument of alliance management by comparing it with traditional means. 
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The main objective of Chapter 4 is to suggest a new analytical framework for 

America’s MTT policy variances toward its weak allies. Toward this aim, the first 

section discusses the rationale of selecting neoclassical realism as a basic theoretical 

approach. America’s decisions on military technology cooperation are affected by both 

systemic level factors and unit-level elements. The second section investigates the 

rationales of selecting regional stability as an IV, and role expectation as an ITV, for 

examining America’s aerospace technology transfer policies. The third and last 

segment proposes four types of US military technology cooperation activities as DVs.  

Chapter 5 investigates the rationales of America’s MTT policy applications 

toward Japan and ROK in the 1970s by using a new analytical framework established 

in Chapter Four. The specific cases are: (i) the N-type space launcher vehicle (SLV) 

technical assistance, the Japanese indigenous F-1 development, and F-4 licensed 

production for Japan; and (ii) the restriction on surface-to-surface missile (NHK-1) 

development, F-4 exports as finished goods, and the declining of the F-16 assembly 

production program for Korea.  

Chapter 6 is another empirical case study which scrutinises the grounds for 

America’s cooperation on defence technology with Tokyo and Seoul in the 1980s. In 

accordance with the analytical framework, this research suggests, this chapter 

investigates the change in regional stability and its impact on the US’s policy 

adjustment. The detailed examples are: (i) H-type SLVs, F-2 co-development, and F-

15 licensed production for Japan; and (ii) limited cooperation on South Korean SSM 

(NHK-2) development, F-5 assembly production, and F-16 (off-the-shelf) exports to 

ROK.  
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The conclusion recapitulates this study and also presents explanations and key 

findings based on the research questions. Besides, the limitations and restrictions of 

this study are discussed, along with the potential for further research relating to this 

topic. In the concluding remarks, the implications for the US’s current alliance policies 

will be discussed.  
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Chapter 2. International Relations Theories and Alliance Management 

2.1 Introduction 

As generally accepted by IR scholars, there are no more important concepts in 

world politics than the notion of ‘alliance’ and the idea of ‘balance of power’ 

(McGowan & Rood, 1975, p. 859). Zinnes also insists that there are two main factors 

in defining the BoP: (i) the status of distributed power among nations in the system; 

and (ii) alliance formations (Zinnes, 1967, p. 272). This implies that the BoP system is 

closely connected with the alliance system since an alliance system constitutes 

‘international-decision making bodies’ (M. A. Kaplan, 1962, p. 115).  

Furthermore, as many scholars insist, superpowers are the main actors who 

determine the international security circumstances (Mearsheimer, 2014; Waltz, 1979), 

and asymmetric alliance relationships were general features of world politics during 

the Cold War period (Cha, 2010). From this perspective, the concept of alliance 

management, as the intra-alliance dynamic within an asymmetric alliance system, 

should be discussed in the context of superpowers’ strategic policy implementation. 

The aims of this chapter are (i) to summarise the existing research on theories of 

BoP and asymmetric alliance, and (ii) to redefine the concept of alliance management 

within the context of the balancing behaviour of superpowers. These goals are 

approached in three steps. The first step is to review existing studies about the theories 

of BoP and alliance. The second step is to scrutinise the concept of ‘alliance 

management’ by analysing the related literature. Consequently, the last section 

discusses the redefined the concept of alliance management, from the standpoint of a 

superpower’s balancing strategy.   
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2.2 Literature Review on Theories of Balance of Power and Alliance 

This section explores the various aspects of theories of BoP and alliance as 

mainstream research areas in IR. By reviewing the arguments behind these theories, 

researchers can not only enhance the general understanding of these concepts but also 

find clues for redefining the concept of ‘alliance management’.  

 

2.2.1 Plural Aspects of Balance of Power Theory 

BoP theory has a long history and takes a leading place in the field of IR, 

especially in respect to the school of Realism (Sheehan, 2000, pp. 2-4). In line with 

this perspective, a couple of scholars have regarded BoP as ‘the masterpiece’, the 

‘philosopher’s stone’, and the representing metaphor for world politics (Little, 2007, 

p. 9; Wight, 1966b, p. 21). Considering the importance of BoP in IR, this section, 

therefore, will deal with two themes: (i) summarising the meaning of BoP and (ii) 

ascertaining the operating mechanism of BoP. 

 

2.2.1.1 Various Meanings of the Balance of Power 

As prominent IR scholars, Morgenthau and Claude identify various usage of the 

concept of BoP. While Morgenthau stresses four essential meanings of the BoP in 

realist perspective (Morgenthau, 1960, p. 168), Claude underscores three critical 

meanings relating to the concept (Claude, 1962).45  Moreover, as can be seen in the 

 
45 Morgenthau’s classifications are (i) states’ aimed policy, (ii) states’ actual foreign 

policy, (iii) the status of a roughly equal power distribution, and (iv) any distribution of power 

(Morgenthau, 1960, p. 168). Similarly, Claude’s categorisations are (i) BoP as a situation, (ii) 
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below table, Haas, Wight, and Schroeder also scrutinise 8, 11 and 9 different usages of 

‘BoP’. 

Table 2-1 Various Meanings of Balance of Power 

Haas (1953) Wight (1966) Schroeder (1989) 

(1) Distribution of 

Power 

(2) Equilibrium 

(3) Hegemony 

(4) Stability and 

Peace 

(5) Instability and 

War 

(6) Power Politics 

(7) As implying a 

‘Universal Law of 

History’ 

(8) As a system and 

guide to 

policymaking 

(1) An even distribution of power 

(2) The principle that power ought 

to be evenly distributed 

(3) The existing distribution of 

power. Hence, any possible 

distribution of power 

(4) The principle of equal 

aggrandizement of the Great 

Powers at the expense of the weak 

(5) The principle that our side 

ought to have a margin of strength 

in order to avert the danger of 

power becoming unevenly 

distributed 

(6) (when governed by the verb 

‘to hold’:) A special role in 

maintaining an even distribution 

of power 

(7) (Ditto:) A special advantage in 

the existing distribution of power 

(8) Predominance 

(9) An inherent tendency of 

international politics to produce 

an even distribution of power 

 

(1) A balanced distribution of power 

(2) Any existing distribution of power 

(3) Any existing general situation or 

status quo, with no particular regard 

to power relations 

(4) The European order, the general 

framework of European politics 

(5) Some indeterminate meaning 

involving combination of the above 

(6) As a verb, to play the role of a 

balancer, which can mean (a) 

oscillating between two sides, or (b) 

being an arbiter between two sides, 

each of which roles may require 

either being within the balance or 

standing outside it 

(7) Stability, peace and repose 

(8) A labile, shifting condition in 

international affairs, tending toward 

resolution by conflict 

(9) The law and guaranteed rights 

(10) The general struggle for power, 

influence, and advantage—power 

politics according to the rules of 

raison d'etat. 

(11) Hegemony 

Source: E. B. Haas (1953, pp. 446-458), Wight (1966a, p. 151), Schroeder (1989, p. 137) 

Whilst such various meanings and classifications posed by researchers exist, the 

studies also show that it is difficult to distinguish between BoP as a national foreign 

policy operating mechanism or principle, and BoP as a phenomenon. Quincy Wright 

investigated the concept of BoP as an attempt to show these differences by 

 
BoP as a policy, and (iii) BoP as a system (Claude, 1962, pp. 13-24). 



49 

 

differentiating between ‘static balance of power’ and a ‘dynamic balance of power’ 

(Wright, 1983). Hence, this section appropriately summarises the concept of BoP in 

two ways; namely, (i) as a descriptive concept of BoP as a pattern of distributed power; 

and (ii) as the practical concept of BoP, as a manipulation mechanism of a nation’s 

diplomatic behaviour. 

 

2.2.1.1.1  Balance of Power as Descriptive Terms 

One of the fundamental meanings of BoP is the condition of equally distributed 

power among states, as the situational terms. Morgenthau also refers to the basic 

meaning of ‘BoP’ as ‘an actual state of affairs in which power is distributed among 

several nations with approximately equality’ (Morgenthau, 1960, p. 167). However, 

despite similar meanings of BoP, as shown in Table 2-1, BoP as a phenomenon infers 

not only equally distributed power situations, but also all kinds of distributed power 

scenarios amongst states. They are (i) evenly distributed power, (ii) any kinds of power 

distribution, and (iii) hegemony (Haas’s terms of (1), (2), (3), Wight’s concepts of (1), 

(3), (8), and Schroeder’s notions of (1), (2), (11)).  

The relevance of these definitions is that they infer the idea that equally 

distributed power among states is an indispensable factor for world stability and peace. 

Although there are ongoing debates about the positive correlation between the 

phenomenon of power parity and stability of the system, most realistic scholars concur 

that equitably divided power among nations could ensure systemic stability. 46 In other 

 
46 The representative opposite opinion about this positive relation between the balance 

of power and stability is Organski’s argument. See, Organski (1968). 
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words, BoP can be defined in respect to a group of countries that have approximately 

similar capabilities through various means, including alignment which prevents the 

dominance of a potential hegemon (Little, 2007, p. 27). 

Namely, Haas, Wight, and Schroeder propose similar BoP denotations in their 

works which indicate that the concept of BoP is a situational issue of ‘distributed power 

among nations’ at a particular time. The BoP in these definitions does not imply the 

result of a state’s active action, but conversely that of a static condition.47   

 

2.2.1.1.2 Balance of Power as Intended Policy  

Another explanation of BoP refers to a state’s intended policies of ‘balancing’ or 

the ‘principle of a state’s foreign policy’. Regarding this interpretation, Gellman 

explains that defining the BoP is ‘the study of foreign policy’ (Gellman, 2009, p. 157). 

Thus, Claude and Hass define the BoP using the terms ‘doctrine’ and ‘guided system 

idea’ (E. B. Haas, 1953, p. 458). A meaningful argument supporting Wight’s summary 

and reinforcing this explanation is that it is “the principle that our side ought to have a 

margin of strength in order to avert the danger of power becoming unevenly distributed” 

(Wight, 1966a). Schroeder also mentions this kind of interpretation of BoP. According 

to his analysis, the essential meaning of BoP is ‘[A] labile, shifting condition in 

international affairs, tending toward resolution by conflict’ (Schroeder, 1989, p. 137). 

Regarding this perspective, the term ‘balancing’ has been used to illustrate the 

dynamic nature of BoP; Schweller defines ‘balancing’ as the ‘creation or aggregation 

 
47 Regarding these interpretations of BoP, Kaplan had the opposite opinion that this 

kind of usage of the term is ‘tautologous and trivial’ (M. A. Kaplan, 1962, p. 22). 
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of military power through the internal mobilization forging of alliances, to prevent or 

deter the territorial occupation and military domination of the state by a foreign power 

or coalition’ (Schweller, 2004, p. 166). In this context, concerning Morgenthau’s 

reference to the underlying principles of BoP, it is vital to understand the dynamic 

characteristics of the concept; namely, ‘diminishing the weight of the heavier scale’ 

and ‘increasing the weight of the lighter one’ (Morgenthau, 1960, p. 178).48 

 

2.2.1.2 Mechanisms for Operation of the Balance of Power 

As discussed previously, the concept of BoP has various meanings in both 

theoretical and practical contexts. These varying interpretations imply that a state’s 

behaviour is a prerequisite condition for establishing a BoP system at the international 

level. Namely, a state should determine its foreign policy, whether pursuing a power 

equilibrium or not. Some controversy exists in terms of the nature of the mechanisms 

or impact factors relating to a nation’s diplomatic activities. Regarding this issue, 

Claude classifies three operating mechanisms for equilibrating: (i) automatic process, 

(ii) semi-automatic process, and (iii) manual process (Claude, 1962, pp. 43-51).  

Firstly, the epitome of BoP is the automatic version which is declared by both 

historians and political scientists such as Rousseau, Toynbee, Butterfield, Kaplan, and 

Waltz (Claude, 1962, pp. 45-47; Waltz, 1979). These scholars insist that the BoP as a 

system is operated and maintained by itself. In the systemic automation of BoP, the 

 
48 There are various types of balancing behaviours. Randall Schweller further refines 

balancing behaviour as (i) appropriate balancing, (ii) overbalancing, (iii) non-balancing, and 

(iv) under balancing (Schweller, 2004, pp. 167-168). Moreover, Paul refers to three concepts 

of balancing behaviour dependent on the nature of external threats: namely, (i) hard balancing, 

(ii) soft balancing, and (iii) asymmetric balancing (Paul, 2004, pp. 13-14). 
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power parity among states is a natural phenomenon, such as the following of an 

‘invisible hand’. In this explanation, a state’s varied national interests are less 

considered in the process of achieving the status of power equilibrium. Hence, Claude 

assumes that the ‘equilibrium may be produced or preserved without being actually 

willed by any state’ (Claude, 1962, p. 46). Additionally, Wolfers states that nations will 

concern themselves with the ‘relative power position’ with adversaries or hostile states, 

and will ‘step in the competition for power’. Thus, ‘a tendency toward equilibrium’ is 

intrinsically logical in international politics because states respond in a similar way to 

a change in the distribution of power (Wolfers, 1968, p. 123). Kaplan adds a similar 

opinion in that ‘the balance of power system in its ideal form is a system in which … 

no alliance gains marked preponderance capabilities. …Like Adam Smith’s “Unseen 

hand” of competition, the international system is policed informally by self-interest, 

without the necessity of a political subsystem’ (M. A. Kaplan, 1957, p. 690). Kenneth 

N. Waltz also supports this argument. Waltz’s viewpoint on the mechanism of BoP is 

that it ‘…claims to explain a result (the recurrent formation of balances of power), 

which may not accord with the intentions of any of the units whose actions combine 

to produce that result. … According to the theory, balances of power tend to form 

whether some or all states consciously aim to establish and maintain a balance’ (Waltz, 

1979, p. 119). 

Secondly, the other operational process refers to a manual BoP system. This 

interpretation of the hand-operated BoP system focuses on the skilful statesmen who 

have responsibility for foreign affairs and relies on the assumption that preserving 

power parity between states is inherently dependent on human intervention. In the 

same vein, Wright considers that a power equilibrium should be ‘actively willed and 
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maintained’ by competent experts (Wright, 1983, p. 748). Niou and his colleagues also 

argue that balance of power is a by-product of ‘the pursuit of more fundamental 

individual [state] objectives … because it can be interpreted as satisfying some more 

basic objectives of decision makers’ (Niou, Ordeshook, & Rose, 1989, p. 9). Thus, 

several researchers stress that maintaining the BoP is a ‘diplomatic contrivance’ or a 

product of ‘a constant rule of prudent politics’ (Claude, 1962, pp. 49-50).49  

Thirdly, the last operational mechanism for the BoP is the semi-automatic 

concept. This notion emphasises the role of the ‘balancer’ in preserving or maintaining 

equally distributed power in IR. In this sense, the term ‘balancer’ can be synonymous 

with ‘regulator’ or ‘arbiter’ (Rosecrance, 1963, p. 229).50 Several researchers define a 

balancer in terms of historical role performance. For example, Sheehan argues that a 

‘balancer’ is ‘a state or group of states specifically committed to the maintenance of 

such a balance’ (Sheehan, 1989, p. 124). Furthermore, Emerson and Ordeshook state 

that ‘a country or an alliance is a balancer in a given alliance structure if it is pivotal 

between any two coalitions of alliances with primary threat’ (Emerson & Ordeshook, 

1994, p. 184). Thus, it can be inferred that the BoP system under the semi-automatic 

concept needs ‘the powerful state standing in a peculiar relationship to the system – 

partly within the system, partly external to it – and able and willing to ‘hold balance’ 

 
49 The representative professionals of this type of BoP are historical diplomats such as 

Bismarck, Metternich, and Canning (Gellman, 2009, p. 160). However, Kenneth Waltz was an 

opponent of this idea. For the detailed arguments, see, Waltz (1979, p. 121). 

50  Most scholars concur that the UK has been a historical representative balancer, 

although there is still debate as to whether its performances in European politics were effective 

or not. Thus, Newman maintains that investigating Britain’s diplomatic behaviour is ‘a study 

of the holder of the balance’ (Newman, 1968, p. 188). For the positive view on the UK’s 

balancer role, see, McKercher (2008) and Morgenthau (1967). For the negative analyses, see, 

Organski (1968, p. 285) and McGowan and Rood (1975). 
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by engaging in intricate manoeuvres motivated by that purpose’ (Claude, 1962, p. 48).  

This concept of the BoP posits a different viewpoint when compared to those 

associated with the automatic and manual types of mechanism. These latter mentioned 

mechanisms turn the spotlight on a one-way relationship of power parity employing 

influential factors, such as either systemic pressure or diplomats.  

In summary, there are numerous definitions of BoP, as many scholars have 

studied this theme. Considering this, this section recaps the existing explanations on 

the BoP theory as one pillar of redefining the concept of ‘alliance management’. The 

next section deals with another pillar, asymmetric alliance relationship.   

 

2.2.2 Literature Review on an Asymmetric Alliance in Alliance Theory 

Most scholars in the field of IR would agree that alliances are a vital feature of 

state behaviour in an anarchical international society, and plentiful volumes of 

professional articles and books have covered this topic.51 Even though there are many 

sub-topics related to the alliance (Sprecher & Krause, 2006, pp. 363-364), it is 

undoubtful that asymmetric alliance systems, which consists of members who have the 

imbalanced material capability, were prevalent in the Cold War era (Fordham, 2010, p. 

685; Morrow, 1991, pp. 921-922; B. Leeds, Ritter, Mitchell, & Long, 2002, p. 244). 

 
51  Although many scholars have tried to clarify the concept of the alliance, there 

remains the ambiguity on alliances as security cooperation among nations (Fedder, 1968, p. 

70). Thus, several concepts used for describing security cooperation, such as alignment, 

entente and coalition (Dingman, 1979, p. 249). Furthermore, while some scholars focus on the 

formal relationship of alliances, others stress the feature of security assistance. For the former 

arguments, see, D. M. Gibler and Vasquez (1998, p. 788); G. P. R. Wallace (2008, p. 226); 

Sprecher and Krause (2006, p. 363). For the latter discussions, see, McGowan and Rood (1975, 

p. 859); G. H. Snyder (1990, p. 104); Schroeder (1976, p. 227); B. A. Leeds (2005, p. 3). 
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This asymmetricity, therefore, is an inherent characteristic of an alliance system under 

a bipolar world.  

In this section, via sourcing existing literature, three types of the features of the 

asymmetric alliance are discussed: namely, (i) the alterations in the characteristics of 

superpower interaction, (ii) the rationale of forming asymmetric alliances, (iii) 

interacting mechanism within imbalanced alliances, and (iv) characteristics of 

asymmetric alliance relations will be discussed.  

 

2.2.2.1 The Changes in the Nature of Superpower Interactions 

The first point in the features of asymmetric alliance relationship relates to the 

allying process and partners. Namely, as international structure changes inherently, 

primary actors and interacting processes also change (Buzan, 2004a, pp. 46-53).52 

Compared to the multipolar era of pre-WWII, with the emergence of two key players, 

the US and the USSR, a bi-polar structure was maintained with the notable 

characteristic of asymmetric alliance amongst states with imbalanced military 

capabilities. This situation can imply that the relationship of the two countries has been 

fixed in a competitive way under the anarchic international environment, and is 

characterised by the absence of other counterparts who act as mediators between them 

to deal with sensitive problems, unlike in the multipolar system.  

 
52 Traditional BoP and alliance theories focuses on the European continent and so the 

description is relevant to explain interactions amongst states sharing geographical proximities. 

Therefore, the basic goal of the alliances is often regarded as ‘the preservation of the status 

quo’, and this is synonymous with ‘putting a brake on territorial changes’ (Butterfield, 1966, 

p. 144). Therefore, some scholars named these explanations, the ‘western atmosphere’ trend 

or ‘implicit Eurocentric basis’ theory (Levy, 2004; Levy & Thompson, 2010). 
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 Thus, each superpower is allied to weaker countries, to deter the expansion of 

its counterpart from its peripheries. Consequently, they gave varying kinds and levels 

of economic and military support to their weaker alliance partners in order to achieve 

their security aims.53 However, in some regional crises cases, such as in the Middle 

East and Southeast Asia, cooperation was tried between superpowers as a means of 

preventing the conflict escalation (Kanet & Kolodziej, 1991; U.S. DOS, 1988a, pp. 4-

5). As Nye, Keohane and Buzan insist, the probability of using military forces in 

regional rivalry competition is higher than before (Keohane & Nye, 2012, p. 228; 

Buzan, 2007, p. 172), so the reason for this cooperation is to prevent the regional crisis 

from escalating into global conflicts between them.  

  

2.2.2.2 The Rationales of Asymmetric Alliance Formation 

The rationales for forming the asymmetric alliance relationship can be addressed 

in two ways, the rationales of strong states and the motivations of weak nations.  

Generally, several scholars expatiate on the reasons of alliance formation in the 

systematic aspect. Most states pursue security by increasing both their internal and 

external capability; internal capability means military armament, and external 

capability refers to allying with other nations. Both options could be considered as 

struggles to achieve a power balance in the international anarchical system. From this 

perspective, Snyder maintains that anarchical features of IR drive nations to form 

 
53 This characteristic of a unilateral supporting alliance relationship is defined as the 

‘Patron and Client’ relationship (Bercovitch, 1991, pp. 14-26). According to his research, 

‘Patron’ represents ‘the great power or superior states’ and ‘Client’ refers to ‘the small state 

that is dependent on the former for its protection or the provision of some essential goods and 

services’. 
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alliances (G. H. Snyder, 1997, pp. 50-52).  

However, this system-driven explanation hardly explains the reasons for the 

establishment of this asymmetric relationship from the superpower’s standpoint 

(Fordham, 2010, p. 686). As waltz insists, weak partners’ contribution in defending 

superpowers’ interests and territory is ‘useful’ but ‘not indispensable’ (Waltz, 1979, pp. 

169-170). On this front, the formation and maintenance of superpower-centred 

asymmetric alliance is considered as ‘public goods’ since great powers rarely obtain 

benefits via providing security assistance and assuring defence commitment (Mendez, 

1999; Palmer, 1991; Kaul, Grunberg and Stern 1999). Hence, some scholars delve into 

the relationship between political coincidence and the construction of security 

cooperation.  During the Cold War, ideological affinity was the most significant factor 

in decision-making on alliance forming (D. M. Gibler & Sarkees, 2004).54 

Through these imbalanced security relationships, the patron state, such as the 

U.S., is the apparent beneficial; in checking a competitor’s expansion in the peripheries 

and maintaining its global reputation as a security guarantor (D. M. Gibler, 2008; G. 

D. Miller, 2012). Concerning this matter, Walt denoted that ‘[T]he U.S. statesmen have 

believed that allies are attracted by displays of strength and will, they have sought to 

preserve an image of credibility and military superiority despite the obvious costs’ 

(Walt, 1990, pp. 3-4). 

Secondly, explanations of allying strategies from the weak power’s motivation 

 
54 Some scholars identify the negative evidence of the effects of political similarity on 

alliance formation. Simon and Gartzke find out that there was a low correlation between 

regime coincidence and alliance establishment (Simon & Gartzke, 1996, pp. 628-633). Also, 

Gibler and Wolford conclude that democratic countries are more likely to ally with autocratic 

states (D. M. Gibler & Wolford, 2006). 
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have been offered among experts. They concentrate their attention on the internal 

interests of small states and their material capability. Namely, smaller or more fragile 

states are more prone to ally with strong nations to enhance their internal political 

stability or legitimacy (G. H. Snyder, 1997, p. 13), and consider it as the most effective 

way to achieve their survival without spending large amounts of budget and effort 

(Rothstein, 1968, p. 11; Walt, 1985, pp. 9-10)  

 

2.2.2.3 The Internal Dynamics of Asymmetric Alliance Relationship 

Within an asymmetric alliance relationship, the security cooperation patterns are 

distinct from symmetrical alliance relations. If members have different material 

capabilities, the alliance obligations could be different based on their power. For 

example, while a strong partner would be a security provider, the weak member offers 

alternatives (B. Leeds et al., 2002, pp. 241-243).  

Morrow names this interaction mechanism a ‘security-autonomy trade-off’ 

relationship (Morrow, 1991). The underlying meaning of security-autonomy trade-off 

is more focused on the weak power’s stance. Small countries can forgive a certain 

degree of political and diplomatic autonomy (in terms of following the patron’s 

diplomatic policies against adversaries) in order to ensure security (regarding the 

nation’s survival). This means that the weaker needs to make concessions to gain 

external military support (J. C. Johnson, 2015). By doing so, great powers can obtain 

relevant influential power over weaker allies. This feature presupposes that a client 

state, as a sovereign state, is willing to waive some of its autonomy. From this 

perspective, client states usually depend on their patron in defending its territories due 
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to the lack of their military capability (Sorokin, 1994, p. 421). 

Under the bipolar world, hence, two superpowers make commitments and 

promise military and economic aids to their weak allies to deter expansion of opponent 

sides and keep influential power globally (Roehrig & Heo, 2018, pp. 21-22). In other 

words, the primary role of the patron state is securing a client’s survival by committing 

military grants, in addition to accepting the obligations of supporting clients’ military 

build-up, by assisting military equipment and transferring military technology.55  

From a different perspective, especially in the defence area, the patron state’s 

security assistance policy has a significant impact on the client state’s defence policy 

establishment. The reason is that, although the principal responsibility for homeland 

defence rests with the weak, the strong nation takes up some or most of the defensive 

duty within the asymmetric alliance relationship. This attribute indicates that the 

client’s defence role may change, depending on either the nature of the security 

assistance of the stronger countries or the changes in weaker parties’ capability (B. A. 

Leeds & Savun, 2007, pp. 1128-1130).  

Concerning these phenomena, some scholars refer to the ‘evolution’ of alliance 

relationship. Warren characterises alliance as ‘a continuously evolving network’ 

(Warren, 2010, p. 701). Moreover, in illustrating NATO’s longevity within 

continuously varying security situations, McCalla argues that newly adopted missions 

 
55 Phillip Windsor differentiates the concept of ‘client’ from the notion of ‘proxy’ based 

on the assessment of the degree of ‘freedom of action’. While client states can do what they 

want as sovereign states, proxy nations could not act freely. For more detailed discussion, see, 

Windsor (1991). Contrary to this interpretation, Yeisley defines proxy war as ‘“great-power 

hostility expressed through client states” and describes superpower use of these states to 

pursue strategic and ideological goals within the confines of nuclear deterrent postures extant 

during the Cold War’ (Yeisley, 2011, pp. 76-77). 
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such as stressing peacekeeping operation are more considerable influences on the 

continuity of NATO (McCalla, 1996, p. 467). The evolutionary characteristics of 

America’s bilateral alliance relationships in the East Asia region received much 

attention among IR scholars (Dian, 2014; Ehrhardt, 2004; Roehrig & Heo, 2018; 

Yamaguchi, 2004). Notably, Japan’s importance in US Asia-Pacific strategy is of 

foremost interest. 

In this respect, the patron state uses the carrot and the stick approach to increase 

diplomatic coherency or adjust role distribution in defensive activities with their client 

nations. Namely, a protectorate state can lead its client nation to either encourage to 

participate in a more proactive defensive role or discourage them from pursuing an 

independent defence policy (see, Section 3.2.3). As the power aggregation model 

depicts, this interpretation implies that the weaker alliance partner is, in fact, part of 

the patron’s material resource for pursuing the latter’s grand strategy; such as 

preserving the status quo or power equilibrium (G. H. Snyder, 1997, p. 52). In the same 

vein, Gibler and Rider argue that ‘flexibility’ within the alliance relationship could 

contribute to the preservation of BoP (D. Gibler & Rider, 2004, p. 309).  

 

2.2.2.4 The Characteristics of Asymmetric Alliance Relationship 

By borrowing assertions of Kaufman and Bercovitch, the characteristics of 

asymmetric alliance relationship can be summarised into three aspects; (i) asymmetry, 

(ii) reciprocity, and (iii) informality (Kaufman, 1974, pp. 285-289; Bercovitch, 1991, 

pp. 14-19).56  The feature of asymmetry indicates the unequal power relationships 

 
56  According to Kaufman, these characteristics of ‘patron-client relationshp’ can be 
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between patron and client nations. However, Bercovitch argues that this power 

asymmetry in the patron-client relationship would not be ‘translated into a command 

or hegemonical relationship’. The second attribute of reciprocity demonstrates that this 

relationship is beneficial to both sides. For instance, whilst patrons can obtain logistical 

support for their military forces, clients could secure their survival via patrons’ 

protection. Thirdly, the meaning of informality is that the exchange of obligations 

between participants in the alliance will be conducted via informal and voluntary 

behaviours. In other words, contrary to the formal or written agreement of alliance 

relationship, the foundation of patron-client relationships is not a legal and contractual 

thing, but an informal understanding such as trust, loyalty and shared interest.  

The other feature of an asymmetric alliance system is that this relation is more 

likely to persist than a symmetrical alliance system. According to Bennett, if an 

alliance is made up of a mixture of strong and weak states, the alliance would expect 

to last more than 150 months (Bennett, 1997, pp. 869-874). One of the reasons for this 

durability is the defensive feature of an asymmetric alliance relationship, specifically, 

in the case of US-led alliances. As noted in the research of Emerson and Ordeshook, 

the structure of ‘blocking alliance’, which aims to prevent the emergence of threat, is 

the most sustainable alliance system (Emerson & Ordeshook, 1994, pp. 178-184).57  

 

 
inferred from micro-level (individual relationship) and apply to macro-level (relationships 

among states). See, Kaufman (1974). 

57 Emerson and Ordeshook enquired into solid alliance structures and subdivided them 

into (i) ‘Advantage alliance structures’ (or relocated resources), (ii) ‘Cooperative alliance 

structures’ ( as in the form of League of Nations), and (iii) ‘Blocking alliance structures’ (as in 

the traditional balance of power concept). For more detailed discussions, see, Emerson and 

Ordeshook (1994). 
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2.2.3 Implications of Literature Reviews  

As analysed in the above sections, the theories of BoP and asymmetric alliance 

contribute to enhancing a proper understanding of international political phenomena. 

Firstly, the dynamic feature of the BoP was identified, which can be represented by the 

term ‘balancing’. In other words, the BoP can be interpreted as either (i) the intended 

policy direction or (ii) the planned specific foreign policy action. In particular, the main 

actors that form the BoP system are the superpowers, not the weak ones. Therefore, it 

is necessary to analyse the foreign policy of the superpowers. The most important thing 

to remember here is that the systemic factor has a significant influence on the 

formation of the international BoP system. Under systemic pressure, the superpower 

executes its foreign policy to preserve the status quo at the global level. Another 

implication is that even though great powers implement the balancing strategy, as an 

intended policy, it does not mean that power parity between superpowers is an 

achievable task of a superpower alone under the bipolarity. This leads researchers to 

identify the need for investigating asymmetric alliance relationships (see, Section 3.3). 

Secondly, the understanding of intra-alliance dynamics, mainly within the 

asymmetric alliance systems, were improved. In particular, reasons for the continued 

US-led asymmetric alliance can be deduced from the above analyses: (i) the formal 

alliance is defined in terms of the exchanges of security support; (ii) the alliance is the 

most efficient means of responding to common threats; (iii) the features of the alliance 

are defensive and stable structures; and (iv) flexible responses are available to the 

changes in alliance partners’ capabilities and interests at appropriate levels. 

Based on these analyses, it is possible to connect two key concepts of the IR 
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theories, i.e., balancing and influence, in the process of redefining the concept of 

alliance management from the perspective of superpowers. The following section 

presents this approach.   

 

2.3 Conceptualisation and Redefining Alliance Management 

2.3.1 Previous Research on Alliance Management 

Notwithstanding copious amounts of research on the alliance, relatively low 

attention is given to ‘intra-alliance relations’ (Dian, 2014, p. 5). What does exist is an 

investigation on the concept of ‘alliance management’, which a few notable scholars 

attempt to define. 58  Regarding the notion of alliance management, the existing 

literature researched in this paper focuses on three relational dimensions of intra-

alliance managing characteristics: (i) achieving political cohesion or deterring 

unintended conflicts in a symmetrical relationship, (ii) influential power of the weak 

over the great, and (iii) the superpower’s leadership in asymmetrical alliances.  

 

2.3.1.1 Risk Avoidance in Symmetrical Relationship 

The first focal branch concerning achieving political cohesion or deterring 

unintended conflicts is that focused on the symmetrical relationship. Regarding this 

problem, Waltz argues that once an alliance is formed, ‘they have to be managed’ 

 
58  Various terms are employed to explain this concept, including management 

(Schroeder, 1976), binding (Deudney, 1996; Grieco, 1993), bargaining process (G. H. Snyder, 

1997), concession (J. C. Johnson, 2015), political leverage (Walt, 1990), restraint (Pressman, 

2008), and control (Gelpi, 1999). 
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(Waltz, 1979, p. 166). The reason is that coherence in allied states’ foreign behaviour 

is the outcome of political coordination. Snyder also emphasises the necessity of 

‘alliance management’, and in his words, alliance management is regarded as ‘the task’ 

(G. H. Snyder, 1997, p. 165).  

These kinds of viewpoints of the alliance partnership stress the functionality of 

containing potential adversaries; thus, their research on the concept of alliance 

management emphasises how to deal with latent hostile states to maintain international 

peace or stability.59 According to Schroeder’s study, the desire to control the alliance 

partner is a general pattern across most states. Thus, he presents an alliance as an 

instrumental descriptive attribute of management (Schroeder, 1976).  

In the case of Weitsman, he employs the concept of ‘tethering (Weitsman, 1997, 

pp. 162-166). The ultimate objective of the epithet ‘tethering’ is the need to keep 

international peace by managing or containing symmetrical threats within the alliance 

relationship. Based on Weitsman’s logic, hence, political cohesion cannot be easily 

achieved in symmetrical alliance relationships.  

Another scholar, Deudney, utilises the concept of ‘binding’ to explore the 

internal dynamics of the symmetrical relationship of alliance members. He defines this 

situation as ‘the foreign policy practice of establishing an institutional link between 

the units that reduce their autonomy vis-à-vis one another’ (Deudney, 1996, p. 214). 

By doing so, a state could reduce the possibility of conflicts and predatory behaviours 

 
59 The underlying assumption is that an alliance partner is not a permanent friend. From 

this perspective, Snyder argues that the rationale of alliance formation is a ‘concern for others’, 

and it means that a country could preclude the ally from becoming potential enemy (G. H. 

Snyder, 1997, p. 52). Johnson also argues that superpowers seek alliance partners who have 

‘greater capability’ for averting unforeseen confrontations (R. A. I. Johnson, 2015, p. 508) 
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of latent adversaries.   

From this perspective, Snyder’s investigation pays more attention to the causal 

mechanism of alliance management by using the concept of ‘alliance security 

dilemma’. The alliance security dilemma closely relates to the efforts of managing 

alliance partners due to the inverse relationship between entrapment and abandonment 

in intra-alliance dynamics. His research purports that the effort of managing alliance 

partnerships reduces the fear of entrapment, but coincidentally increases the risk of 

abandonment (Pressman, 2008, p. 7; G. H. Snyder, 1997, p. 194).  

 

2.3.1.2 A Weak Power’s Influence over a Great Power  

The second focal branch discussed here concerns the influential power of the 

weak over the great, such that a weaker state’s political leverage can be used against 

great powers in the process of decision making in global affairs. For example, although 

the US would have liked to help France in the Vietnam crisis (1954), the attempt was 

frustrated due to Britain’s denial of America’s support plan toward the Indochina 

region (Cain, 2017, Ch. 13). Regarding this matter, Keohane argues that small states 

could have a certain extent of influential power over the great under specific situations 

such as a superpower’s strengthened global commitment and the weak powers’ 

influence on superpower’s domestic interest groups (Keohane, 1971, pp. 164-167). 

From this perspective, the themes of these studies were mainly concerned with (i) the 

role of international institutions, (ii) shared norms, (iii) international laws, and (iv) the 

weak power’s importance over the superpower’s grand strategy or strategic planning.  

To highlight this type of power, Pressman concentrates on the theme of success 
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and failure concerning ‘alliance restraint’ mechanism (Pressman, 2008). His research 

analyses the influence of protected countries on policy coordination with protectorate 

nations by focusing on a shared norm of reaching consensus. Johnson also scrutinises 

the reasons behind the great power making concessions in the formative stage of an 

alliance, especially in a militarised territorial dispute situation (J. C. Johnson, 2015). 

Grieco researches that the weak seek a way to avoid the ascendancy of the superpower 

by using the concept of ‘binding’ (Grieco, 1993). 

 

2.3.1.3 A Superpower’s Exertion of Influence over a Weak Partner 

The third and last focal branch concerns the superpower’s leadership in the 

asymmetrical alliance, a tendency most prominent in such alliance relationships.60 As 

Waltz states, world politics are governed by great powers, and the leader state in an 

asymmetric alliance could ignore the client state’s trust because the great have 

overwhelming power, superiority and capability over the weak (Waltz, 1979, pp. 168-

169; 2000, pp. 18-19). Thus, a powerful nation could exert influence over a small and 

weak nation and enjoy ‘freedom of action’, since superpowers rarely need to ally with 

smaller countries. This imbalance is commonly epitomised by the weak country 

adjusting its foreign policy direction following world strategy or the grand strategy of 

the superpower(s). Falk argues that the great, such as the US and the USSR, have 

sufficient authority to restrain their weak partners in a crisis (Falk, 1972).61  

 
60  Some scholars investigate the leadership of superpower in terms of political 

economy, and they named ‘hegemonic leadership’ and ‘patronal leadership’ (Keohane, 2005, 

p. 128-138; Knorr, 1975, p. 25).  

61 In contrast to realists arguments, liberalism also suggests the logic of great powers’ 

supremacy over their weak partners by applying the concepts ‘liberal hegemony’ (Ikenberry, 
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However, any superpower’s unilateral decision on specific issues can cause 

resistance from weak allies. Regarding such cases involving alliance military strategy 

changes or withdrawal of deployed military personnel, political concurrence is 

essential between the weak and the great. For example, America revised NATO’s 

military strategy to ‘controlled and flexible response’ during the 1960s without 

consultation with its allies (Legge 1983). Although alliance partners approved this 

decision, it not only failed to elicit active support, but France explicitly opposed the 

decision (R. E. Osgood, 1968, p. 52). This indicates that the great powers also have 

difficulties in managing weak partners. Hence, when great powers ally with weak 

nations, they often use foreign aid to obtain ‘political leverage’, which is a similar 

mechanism to alliance control and management. Walt named the mechanism of 

gaining political leverage and supporting weak partners as ‘international bribery’ (Walt, 

1990, pp. 236-241, 276). Similarly, Weitsman also argues that superpowers can enable 

weak countries to follow the policies they pursue through international organisations 

by using a theoretical lens of realistic institutionalism (Weitsman, 2014).62 

 

2.3.1.4 Implications and Limitations  

Existing studies related to the concept of alliance management provide a basic 

explanation of the need for control of the alliance partners. According to these studies, 

 
1999a, 1999b), ‘soft power’(Nye, 1990b, 2004), and ‘constitutional order’ (Ikenberry, 2001). 

Regarding liberal hegemony contentions, Mearsheimer has a sceptical view. For the detailed 

logic of Mearsheimer, see, Mearsheimer (2018). Schweller oppose the logic of constitutional 

order; see, Schweller (2001). 

62 Despite some positive aspects of an international institution’s ability to constrain a 

great power in the economic arena, Mearsheimer saw that international organisations had little 

impact on the political/military sector. See, Mearsheimer (1994, 2014). 
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this research identifies two implications; firstly, the foremost goal of alliance 

management is to avoid the possibility of war and crisis escalation, secondly, within 

the asymmetrical alliance system, each country has a conspicuous object in exerting 

influence over each other. Regarding the latter matter, the goals are (i) from the 

perspective of patron states, obtaining assistance in implementing their policies from 

client states, and (ii) in the case of a protected country, calling for political concessions 

to some extent from the protectorate.  

However, these studies do not provide enough explanation in respect to the 

internal dynamics of asymmetric alliances in the Cold War era, notably, from the 

patron state’s perspective. This is because the purpose of alliance management 

emphasised in these studies is simplified in terms of either achieving political and 

diplomatic consensus among alliance members or obtaining a concession from partner 

states. This broadly defined objective could undermine the rationality and causality of 

the superpower’s practical policy implementations of alliance management.  

Moreover, the existing literature lacks explanations of the superpower’s 

balancing behaviour with respect to the operating mechanism of alliance management. 

In other words, when exploring the problem of alliance management within an 

asymmetric alliance relationship, it is crucial to investigate the objectives of the 

superpowers’ foreign policies from the perspective of balancing strategy, since the 

great powers’ behaviour and the theory of BoP are closely interconnected.  

Besides, the exertion of influence analysed from the standpoint of the 

superpowers is predisposed to focus on great powers’ unilateral policy application 

(Waltz, 1979, p. 129). This is considered a natural process, in that a patron state forces 
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their weak partner to follow its foreign policy or diplomatic posture, as explained in 

the theory of security-autonomy trade-off. However, these unilateral compulsions on 

this matter pose the risks of undermining the defence commitment credibility. Thus, 

the concept of alliance management within the context of asymmetric alliance relations 

should be examined from the perspective of the great powers’ capability or influential 

ability over the weak partners On this front, it is essential to specify the necessity and 

purpose of managing the weak allies to uncover the causal mechanism of the process. 

Considering these limitations and implications, the following section attempts to 

redefine the concept of alliance management. 

 

2.3.2 Redefinition of Alliance Management 

2.3.2.1 Considering Factors for Redefining Alliance Management 

The foremost aim of this chapter is to redefine the notion of ‘alliance 

management’, from the viewpoint of the superpower. To achieve this aim, this section 

scrutinises four noteworthy notions. They are, notably, (i) the balancing strategy of the 

superpower, (ii) the multi-layered superordinate-subordinate order in the IR, (iii) the 

hypocritical aims within an asymmetric alliance system, and (iv) political meaning of 

‘influence’, should be considered in the process of redefining the concept.  

Firstly, it is necessary to identify the ultimate goals of the superpowers in relation 

to their foreign policy. Two different academic streams are noted as explanations of 

the superpowers’ purposes in international politics; one is the ‘security seeking in 

defensive realism’, the other is ‘power maximising in offensive realism’.63  For the 

 
63 For the debating on offensive and defensive realism, see, Lynn-Jones (1998); Tang 
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defensive realists, although the material capability is essential to ensure their security, 

power is not the aim but the instrument to secure their survival (Waltz, 1979, p. 126; 

Taliaferro, 2001). This implies that superpowers try to gather power through internal 

balancing (domestic resource extraction) and external balancing (alignment) in order 

to achieve BoP between superpowers, and these dynamics are stimulated by systemic 

pressure, such as the changes in global polarity (Lobell, 2017; Taliaferro, 2001; 

Twomey, 2000). Namely, in defensive realism, the establishment of BoP is 

accomplished by interaction among great powers as an automatic process.  

In contrast to defensive realism, the foremost goal of offensive realist is to 

become a global hegemon by possessing dominant power, as the most secure way to 

achieving survival. This is why IR scholars named this approach ‘power maximiser’. 

However, this goal is hard to accomplish because of various restrictions, including 

insufficient power projection capacity. Thus, becoming a regional hegemonic power is 

a rational objective, and checking potential adversaries is also an essential and 

defensive task (G. H. Snyder, 2002, p. 164). Namely, a regional hegemon can inhibit 

the emergence of a new dominant power in other regions from the offshore by coping 

with other regional powers in that respective region (Mearsheimer, 2014,  ch. 8).  

Although there are vast differences between defensive and offensive realist 

arguments, one of the essential contentions they agree on is to maintain the BoP at 

either global or regional level. From this theoretical perspective, the superpower’s aim 

in foreign behaviours is not only to maintain the status quo by managing the risk of 

any destabilisation in the peripheries but also to preserve power parity by deterring 

 
(2008). 
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rival’s expansion from offshore regions, as will exemplify in Chapter Three. It implies 

that the superpower should contemplate two possible occasions which cause the 

collapse of regional BoP. They are (i) increased global competitor aggressiveness in 

that region, and (ii) arising regional conflicts which can expand to undesirable global 

levels for superpowers.64 

Secondly, the implicit hierarchical order in the international system should be 

considered in the process of reconceptualising alliance management (see, Section 

4.3.1). Following the principles of Falk’s investigation, a multi-dimensional 

hierarchical order is a prominent feature of the Cold War period (Falk, 1972, p. 188). 

The first-tier hierarchical order consisted of two superpowers, the US and the USSR, 

and their major client states. In this relationship, while the two superpowers became 

superordinate countries, their major client states were subordinated nations. The 

second-tier superordinate-subordinate relations were limited to specific regions, and 

secondary superordinate countries in each region are usually major client states of 

superpowers. These countries, such as China, Japan, Ghana, India, and the Arab United 

Republic, enjoyed a superordinate status in their regions. Although these relationships 

had limited impact globally, their behaviour had an enormous implication for their 

regions. From this perspective, the global and regional hierarchical order phenomenon 

predates the Cold War age; it can be seen that for superpowers, security cooperation 

with regional actors is one way of building a superstructure and substructure within 

the international system to establish and maintain BoP at regional and global levels 

(Mazarr, Priebe, Radin, & Cevallos, 2016, p. 1~2). This indicates that there is an 

 
64 There is a possibility that tactical level of warfare, namely battles in specific areas, 

‘has a potential to affect the course of an operation or a campaign’ (U.S. JCS, 2017a, pp. I-14). 
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independent operating mechanism for either establishing regional BoP or competing 

for dominant power in the region, notwithstanding superpower’s involvement in each 

region.  

Thirdly, during the Cold War, the two superpowers had constructed hierarchical 

alliance systems in their blocs by allying with their client states, and these protectorate-

protected relationships spread globally. Thus, the phenomenon of equally distributed 

power in the Cold War was not just established between two superpowers but also 

formed between their blocs. However, instead of face-to-face conflict between 

superpowers, there were indirect conflicts between superpowers in their peripheries, 

as contested for example in Vietnam, the Korean peninsula, and Afghanistan (Yeisley, 

2011, p. 77).65 Hence, the salient problem for scrutinising superpower’ international 

behaviour is understanding the hierarchical relationship in their respective blocs, rather 

than power contests against other superpowers, and finding out the underlying 

principles of cooperation with the weak partner. Concerning these relations, leading 

states pursue their national interests by cooperating with weak allies in the Cold War 

period, and the objectives are categorised into twofold: (i) preventing competitors from 

expanding into other regions, and (ii) acquiring political leverage over protected 

countries as a reward for the obligation of the security provider. Namely, to ensure 

superpower’s national interests, the patron can put pressure on the establishment of a 

client’s foreign and defence policies.  

This conceptual approach to a superpower’s dual purposes is not new thinking. 

 
65 Some scholars argue that these oblique disputes are characterised as proxy wars or 

the ‘struggle for Third World’. For discussion on proxy war, see, Mumford (2013); The Ford 

Library; and for competition between superpowers in the peripheries, see, Rodman (1994). 
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Temerson and Cha assert the notions of ‘dual containment’ and ‘powerplay’, 

respectively (Cha, 2010; Temerson, 1992). The underlying logic of these two notions 

is similar. From the patron’s perspective, the purposes of forming an asymmetric 

alliance relationship are (i) deterring the expansion of its global competitor from the 

regional level and (ii) preventing its weak allies from establishing and implementing 

their independent foreign and defence policies.66  Regarding the second objective,  

according to Admiral McCain, the CINCPAC (Commander-in-Chief Pacific 

Command), in the early 1970s, the GOJ tried to promote its own independent interests 

by increasing pressure for reduction of US military presence in Japanese territory and 

decreasing reliance on the US deterrent posture (U.S. CINCPAC, 1972). 

Lastly, when considering ‘alliance management’ as employed by superpowers, 

there are various terminologies that can be used for describing that phenomena, such 

as political leverage, influences, and compliance, as described in the previous section. 

Walt describes political leverage as a client states’ intention to follow the patrons’ 

predilections in terms of an asymmetric alliance relationship (Walt, 1990, p. 43). 

Russet and Starr adopt the notion of ‘influence’. According to their argument, 

influence refers to ‘getting one’s way by having others behave in the way you want 

them to behave’ (Russett & Starr, 1981, pp. 127-130). Similarly, Imai and James also 

used the term ‘influence’ to mean ‘dominant powers try to make developing countries’ 

 
66 Temerson defines ‘double containment’ policy as ‘containing both an adversary and 

an ally’. Specifically, he argues that the rationales of U.S.-Japan alliance formation was to 

‘control’ the overall Japanese policies including military build-up, foreign policy, and even 

more domestic politics (Temerson, 1992, pp. ii, 8). According to Victor D. Cha, the concept of 

‘powerplay’ refers to the construction of an asymmetric alliance designed to exert maximum 

control over the smaller ally’s actions’. He also asserts that the purpose of bilateral alliance 

relationships in East Asia were not only containing the Soviet’s threat but also avoiding the 

entrapment risk caused by a weak alliance partner’s aggressive behaviour (Cha, 2010, p. 158). 

https://www.thesaurus.com/browse/predilection
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political attitude correspond with that of themselves by creating ‘consensus’ (Imai & 

James, 1996, p. 189).  

Nevertheless, one prominent point is that a superpower cannot force a one-sided 

concession upon a small country (see, Chapter Three). 67  Thus, the prerequisite 

assumptions of the major states’ influence over their weak partners are that they must 

have ‘conditioning tools,’ including rewards and punishments for acquiring political 

cohesion in the diplomacy area, and they must have flexibility in the use of the 

conditioning tools (B. E. Moon, 1985, p. 299). 

To summarise, the following implications can be drawn for the balancing 

behaviours of the superpowers in the Cold War period. Firstly, in the case of the US, 

in particular, the superpowers pursue power parity between them by implementing 

intended foreign policies, as scrutinised in section 2.2. Secondly, this BoP system can 

be applied not only at the global but also at the local level due to the multi-layered 

superordinate-subordinate international system. Thirdly, the formation of the BoP at 

the regional level is a matter of not only major regional powers but also a superpower-

centred asymmetric alliances system. Fourthly, in the Cold War period, a superpower’s 

balancing strategy has two aims at the regional level: (i) deterring the expansion of 

global competitors in any region, and (ii) preventing the collapse of the existing 

regional BoP. Lastly, the superpower exercises its influential power over weak allies 

in order to achieve these two goals. The reason is that if client nations can implement 

its independent foreign and defence policies when their material capabilities increased, 

 
67 Another group of scholars use the term ‘compliance’. According to Richardson, the 

concept of compliance differs from dependency; whilst the concept of dependency contains 

notions of mutual benefit and payment, the concept of compliance relates to the influence of 

the dominant actor (N. R. Richardson, 1978, pp. 64-70; 1981, pp. 89-90).  
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it could result in the regional instability. Based on these substantial factors, the notion 

of alliance management will be redefined in the following section. 

 

2.3.2.2 Redefining Alliance Management 

To redefine the concept of ‘alliance management’ from a superpower’s 

perspective, the next logical step is connecting the features of superpower’s balancing 

behaviour and intra-alliance dynamics within the patron-client relationship. As Gelpi 

notes, an alliance system is a security management institution and instrument of intra-

alliance control (Gelpi, 1999). Hence, these implications can be taken as starting points 

for discussion in terms of the reconceptualisation of ‘alliance management’.  

Firstly, it is the undoubtful proposition of the realism theory that the diplomatic 

behaviours of the state are governed by systemic pressure. As discussed in the above 

sections, however, while the structure of international system gives a direction to form 

power parity between superpowers, the establishment and execution of specific 

balancing measures are determined by each country based on the various considering 

factors, such as the level of external threat, domestic resource, and alliances.68 In other 

words, within an asymmetric alliance relationship, in order to maintain regional BoP, 

coordination in security policies between patron states and client nations is a necessary 

condition. This is to say that superpower’s balancing strategy can be explained by the 

concepts of ‘intended policy’ and ‘semi-automatic process’ of BoP, as depicted in 

 
68 Many neoclassical realism theorists argue the necessities for introducing domestic 

factors in explaining a states’ behaviour. For the arguments of neoclassical realism, see, 

Fordham (2009); Lobell, Ripsman, and Taliaferro (2009); Rathbun (2008); Rose (1998); 

Taliaferro (2009); Taliaferro, Lobell, and Ripsman (2009). More detailed discussions for the 

relationship between neoclassical realism and this research will be discussed in Section 4.2.  
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Section Two of this Chapter. 

Secondly, even though the primary goal of patron state’s exertion of influence 

over weak allies is maintaining regional BoP, there are two possible ways to achieve 

this object; namely, (i) encouraging clients’ defence activities and (ii) discouraging 

independent diplomatic and military policies. As discussed above, the rationales of 

these approaches are sharing the defence burden with alliance partners for the former 

case and reducing the risk of both the crisis escalation and patrons’ involvement in 

unwanted conflicts for the latter case (see, Section 3.2). 

In this sense, the concept of ‘alliance management’ can be defined in this 

research as ‘the efforts of the superpower to exert its influence over their client states 

to preserve an ‘intended’ BoP system at both international and regional levels’. The 

superpower has various options for maintaining equivalently distributed power 

structures in specific regional and sub-regional areas. When it comes to the threat of 

global rivalry in the specific region, they can encourage their weaker partner to become 

involved in cooperative defence activities. As a reward, the great can give economic 

and security assistance. On the contrary, the superpower may suppress their partner’s 

effort regarding the indigenous development of advanced defence articles when these 

activities stimulate a stable relationship between global rivalries. The reason for this is 

that there is a possibility that the existing regional power structure could be altered; 

this phenomenon is not a satisfactory situation to superpowers.  

 

2.4 Chapter Conclusion 

The purpose of this chapter is (i) to review the existing research on the BoP and 
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alliance theories, and (ii) to redefine the concept of ‘alliance management’ from the 

perspective of superpowers. In order to accomplish these goals, this chapter firstly 

appraised the existing academic literature regarding theories of BoP and alliance, since 

the necessary implications for redefining the concept of alliance management from the 

perspective of superpowers could be elicited via the review of relevant works.  

As to the BoP theory, this is not only the core concept but also provides a 

rudimentary framework for analysing international politics, and in part, because of this, 

there are a vast number of interpretations for its meaning and implementation. One of 

the critical insights is that the establishment of the BoP structure is accomplished by a 

superpower’s deliberate policy adjustment under systemic pressure. On the subject of 

alliance theory, the asymmetric alliance system is the fundamental feature of the Cold 

War era. Moreover, this relationship easily prolonged due to the unequal but reciprocal 

trade-off between security and autonomy. From these analyses, the importance of 

bridging these two theoretical arguments when researchers attempt to redefine alliance 

management is deduced. In other words, the idea of alliance management can be 

considered within the context of the BoP theory and superpowers’ alliance politics.  

Concerning the practical approach to defining the concept, many scholars used 

various terms in order to describe the phenomena of controlling and managing alliance 

partners. However, these studies are insufficient to suggest new perspectives on a 

superpower’s alliance management, since the relationship between superpower’s 

interpretation of balancing and asymmetric alignment does not clearly emerge. 

Notwithstanding this weakness, this research recognises the necessity of 

understanding key concepts such as a policy of balancing, international hierarchical 

order, and asymmetrical alliance.  
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The primary objective of the superpower in IR is ensuring their survival, and this 

aim can be achieved by keeping or establishing a desirable BoP system. While there 

are various interpretations for BoP, establishing evenly distributed power structure is 

perceived as a ‘natural law,’ the concept of BoP is paramount when considering a 

superpower’s foreign policy direction. However, when considering a structure 

representing a global BoP, it is essential to include all major powers, especially global 

rivalries, and their component regional power parities, as will be discussed in Chapter 

Four. This is why superpowers may need weak allies to deter adversaries. Even though 

weak partners’ enemies do not necessarily directly threaten great powers, losing weak 

allies can create an imbalance in existing power structures due to insufficient support 

and commitment.  

For example, if disputes on the periphery of a region under the influence of the 

superpowers are not aptly managed or controlled, there is always a possibility that 

conflicts between superpowers will be sparked by a direct conflict between their weak 

allies. In this light, the great powers try to attain political leverage over their alliance 

partners in order to prevent allies’ aggressive performances. With regard to this 

perspective, a redefined concept of alliance management is necessary to the 

superpower to maintain the cohesion in both defence posture and foreign policy and 

preserve the status quo.  

In order to apply this concept to the case of the US, Chapter Three deals with the 

following subjects: (i) investigating America’s interpretations of ‘balancing’ strategy; 

(ii) figuring out the necessity of managing weak allies in America’s global strategy; 

and (iii) exploring the importance of MTT policies as an alliance management tool.  
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Chapter 3. The US’s Alliance Management and MTT Policies  

3.1 Introduction  

An inevitable verity is that the US held a superpower position after WWII. 

Indeed, researches on the themes of alliance and BoP in the Cold War period could not 

be undertaken without consideration of America.  

From this perspective, investigating America’s interpretations of the BoP system 

and the feature of interaction mechanisms in US-led asymmetric alliance systems are 

the foremost tasks for applying the concept of ‘alliance management’. The reason for 

this is that ‘‘balance of power’ logic played an essential role in U.S. foreign policy’ 

(Walt, 2017).  Therefore, this chapter addresses the following topics: (i) America’s 

understanding about the concept of ‘balancing’ within the context of geostrategic 

considerations and the logic of off-shore balancing; (ii) the necessities of weak security 

partners in preserving the BoP system at both global and regional levels; (iii) the 

theoretical background for this assessment; and, (iv) the rationales of differentiated 

military technology transfer policies as the most efficient alliance management means. 

In order to respond to these research inquiries, this chapter is structured as 

follows. The first section outlines the first questions asked above. America’s strategic 

approaches to preserving regional power parity will be discussed by adopting the 

concept of ‘offshore balancing’. Following this, the practical reasons for the necessity 

of weak allies’ cooperation, and theoretical explanations on intra-alliance dynamics, 

will be analysed. The second section scrutinises the importance of ‘military technology 

cooperation’ as a vital tool for alliance management by evaluating the traditional 

instruments for this notion.  
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3.2 America’s Objectives and Balancing Strategy in the Cold War 

3.2.1 Superpower’s Balancing Behaviour under Bipolarity 

As discussed in Chapter Two, the traditional meaning of ‘balancing’ is taken as 

a tendency of power aggregation against a rising or latent hegemonic power by allying 

with other states (Wohlforth, 1993, p. 27). This means that the aim of ‘balancing’ is to 

produce the structure of equally distributed power amongst major actors. 

With the beginning of the Cold War, however, there were significant changes in 

the features of superpower rivalry. Superpowers no longer contested on a single 

continent, unlike the multipolar world of pre-WWII, and additionally, they did not 

directly encounter each other. Instead, their competition was dispersed globally, 

especially in the periphery of their influential areas under the bipolar system (Levy 

and Thompson, 2010, p. 8). 

Therefore, taking a close view of this rivalry, the overall power equilibrium was 

established by the two nations’ interactions at both the systemic and regional levels. In 

other words, the accomplishment of a global BoP is achievable from the sub-regional 

and regional level. The reason for this is that a conflict between regional rivals could 

lead to superpower involvement and disastrous consequences, as represented by the 

Vietnam War.69 In line with this assessment, a superpower’s policy of preserving the 

global BoP is, in fact, a result of accumulative endeavours, where the leading country 

creates a power balance in each region to maintain the status quo at the system level. 

 
69  For the origins and the America’s involvement in Vietnam War, see Hall (2018). 

Moreover, Melvin Laird, the former U.S. Secretary of Defense, evaluated the Vietnam war as 

a ‘costly’ and ‘counterproductive’ war (Hunt, 2014, pp. ix-x). 
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This is to say that, in the Cold War epoch, achieving the global ‘BoP’ situation does 

not mean just establishing equally distributed power among superpowers, but 

preserving a desirable BoP status at both global and regional levels.  

From this perspective, the need for cooperation between a superpower and its 

regional allies has increased in order to maintain global BoP by preventing the advent 

of localised small wars which potentially threaten global stability due to the possibility 

of conflict escalation, and deterring expansion of adversaries in other regions 

(Mearsheimer, 1990, p. 15). Levi also asserts that the fundamental objective of forming 

an alliance is ‘to assure a preponderance of strength should it come to a contest of 

capability. … These arrangements are not primarily intended to prevent conflicts or 

settle them directly. Their manifest purpose is to avoid violence or, if they have applied 

aggressively, to obtain advantages’ (Levi, 1974, p. 164).  

Also, Wolfers argues that the nature of ‘balancing’ is not achieving an 

equilibrium, but seeking superiority in IR (Wolfers, 1959). Schweller also notes that 

balancing policies are aimed not just at deterring the provocations of aggressive states, 

but at protecting a nation’s ‘long-term security,’ ‘self-preservation’ and ‘the protection 

of values already possessed’ (Schweller, 1994, pp. 74, 83). Taliaferro defines the 

concept of favourable regional BoP based on the degree of the external threat from the 

perspective of global hegemon. According to his logic, if the external threat is 

minimizing or lessening, the strategic environment is more indulgent to the 

superpower (Taliaferro, 2019, p. 38).  

By considering together this interpretation for the establishment of BoP and the 

objectives of ‘alliance management’ (see, Section 2.3), this research clarifies a vital 
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characteristic of a superpower’s Cold War balancing strategy. In other words, the 

establishment of a favourable regional level BoP does not merely indicate the status of 

power parity in the region but imply the result of executions of cautiously calculated 

balancing strategy as intended foreign policy.  

In summary, the balancing behaviour of superpowers, particularly the US, in the 

Cold War epoch, could be characterised as the effort to establishing desirable or 

favourable BoP at the regional level by cooperating with regional weak allies (U.S. 

JCS, 2019, p. 162). This is to say that America’s balancing behaviours can be 

understood as intended policy executions, and this phenomenon could be interpreted 

in the context of ‘alliance management’ (see, Chapter Two). 

Based on these analyses, the following section will investigate the concept of 

‘offshore balancing strategy’ as an alternative to the traditional balancing strategy. 

 

3.2.2 The Debates on Offshore Balancing Strategy 

The concept of ‘offshore balancing strategy’ is addressed in Mearsheimer’s 

seminal book, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics (Mearsheimer, 2014, p. ch. 7). 

According to his logic, a state’s primary objective is to survive, and the state can 

achieve this goal by becoming a global ‘uni-super power’. However, this is difficult to 

accomplish because of limitations on power projection capabilities and domestic 

resource extraction capability. Thus, obtaining regional hegemony and preventing the 

rise of rival powers in other regions are practical ways to maintain a state’s survival 

(Mearsheimer, 2014, pp. 236-237; Brands, Feaver, Mearsheimer & Walt, 2016, p. 164; 

Layne, 1997, pp. 86-87, 112-119). Under these perceived conditions, the concept of 
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‘offshore balancing’ and the strategies for accomplishing that objective (i.e., buck-

passing, balancing, wedge strategy) began to receive the attention of IR scholars 

(Mearsheimer, 2014, p. ch. 5; Toft, 2005, pp. 383-388).70  

When it comes to ultimate objectives of the offshore balancing strategy, Layne 

argues that the central intentions of fulfilling the strategy are (i) curtailing the 

entrapment risk of unpredicted crisis escalation originating at a regional level and (ii) 

maintaining the US’s relative superiority in the international system (Layne, 1997, p. 

87). Similarly, Snyder asserts that the aims of military build-up assistance are to 

prevent a peer-competitor from attacking and to avoid the possibility of becoming a 

target of counterbalancing (G. H. Snyder, 2002, p. 164). 

To achieve these aims, a superpower, who became a regional hegemon, should 

not need to counter an aggressor directly when they apply offshore balancing strategy. 

Of the numerous ways to accomplish offshore balancing, buck-passing is a key 

example. Contrary to the meaning of buck-passing strategy under the multipolar 

world,71 in the bi-polar world, buck-passing strategies of the superpowers could be 

translated as a means of burden-sharing with their weaker allies. Namely, Patron states 

or security suppliers could request that their regional alliance partner be responsible 

for the security of the region with appropriate assistance. For instance, burden-sharing 

issues have been arising since the 1960s within NATO alliance structures (Jacques van 

 
70 Christopher Layne asserts that ‘offshore balancing is a grand strategy deduced from 

‘realist international theory’ and ‘is a balance-of-power theory’ (Layne, 1997, p. 113). 

71 The basic meaning of buck-passing under multi-polarity is transferring the burden 

of checking potential enemies or deterring the rise of latent hegemonic power to other states 

(Christensen & Snyder, 1990, p. 141). For example, Posen’s analysis of the reason for WWII 

was the passing of the buck, checking Germany, between the United Kingdom and France 

(Posen, 1984, pp. 232-233). 
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Ypersele de, 1967; Sandler & Forbes, 1980; Oneal & Elrod, 1989).72  

As in the exceptional cases where buck-passing strategy could not be applied to 

the specific region, Mearsheimer insists that ‘the distance [regional] hegemon has to 

step in and balance’ against a potential threat (Mearsheimer, 2014, pp. 156-157, 237).  

However, the concept of ‘offshore balancing’ or an ‘offshore balancer’ is still a 

controversial notion in world politics since it is hard to define what a viable offshore 

balancing strategy is. Indeed, it is difficult to calculate the required level of (i) oversea 

military presence, (ii) military intervention, and (iii) alliance security support.  

From this perspective, offshore balancing strategy pursues a couple of virtues, 

such as selective engagement, reducing military presence overseas, and increasing the 

defence burden to partner states while reducing one’s own (Mearsheimer & Walt, 2016, 

pp. 74-75). Furthermore, proponents of offshore balancing concur that the strategy is 

not a form of isolationism (Brands, 2015a, p. 10; Mearsheimer & Walt, 2016).73 Thus, 

Christopher Layne argues that ‘burden-shifting’ could be accomplished by adopting an 

offshore balancing strategy (Layne, 2002). 

According to Walt and Mearsheimer, there are three different situations 

regarding engagement and force deployment policies, and these depend on factors 

relating to the possibility of regional hegemons’ emergence, and other regional powers 

 
72 NATO had changed their military strategies against the threat of Soviet from MAD 

as an extended deterrence strategy to Flexible response as a collective defense strategy, and it 

required allies’ participations and sharing defense burdens in the European theatre (Hartley & 

Sandler, 1999, p. 667).  

73  The offshore balancing strategy appears to take similar stances to those of 

isolationists, so some scholars named this strategy ‘tantamount isolationism’ (Roskin, 2016). 

On the contrary, opponents of offshore balancing insist the advantages of engagement policies 

and disadvantages of limited interventions (Brands, 2015a, 2015b). 
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of varying magnitudes (Mearsheimer & Walt, 2016, pp. 72-74). Although the focusing 

point of their assertion is preventing any latent competitor emergence, two 

implications of offshore balancing strategies applicable to cases of asymmetric alliance 

systems in the Cold War era can be deduced.  

Firstly, the superpower’s security assistance is essential to the weak allies in the 

specific region, as a way of implementing buck-passing strategy, since an asymmetric 

alliance system or patron-client relationship has been a common feature of IR after the 

end of WWII. In these relations, the patron and the client nations can have symbiotic 

benefits (Bercovitch, 1991, p. 15). While the protectorate state does its best to satisfy 

its clients’ desideratum, such as security protection or economic support, client nations 

strive to serve the superpower’s global strategic plans including deterring a peer 

competitor’s expansion from the regional level. 

Secondly, within this context, a superpower’s direct military aid, such as force 

deployment in a client’s territory during the Cold War, can be interpreted as an offshore 

balance strategy, since it can preserve a global power parity between superpowers by 

acting as a deterrent force at regional and sub-regional levels (Harkavy, 1982, pp. 14-

43). In other words, the presence of military power outside their own territory is not 

only a means of increasing credibility of the superpower’s security commitment to its 

ally; it is also a process of granting their foreign policy objectives, such as improving 

worldwide logistic abilities and power projection capability.  

Based on these analyses, the following section discusses America’s viewpoint 

on the offshore balancing strategy. 
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3.2.3  America as an Offshore Balancer and Alliance Management 

Many scholars support that the US, indeed, adopted the offshore balancing 

strategy from the early 19th century (Mearsheimer 2014, pp. 252-264; Rudolph & 

Rudolph, 2006; Mearsheimer & Walt, 2016).74 Moreover, they thought that ‘offshore’ 

balancing strategy is one of the beneficial strategies for the US (Lobell, 2017, pp. 16-

17). With regard to the historical cases, as Mearsheimer insists, the US has acted as an 

‘offshore balancer’ since the Cold War era because Washington tried to prevent the 

Soviets from expanding in the various regions by dispatching its military forces and 

cooperating with its regional allies (Mearsheimer, 2014, p. 237). 

Based on this assumption, America’s offshore balancing strategies can be 

classified in two ways: the direct approach (balancing) and indirect approach (buck-

passing).75 Regarding a typical direct approach, the orthodox objective of balancing is 

achievable via asymmetric alliance systems (G. H. Snyder, 2002, p. 164). A patron’s 

deployment of military personnel on the front line of the competition by using overseas 

bases in weaker allies’ territory would be one of the appropriate means to prevent the 

emergence of latent aggressors or expansion of rivals in the specific region. 

Furthermore, this direct approach can contribute to reduce the risk of entrapment. 

The ‘buck-passing’ strategy represents an indirect approach to offshore 

 
74  Concerning America’s restraint positions on military intervention in the 1970s, 

Bellows evaluates that ‘it is difficult to predict under what circumstances the United States 

might provide large-scale military support to a Third World nation experiencing a direct 

military threat’ (Bellows, 1979, p. 13). 

75  Snyder has a slightly different viewpoints on the balancing and buck-passing 

strategies. According to his definitions, balancing refers to ‘acting to preserve an existing 

distribution of power (e.g., by supporting a state that is challenged by a revisionist state)’ and 

the definition of buck-passing ‘is to hold back and take no action, with the intent of shifting 

the burden of resistance onto an ally or some other state’ (G. H. Snyder, 2002, p. 161). 
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balancing. Buck-passing is, in fact, according to Mearsheimer, ‘a main alternative to 

balancing’ (Mearsheimer, 2014, p. 157). Moreover, he insists that although ‘buck-

passing was not an option in the Cold War, … the American impulse to buck-pass was 

evident throughout the period’ (Mearsheimer, 2014, p. 329). The ideal case of passing 

the buck is that the buck-passer stands at the rear of the balancing process and reduces 

their defence burden and responsibility by using the buck-catcher in deterring the 

aggressor (Toft, 2005, pp. 385-386). This explanation connotes that buck-catchers 

should do their best to deter the expansion of the potential aggressor. If the buck-

catcher has sufficient power, the buck-passer needs to have little interest in assisting 

the buck-catcher. However, if the buck-catcher has not enough capacity, the buck-

passer should help the partner to obtain enough capability for warding off the aggressor. 

A precondition for clarifying the relationship between the concept of alliance 

management and the strategy of offshore balancing is to compare the objectives of 

each notion. As discussed in the above sections, because the fundamental goals of 

offshore balancing are to deter the peer competitor’s expansion and ultimately scotch 

any risk of entrapment and crisis escalation, for the US, offshore balancing is a sound 

strategy in maintaining global superiority (Mearsheimer, 2014, p. 237). Similarly, in 

Chapter Two, this research identifies that the objectives of a superpower’s alliance 

management’ are enforcing client nations into collective defence activities and 

dissuading protected countries from establishing independent foreign and defence 

strategies in order to reduce the risk of entrapment.  

From these analytical perspectives, this research infers two strategic 

considerations of the US when they deal with the weak allies in the Cold War era: (i) 

client nations should be considered as external resources to preserve regional BoP; and 
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(ii) America ought to contemplate the possibility of unintended conflict outbreaks 

caused by protected countries.76  

Based on these assessments, this research attempts to reconceptualise the buck-

passing and balancing strategies within the context of US-led asymmetric alliance 

dynamics. Contrary to Mearsheimer’s argument, a buck-passing strategy is a feasible 

option to prevent the advancement of global rivalry at the regional level. In other words, 

with proactive support to a client nation’s defence capability enhancement, the US can 

entrust regional major allies with its role of checking peer competitor's presence and 

aggression.  

As for the balancing strategy, it should be reinterpreted in terms of alliance 

management concepts. The objective of forming asymmetric alliance would not be 

confined to defence commitment. Another goal is controlling protected countries’ 

military adventurism or preventing client nations from becoming destabilisers at the 

regional or sub-regional levels. Hence, the US forces’ stationing in client nations’ 

territory is balancing measures or ‘bargaining chips’, which implies that these forces 

may achieve these two goals.77 With regard to these analyses, this research suggests 

 
76 America tried to avoid ‘future military intervention in peripheral area’ (Melanson, 

2005, p. 45). Concerning this interpretation, Kelly and Cohen assert the peril of regional crisis 

escalation. Kelly argues that ‘a potential for local conflict expanding in intensity and 

geographic extent so that war between major powers become more likely as a result’ (Kelly, 

1986, pp. 171-172). Cohen also regards a specific region as a ‘national security position’ or 

‘conflict safety-valve’ by adopting the concept of ‘shatter-belts’ (Cohen, 1973, pp. 87-88). 

77 The American Pacific Commander argued that ‘the divisions [2nd division] was a 

significant factor for deterrence, and arbitrary withdrawal could be perceived by North Korea 

as a loss of U.S. resolve to help defend the ROK, and make a military option more inviting. 

Also, the division was a bargaining lever in dealing with the ROK. It helped restrained the 

ROK from over reacting to provocations and minimized the chance the ROK would initiate 

action to commit the United States automatically. Also, it was a significant factor in 

legitimatizing U.S. control of ROK forces’ (Headquarters CINCPAC, 1976, pp. 98-99).  
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the concept of ‘limited balancing strategy’, which could apply to asymmetric alliance 

relationships, as an alternative to the traditional meaning of balancing strategy. 

Contrary to a balancing strategy within the logic of offshore balance, the meaning of 

‘limited balancing strategy’ is establishing power parity at the sub-regional level 

between client nations and their adversaries via protected countries’ defence capability 

and restricted patrons’ military presence.  

This reconceptualization would be viable because this research analyses the 

possibilities that ‘balance of power’ is not achieved by an automatic process but could 

be accomplished through a state’s cautiously intended balancing policies, as discussed 

in Chapter Two. Moreover, compared to the confrontations among nuclear power 

nations, militarised conflicts between non-nuclear countries are more frequent and are 

easily expanded into a regional level or lead to superpower involvement; thus, America 

should be discreet about security assistance programs to avoid an entrapment menace. 

A more detailed discussion concerning these risks is dealt with in the following section. 

 

3.3 The Need for America’s Alliance Management 

As discussed in the previous section, superpowers need to build cooperative 

relationships with its weak allies in order to establish a favourable external 

environment. In other words, they should not set the role and importance of the weak 

countries aside. Considering this fact, this section investigates the need for alliance 

management in terms of practical and theoretical perspectives. 
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3.3.1 The Necessities for Security Cooperation with Weak Power 

According to the traditional definition, a superpower can pursue its private 

national interests or lead international security issues dominantly without another 

state’s assistance or support, especially that of second-ranked states; and this is an 

irrefutable fact in achieving its goals.  

However, there are several reasons why the US recognises the need for 

cooperation with its alliance member states in policy implementation. Firstly, 

America’s supremacy has been decreasing since the 1970s. Although it is an 

undeniable fact that the US has dominant power as ever in the world, America did not 

have the capability to overwhelm the counterpart, unlike its position immediately 

succeeding WWII (Knorr, 1977, p. 97). Levin gives an excellent logical explanation 

for the relationship between America’s relative decline and the necessity for 

coordination with weak allies. According to his analysis, the main reason for the 

relative atrophy of America’s power is not because of its decreasing power but due to 

other countries’ rapid development of economic capacity and nuclear power (Levin, 

1983, pp. 2-3):  

“Nearly ignored in the often arcane discussion of the theoretical 

vulnerability of US land-based missiles that accompanied this 

achievement was the decreased US ability to deter lower levels of conflict 

with its nuclear power, and the consequent increased importance of 

conventional forces and local theater balances.” 

In addition to this circumstance, the US had to re-allocate military personnel and 

equipment to respond to the Soviet Union’s expansion. After WWII, America’s two 

geographical axes in accordance with policies for stemming the expansion of 
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communism were Europe and Asia (Akira & Cohen, 1989, pp. 1-2). From the late 

1960s, the Middle Eastern region became another vital area to the US in the pursuit of 

deterring Soviet expansion (Metz, 1990, pp. 320-323). Hence, the US requested that 

its allied nations play an active defensive role in their territories and supporting US 

oversea presences within the region, to replace America’s power vacuum.  

Secondly, America’s domestic constraints are crucial factors in the increasing 

necessity of cooperation with other states in dealing with their security issues. 

Increased tensions between international rivalries were the most decisive element 

justifying enormous defence spending during the Cold War era. However, domestic 

public opinion is critical of the defence budgets in times when international tension 

between great powers decrease (Ratner & Thomas, 1990). Furthermore, a series of 

policy failures, for example, the invasion of the Bay of Pig and the Vietnam War, 

created a negative atmosphere for the expansion of solely international security 

commitments (Blight & Kornbluh, 1997; McMahon, 2008; Slater, 1996).  

 

3.3.2 The Theoretical Approaches to Intra-Alliance Dynamics 

There are other factors that necessitate a superpower’s need for alliance 

management. Even in long-established alliances, asymmetric relationships face a need 

for either change in the relationship or management of internal conflicts among the 

member states (G. H. Snyder, 1997, p. 177). Disputes in intra-alliance relations largely 

stem from relationship changes due to varying perceived threats, diversifying the 

respective states’ interests, and variations in the allies’ capabilities, as discussed in 

Section 2.2.2. Hence, in terms of the superpower’s alliance management, the matter of 
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alliance security dilemmas, including both abandonment and entrapment and security-

autonomy trade-off, should be considered.  

The first problem of intra-alliance management in asymmetric relations for 

alliance members to consider is the trade-off of security and autonomy among states. 

The basic meaning of security-autonomy trade-off is more focused on the weak 

power’s stance. Small countries can forgo a certain degree of political and diplomatic 

autonomy (in terms of following the patron’s diplomatic policies) to ensure security 

(regarding a nation’s survival). This means that the weaker needs to make concessions 

to gain external military support (J. C. Johnson, 2015, pp. 665-667).  

Morrow’s approach to this theme focuses more on the competitive atmosphere 

of intra-alliance dynamics. Following his research, security is defined as ‘the ability to 

maintain the current resolution of the issues that it wants to preserve’, while autonomy 

is ‘the degree to which [a state] pursues desired changes in the status quo’ (Morrow, 

1987, p. 426; 1991, pp. 908-909). 

If we apply Morrow’s interpretation, a client state’s rapid development in 

domestic politics and economy can be one source of intra-alliance confrontations. The 

reason is that these changes in capabilities lead to the alteration of weak states’ 

traditional foreign policy behaviour and defence posture, although there is no 

extraordinary transformation in the external security environment (Rosenau, 1972, p. 

145). A representative case is the ‘Skybolt’ affairs between the UK and the US. In the 

1960s, London wanted to develop ‘Skybolt’ missile under America’s technical 

assistance, as a symbol of achieving independent nuclear deterrence capability. 

However, Washington cancelled the co-development program unilaterally without 
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consultations (Neustadt, 1970; Priest, 2005, Ch. 3). Thus, the ‘Skybolt’ affair was 

evidence that the ‘special relationship’ between the US and Britain was, in practical 

terms, deteriorating (Steve, 2016).  

The other alliance security dilemma relates to the fear of abandonment and 

entrapment in a specific circumstance. 78  Snyder demonstrates that this kind of 

dilemma is a ‘sharpened version of a security-autonomy trade-off’ (G. H. Snyder, 1997, 

p. 181). Moreover, the characteristics of this dilemma would be altered with the 

changes in BoP systems (Walt, 2009, p. 90, 98; Levy, 1974, p. 47).  

That the superpowers can enjoy ‘freedom of action’ in an asymmetric alliance 

relationship is not a surprising conclusion, since they rarely need to ally with small 

countries. Furthermore, Waltz states that great powers govern world politics, and a 

leader state in an asymmetric alliance can ignore their client states’ trust because they 

have overwhelming superiority in power and the capability to control the weak alliance 

member (Waltz, 1979, pp. 168-169). Thus, from a superpower’s perspective, the risk 

of entrapment is relatively low in an asymmetric alliance system.  

However, the patron state may face difficulty in managing weak partners within 

an asymmetric alliance relationship. In line with the definition of ‘alliance 

management’ which is defined in Chapter Two, Andreatta states that asymmetric 

relations of an alliance should be interpreted based on tri-lateral relations: patrons state, 

client nation, and adversary (Andreatta, 1997 cited from Dian, 2014, p. 3). Similarly, 

 
78 Abandonment can be defined as a “defection by the ally and can take [a] variety of 

specific forms from abrogation of the alliance contract to a loosening or questioning of the 

alliance guarantee” (Petersen, 1986, p. 170), whilst entrapment is explained as “being dragged 

by one’s commitment into war over interests of the ally that one does not share” (G. H. Snyder, 

1997, p. 181).  
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Victor D. Cha maintains that, under certain conditions, superpowers highly concern 

the potential consequence of abandonment and entrapment dilemmas (Cha, 1999, Ch. 

2). For example, such a condition is one where the superpower’s strategic interest in 

sustaining the asymmetric relationship is relatively substantial. If superpowers 

acknowledge the weak power’s value in deterring an adversary’s expansion and 

aggression, they are less likely to restrict that weaker partner’s independent behaviours. 

This logic is based not on the fear of losing the client state’s allegiance outright, but 

the fear of minimising the effectiveness of security cooperation in deterring a common 

adversary. Another condition which may cause a great power concern is the weak 

partner’s strategic importance in the superpower’s global strategies. For instance, the 

weaker contributes to the great’s global accessibility by providing oversea bases, 

protecting sea lanes, and supplying resources.  

To conclude, due to both practical and theoretical reasons, the superpower, 

particularly the US, should control weak allies’ foreign and defence policies to some 

extent in order to preserve regional BoP by either deterring soviet’s expansion from 

the regional level or preventing the risk of entrapment. The following section discusses 

the possible instruments for managing weak alliance partner. 

 

3.4 Tools for Alliance Management  

This section investigates the superpower’s instruments for managing an alliance 

partner’s actions and powers. Existing studies provide some insight into the proper 

tools to achieve this objective; these tools are comprehensively considered as forms of 

‘security aid’ or ‘military assistance’ programs. Clearly, to satisfy the objectives of this 
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research, the section is pertinent to ‘military technology’ issues.  

To achieve this aim, the first part of this section deals with the traditional 

methods of alliance management and their limitations. In the second part, military 

technology cooperation and assistance to its weak allies is discussed as a useful tool 

for alliance management.  

 

3.4.1 Traditional Instruments of Alliance Management 

3.4.1.1 The Basis of American System in the Early Cold War Period 

With the beginning of the Cold War, the US offered various types of support 

programs to selected clients to rehabilitate their depressed economies and society. 

Called the ‘Marshall Plan’, it was Washington’s representative economic aid policy for 

restoration of Western Europe countries. Such an aid plan was to consolidate America’s 

supremacy and maintain political leverage over its global partners. Thus, the 

‘American system’ became a very significant feature in world politics at that time, not 

least because it located the US ‘at the apex of the hierarchy of power and prestige’ in 

the world (Akira & Cohen, 1989, p. 1; Gilpin, 1981, p. 231). 

This hierarchical order within an asymmetric alliance relationship was 

established based upon political, military, and economic foundations from the early 

Cold War era (Gilpin, 1989, pp. 3-6). First of all, the relationship set-up depended on 

a common threat perception, which gave it political grounds. The closest rapport 

between America and its alliance partners was therefore constructed based on the threat 

perception of the Soviet Union and Communist countries. The military substructure of 

the ‘American system’ is the second pillar, insomuch as the US’s deterrence 
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capabilities could assure its allies’ security. America had plenty of military capabilities 

against the Communist group and supported the military build-up of its client countries 

through financial assistance and military equipment provision. The last pillar was an 

economic support system such as the Bretton Wood’s system. This system aimed to 

establish a solid economic bloc to deter Soviet expansion.  

 

3.4.1.2 Traditional Instruments for Alliance Management  

Under the sound foundations of American prestige, US decision-makers used 

various kinds of instruments to achieve their strategic and diplomatic goals, such as 

foreign and security aid, sanctions, and coercive action (Wittkopf, Jones, & Kegley, 

2008). When these kinds of political and military instruments are aimed at an alliance 

partner to increase agreement in diplomatic and defence strategy between patron and 

client nations, they could be referred to as alliance management tools.  

For military coercive actions, Art distinguishes the ways of using ‘military force’ 

in two ways; namely, as ‘forceful use, to wage war’, and ‘peaceful use, to threaten war’ 

(Art, 2009, p. 8). As an example of the latter, particularly in terms of an asymmetric 

alliance relationship, the main aim of coercive activities is to prevent adversaries’ 

aggressive behaviour by using the threat of punishment; the coercive actions against a 

common threat allow the patron state to strengthen defence ties with its weak allies (B. 

A. Leeds & Savun, 2007, p. 1119).79  Joint military exercises are a representative 

 
79 Coercive action is one of the most controversial diplomatic activities in international 

relations. The targets of coercive actions are mainly adversaries or hostile political entities (Art 

& Cronin, 2003; Drury, 2001; Christensen, 2011, p. 1). George describes coercive diplomacy 

as ‘an alternative to war’ and distinguishes ‘defensive coercion’ from ‘offensive coercion’ 

(George, 1991, pp. 4-7).  
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example. The US usually holds military exercises with alliance partners to demonstrate 

its security commitment to both clients and their adversaries (de Castro, 2009, p. 405). 

In addition, America also dispatches strategic assets, such as nuclear-powered 

submarines and aircraft carriers, to reinforce its dedication to defence.  

Patron states’ military presence in clients’ territory is another feasible way of 

obtaining political leverage since deployed forces could help to avoid an undesirable 

crisis at the regional or sub-regional level by preventing the client’s desire for rapid 

military build-up or deterring its adversary’s provocations. For example, General 

Stilwell, the former Commander-in-Chief United Nations Command (CINCUNC) in 

Korea cites three types of USFK’s role; the complementary forces of ROK military 

capability, a deterrent force against North Korea, and a means of arms control in the 

Korean peninsula. 80  On the other hand, the threatening of force reduction and 

withdrawal from the client territory also could be a source of increasing their influence 

over weak allies, although these intimidations could cause the US to lose its 

international reputation and prestige through the perception of it not fulfilling its 

defence commitments to its allies (U.S. NSC, 1973b, p. iv).81 

Foreign aid programs, or security assistance, including economic aid and 

 
80 His words are that ‘[A]ssured by the US presence, as the leading edge of US military 

power, the ROK has not felt it necessary to match every North Korean capability, to build an 

offensive air force or invest in high technology systems…. My prediction is that the 

withdrawal of our ground forces will result in a drastic modification of ROK assumptions on 

the timing and scope of US assistance in war. The ROK will do what [they] have to do for 

unilateral defense, but the impact on all other programs will be catastrophic’ (Stilwell, 1977, 

pp. 284-286). 

81 The US actually considered force reduction policy as one of options for acquiring 

political leverage over South Korea. The following sentence well describes this motivation: 

‘… using the threat of reduction to induce concession or movement. If we wished to encourage 

or accelerate accommodation, we could decide unilaterally on reduction if we thought this step 

would force the pace, or use the force levels as a bargaining chip’ (U.S. NSC, 1973b, p. iv). 
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military support, are other essential tools for handling allies, from the American 

perspective, because they are suitably positioned with scientific advancement and 

industrial development (Wittkopf et al., 2008, pp. 107-108).  

Furthermore, American leaders saw foreign aid programs as a means to attain 

global influence by resetting their purpose (DSCA, 2015; Nijman, 1998; U.S. AID, 

2015). This is to say that the aims of security assistance programs are (i) reinforcing 

America’s relationship with their alliance partners, (ii) ensuring the US’s ability to 

access particular defence partners, and (iii) increasing interoperability (Wittkopf et al., 

2008, pp. 124-125).82  

 

3.4.1.3 The Limitations of Traditional Means 

As to a superpower’s material assistance to its allies, the general assumption is 

that a security assistance program creates opportunity in other ways for the strong 

powers, such as gaining political leverage over the weak.  

However, Walt denies this general opinion and insists that the superpower’s aid 

policies are an insufficient method to control their weak allies, citing four conditions 

of this circumstance: (i) a monopoly aid system of an important asset; (ii) asymmetrical 

dependency between the great and the weak; (iii) asymmetry of motivation; and (iv) a 

low level of domestic obstacles in the decision-making process of the aid policy (Walt, 

1990, pp. 43-46, 236-241). The first condition presupposes that the weak country has 

 
82 The US uses various programs such as FMS, Foreign Military Construction Services 

(FMCS), Foreign Military Financing Programs (FMFP), International Military Education and 

Training (IMET), and Peace Keeping Operations (DISCS, 2016, Section 1, 2-6). 
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alternative options for security guarantees. The second and third implies that the great 

power has more interest in the defence agreement with the weaker power, as illustrated 

in Chapter Two. 

Economic and financial aid programs are one of the most effective ways of 

helping a weak ally’s development in both the economic and defence sectors. However, 

from the superpower’s perspective, no normative and political rationales exist to 

prevent the dramatic economic development of weak power, even though most weak 

powers would attempt to rapidly transform economic power to military power, which 

may result in the escalation of an arms race or tensions in the specific region.  

Regarding coercive military action, whereas it can illustrate a patron state’s 

willingness to defend weak allies, it rarely relates to managing client nations in terms 

of the patron’s balancing strategy. There are two explanations for this. Firstly, although 

the great power’s deterrence capability enables protected countries to secure their 

survival, this is a patron state’s unilateral security support and a short-term measure, 

so this means of security assistance allows little room for exploring the defensive role 

distribution between the two states. Secondly, it cannot take the problem of 

discrepancies in security assistance program into account. In particular, when two 

countries geographically adjacent have the same patron states, that patron’s military 

actions are safeguard measures for both client states. Therefore, this instrument cannot 

explain why a great power may show discrepancies in security assistance programs 

toward neighbouring protected countries.  

The traditional tools, therefore, have limitations in explaining the confined 

concept of ‘alliance management’ in terms of a superpower’s balancing behaviours. It 
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is hard to explain the relationship between the objectives of superpowers in preserving 

the regional BoP system and the orthodox devices since traditional means cover the 

broader interests of great powers. Contrary to this limitation, the assistance in defence 

technology development of client states can be restricted by suppliers via political and 

normative reasoning, as is illustrated in the following section.   

 

3.4.2 Military Technology Transfer as a Mean of Alliance Management 

In the above section, the traditional measures of alliance management and their 

limitations are discussed. This research suggests the concept of ‘military technology 

cooperation and assistance’ as an alternative instrument for alliance management 

within asymmetric alliance relationships. In order to clarify the importance of this 

notion, the following questions need to be answered: what differentiates MTT as an 

alliance management tool from a traditional tool; and why are MTT issues more critical 

in the process of gaining political leverage or power of control, than traditional 

approaches? Although the basic reasons and rationales are suggested in the previous 

section, a more detailed discussion about military technology follows in this section.  

 

3.4.2.1  General Explanations on the Impact of Military Technology Diffusion 

The diffusion of pioneering military technology brings immense changes to 

social and military fields (Hacker, 1977). In the same vein, Carus and Cho assert that 

military technological development can impact arms trade trends in the near future and 

that the advance in that field will necessarily influence military doctrines and 

organisations to maximise its effects in the militarised conflicts (Carus, 1994; H. Cho, 
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2010).83  

Furthermore, several studies conclude that the dissemination of new military 

technology has various effects on national foreign policy decisions. As Osgood insists, 

military power could be presumed as an apparatus of foreign policy (R. E. Osgood, 

1957, pp. 13-20); therefore, decision-makers would like to obtain advanced military 

technology (Eliason & Goldman, 2003, pp. 6-9).  

Regarding this problem, Tarr stresses the risk of diffusion of conventional arms 

technology. Countries who achieve a certain level of development in defence 

manufacturing can adjust and expand their overall foreign policy objectives from a 

defensive stance to an offensive posture (Tarr, 1965, pp. 141-145). For example, the 

involvement in arms races is usually led by dictators such as military technician-

oriented governors or policymakers (Thee, 1986, p. 113 recited from Zuckerman, 1982, 

p. 103; Hobson, 2010, p. 636).  

From these analyses, we can deduce a couple of characteristics of military 

technology as an alliance management instrument. Unlike the delivery of end-product 

military assets, the transfer of defence technology can cause enormous changes in the 

political, economic, and social arenas for recipient states. The following section covers 

the detailed arguments. 

 

 
83  The RMA can be defined as ‘the introduction and implementation of new thinking 

concerning strategy and tactics, military organisation and doctrines, force structure and overall 

weapons acquisition’ (C.-I. Moon & Lee, 2008, p. 118). The impacts of the development 

military technology could lead radical social changes, such as French Revolution. For the 

societal transformations caused by the development of military technology, see, Murray (1997) 

and Pettengill (1979). For the origins of the American RMA idea, see, Adamsky (2008, p. 258). 
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3.4.2.2  The Considerations of Superpower in Technical Assistance  

In the asymmetric alliance system, provision of security aid is considered as a 

public good. Though the transference of military technology from the great to the weak 

powers, the former can benefit significantly, as proposed by several researchers 

(Brauer, 1991a; Sanjian, 1991; Tarr, 1965).  

Firstly, superpowers who supply their advanced military technology to their 

allies seek to enhance their influential power over them; such as diplomatic leverage, 

means of assuring friendship, opposing the influence of rivals, and supporting allies 

(R. A. I. Johnson, 2015; Pierre, 1979; Wheelock, 1978; Brauer, 2002). For example, 

U.S. DOD assumed that supporting the development of Japanese Defence Industry is 

one of the feasible ways of persuading Japan to ‘stay in our camp’ (U.S. GAO, 1982a, 

p. 4). Namely, patron states transmit armament with related technology to their 

political partners, thereby setting a regional BoP they intended and acquiring the right 

of use overseas military bases to assure their power projection capability (Harkavy, 

1982; Hartung, 1995, p. 9). Specifically, establishing a stable regional security 

environment is the primary concerns in America’s arms trade policies, as arms and 

technology transfer may cause serious militarised conflicts or arms races between 

recipient countries and its rivalries (Kinsella, 1994). Hence, Hartung insists that 90 per 

cent of American arms recipients are involved in regional or border conflicts (Hartung, 

1995, p. 12).  

Secondly, other motivations of arms technology transfer to be considered refer 

to military perspectives, such as interoperability, military equipment standardisation, 

war-time logistics, and burden-sharing (Klare, 1983, pp. 75-78). In particular, the 

prime goal of America’s decision on its co-production program with foreign countries 
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was not for economic achievement, as previously discussed in Chapter One. Rather, 

the priority goals were to achieve national security aims through; (i) improving the 

allies’ defence capabilities by expanding technical and logistic abilities under the U.S. 

technological support, (ii) promoting military equipment standardization and 

interoperability among the U.S-led alliance members, and (iii) preventing redundant 

R&D efforts between security partners (Kelley, 1989; U.S. GAO, 1982a). From this 

perspective, a protected state’s dependency on a protectorate nation is that the changes 

in the patron’s defence strategy and force structure affect the client state’s overall 

military posture since the weak country’ defence policy or strategy should be 

coordinated with the patron state (Sharp, 1984, p. 97).  

These motives and rationales were well demonstrated in American arms trade 

policies during the second-half of Cold War epoch (Alexander, 1985, pp. 748-749). 

The Nixon Administration declared the ‘Guan Doctrine’, which stressed selling arms 

as a key element of ensuring defence commitment to its client states instead of 

dispatching troops (Hartung, 1995, p. 9). The aim of the policy was reducing America’s 

direct involvement.  

In May 1977, for example, President Carter announced the PD-13 in order to 

restrain U.S. military equipment and technology transfer to third world countries. The 

Carter administration thought that this policy would contribute to regional stability by 

prohibiting arms races between low developed countries (LDCs) who equipped with 

American-based armaments (Benson, 1979, pp. 8-9; U.S. GAO, 1979b, pp. 4-5).84  

 
84 There are various evaluations of President Carter’s arms export restraint policies. 

For detailed discussions, see, Benson (1979); W.-c. Lee (2000); W. Park (2010); Salomon, 

Louscher, and Hammond (1981); Um (2012). 
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The principal objectives of the Reagan Administration in arms and technology 

delivery is not only encouraging recipient states’ participation in collective defence 

activities against the common threat but also maintaining regional stability.85 Hence, 

the US controlled the level of delivered technology and armament to meet these ends 

(The Reagan Library, 1981).  

 

3.4.2.3  The Importance of Advanced Military Technology for Weak Countries 

The necessities of acquiring advanced military technology for a weak power 

could be inferred from the nature of the anarchic international system, namely ‘self-

help’; as survival is the primary objective of any state (Waltz, 1979, pp. 111-114). 

Although an alliance system and material support from a stronger partner are sufficient 

means to defend the weak’s national interests and territory, the practice of ‘self-help’ 

is something intuitive, and the goal is typically achieved by independently 

strengthening its material capabilities.86 In addition, as Knorr states, small countries 

are ‘animated by anxiety about great power incursion and desirous of curbing it’ (Knorr, 

1977, p. 98). Thus, acquiring ‘state-of-the-art’ defence technology is a paramount 

desire, in the viewpoint of weak countries. Detailed practical reasonings are as follows. 

Firstly, for security purposes, acquiring advanced military technology is the best 

 
85 In National Security Decision Directive (NSDD)-5, these objectives were clearly 

expressed. For example, the US could delivery highly advanced military items to client nations 

when in emergency situations, even though those items are currently adopted by US forces. In 

addition, if there are any detrimental effects in preserving regional BoP, the US government 

should seriously consider the impact of the arms delivery (The Reagan Library, 1981). 

86  For more detailed arguments for weak countries’ indigenous defence industrial 

development, see, Bitzinger (2004); Brauer (2002); Cahn (1979); Lebovic and Ishaq (1987); 

R. Smith (2009); T. Taylor (2004). 
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option for a weaker nation, as it increases its overall strength in securing independent 

survival while minimising its patron’s political and militarily intervention (Katz, 

1986b, p. 4; Sislin, 1994). 87  For example, most countries such as China, India, 

Australia have regarded self-reliance as the centre of gravity in the military 

acquisition.88  

From this perspective, the development of indigenous defence manufacturing 

capability is the prerequisite for achieving this goal, self-help.89 However, in the realm 

of defence industrial advancement, developing or underdeveloped countries rarely 

attain in-house manufacturing capability of highly advanced military equipment 

without foreign assistances in military technologies. Hence, underdeveloped countries 

are obliged to experience several advancement phases in defence industrial 

development by receiving technical assistance, as is discussed in Section 4.3.3 

(Bitzinger, 2004, pp. 259-260). By doing so, weak countries can achieve self-reliance 

capability and reduce the dependency on the patron states. Moodie demonstrates these 

phenomena as follows: “[T]hird world arms producers have traded one form of 

dependence for another. They have shifted the nature of their requirements from the 

need for finished weapons systems to the need for the technologies to manufacture 

those systems” (A. L. Ross, 1986, p. 278 recited from Moodie, 1980, p. 2). 

 
87 Krause suggests two ways that weak countries could achieve self-reliance capability: 

(i) increasing ‘symmetrical interdependence’ by providing strategic resources to dominant 

suppliers and (ii) decreasing dependency upon dominant suppliers by diversifying armament 

suppliers (Krause, 1992, pp. 198-199).  

88 For the China’s case, see Gallagher (1987); Grove (2015); Hagt and Durnin (2011), 

For Australia, see Frühling (2014) and for India, see Rossiter and Cannon (2019). 

89 As an opposite viewpoint, Brawley argues that ‘conversion of economic assets into 

military force may take considerable time’ (Brawley, 2009b, p. 1). 
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Secondly, the economic context in the attainment of advanced military 

technology is a vital factor for consideration. Although the effects of the defence 

industry on a national economy are still contentious, some experts assert that there is 

a positive correlation between defence industry growth and economic growth. 90 

Johnson argues that in developing countries, concentrated investment in the defence 

industry can lead to economic development (J. J. Johnson, 1962). Looney and 

Frederiksen also maintain that states which extend their defence budget to include the 

manufacture of military equipment can achieve economic development more 

efficiently than countries that do not (Looney & Frederiksen, 1987).  

Another point of view on advanced technology development is that “spin-offs” 

associated with the defence industry, for example, navigation systems and the internet, 

can advance the commercial industry. This kind of spin-off effect has two significant 

sources: (i) Governmental R&D financial support enables existing private contractors 

or start-ups to escape from the lag of technological evolution, and (ii) foreign technical 

support, as in the case of Jordan, can be used to expand a military defence industry, 

and through military R&D investment contribute to economic development (Amara, 

2008). In terms of foreign aid, an offset mechanism between nations provides an 

impetus for underdeveloped countries’ economic development and industrialisation 

(Neuman, 1994, pp. 99-100). In line with this assertion, Brauer states that the domestic 

production of military equipment in less developed countries, such as China and Brazil, 

can assist economic growth because of spin-off effects in the fields of chemical, 

 
90 A number of scholars insist that the defence industry has adverse effects on national 

economic growth. The rationales are opportunity cost and undesirable spin-off effects 

(Neuman, 1994, pp. 94-103). For more detailed discussions, see, Hartley (2000); Biswas & 

Ram (1986); Deger (1986); Lim (1983); Looney & Frederiksen (1986). 
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electrical and electronic industries (Brauer, 1991b; 2002, p. 108). 

Although concerns on the phenomenon of the arms race and the possibility of 

global military disputes remain, military spending steadily increased after the 

beginning of the Cold War (SIPRI, 2015b, pp. 337-402; Walker, 2013). In other words, 

under such circumstances, the scale of the arms market grows dramatically. This means 

that countries which obtain considerable military technology capability through the 

diffusion of such can open the window of opportunity as an arms seller since the 

growing worldwide defence industry is considered a lucrative market (Carus, 1994).91 

  

3.4.2.4 The Relationship between MTT Policy and Alliance Management  

From the preceding discussions, the final and critical matter can be considered 

as to why MTT issues are more critical in the process of gaining the power of control 

than traditional tools of management, from the superpower perspective.  

On this front, the feature of the hierarchical character of the asymmetric alliance 

could be the most crucial source of uncovering the relationship between alliance 

management and military technology cooperation. As discussed in Chapter Two, in 

respect to a superpower’s global balancing strategy, preserving regional BoP could be 

achieved not only by their military presence in the region but also by regional allies’ 

appropriate military capability. In the military build-up of client states, the patron’s 

technical assistance and provision of military assets are essential.  

 
91 Japan and ROK are now becoming a growing arms supplier, having reached its share 

in the global arms market by almost 2.3% and 1.7% in 2014, respectively (SIPRI, 2015a). 

Moreover, Japan is weakening their armament export ban (C. W. Hughes, 2015, pp. 36-39). 
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The matter is how to evaluate and maintain the ‘appropriate level’ for a regional 

alliance partner’s military capability in term of the superpower’s offshore balancing 

strategy (see, Section 3.2). If the superpower does not have adequate control 

mechanisms or procedures in the technology transfer itself, they may face various 

problematic situations such as either being drawn into unintended disputes or conflicts, 

or an increasing burden of defending weak allies.  

The answer to this possible dilemma is that the superpower could gain more 

considerable influence over the weaker partner by controlling the level and magnitude 

of defence technology release, due to the various effects of MTT toward weak allies 

discussed in the previous section. Tarr states that its innovatory technological status is 

a factor in America’s overall metamorphosis of foreign policies (Tarr, 1965, p. 137). 

Hence, the greater the desire to acquire military technology, the greater the impact will 

be for those weaker powers as recipients (Krause, 1992, p. 198; Lock & Wulf, 1979, 

p. 226).92 Furthermore, the more military technological advancement represents, the 

more reliant smaller powers will be on militarily advanced nations (Katz, 1986a, p. 

xvi; Klare, 1983, p. 78). Regarding this circumstance, some scholars argue that ‘there 

has merely been [a] change in the form of military dependence as developing countries 

have turned from arms imports to local production’ because most critical technologies 

involving indigenous high-tech armament development in developing countries 

originate from advanced nations (A. L. Ross, 1986, p. 277). 

 
92 The representative case was the relationship between the Soviet and Middle East 

countries and third world nations. Since the 1960s, the Soviet became a dominant arms and 

technology provider to those countries, including South Yemen and Syria, and it led them to 

rely on Moscow regarding various aspects of military affairs such as new military assets, 

maintenance know-how, and engineer educations (Alexander, 1985, pp. 747-759). 
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However, if the weak ally has a matured technical or economic basis for the 

defence industry, the patron’s political leverage should be decreased since they lose a 

feasible option for exerting its influence. For example, in the early 1970s, the US 

Government attempted to persuade Japan to purchase military equipment as off-the-

shelf delivery (U.S. DOS, 1973d). However, the GOJ negatively responded to this 

request and insisted that ‘the need to buy “off-the-shelf” is now lessened and that 

instead the GOJ should simply pursue the current policy of selecting U.S. equipment 

but producing it under license in Japan’ (U.S. DOD, 1973).93 

Based on these scrutinises, there are two possible options for increasing a 

patron’s management capability of its weak partner; one is restricting military 

technology assistance, and the other is facilitating cooperation in that field.  

On the one hand, if the superpower decides to minimise the provision of relevant 

security assistance with technical support to its weak allies, those nations cannot build 

their defence capability indigenously. The alternative compensation for strengthening 

client defence capability is providing off-the-shelf military assets, particularly 

aerospace asset. This means that, from the standpoint of a weaker party, they cannot 

establish an independent defence policy based on domestic defence industrial 

capability, and their dependence on the superpower for national defence is intensified. 

Thus, such a decision may help to consolidate the patron’s political influence over its 

weak allies; but this obviously presupposes that the great powers themselves must bear 

a greater security burden in defending its allies’ territory.  

 
93 Kenneth Rush, the former deputy secretary of State, mentioned that Japan considered 

America as ‘not a dependable source of military technology’ in developing its defence 

equipment R&D capability (U.S. DOS, 1973c). 



110 

 

 The effects of the Nixon Doctrine on ROK is a representative example 

(Chinworth, 2004, p. 253). With the withdrawal of American forces from the Asia-

Pacific region, ROK began to establish enormous military build-up in order to take 

over responsibilities for defending their territories. For example, the South Korean 

Army had to move forward into the Demilitarised Zone (DMZ) due to the withdrawal 

of the 7th Infantry Division and rearward movement of the 2nd Infantry Division (B.-R. 

Kim, 2013). America decided to provide $15 billion of financial support, technical 

assistance for ground force equipment modernisation, and deliver F-4 state-of-the-art 

fighters as the off-the-shelf condition.  

Regarding these America’s MTT policies toward ROK, as General Stilwell, the 

former CINCUNC in Korea, mentioned, the US intentionally controlled ROK’s army 

size, organization, and weapon system until the early 1970s (Stilwell, 1977, p. 283). 

By doing this, the superpower prevents the client state from military adventurism 

or adopting an offensive posture against their adversaries, because the client nation 

cannot obtain military superiority over its competitor without the patron’s support. 

Namely, the US can prevent US-led allies from disrupting the existing regional or sub-

regional BoP system, by restricting the transfer of advanced military technologies that 

could change the power parity situation between client states and their enemies.  

On the other hand, while it entails a loss of political influence over the weak to 

some extent, the strong has the opportunity to provide advanced weapon technology 

to its weak partners and to reap the rewards from the beneficial aspects of this 

cooperation (Brauer, 1991a; Harkavy, 1982; Sanjian, 1991; Tarr, 1965). 

One of the advantageous and fundamental features of technical assistance is that 
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the superpower can reduce its burden of defence responsibility in that territory. The 

recipient state establishes strong indigenous military capability via transferred military 

technology; this development in defence strength is used in deterring the expansion or 

aggression of a common threat. From this perspective, Krause asserts that strong 

nations pursue desired hierarchical changes in IR by trading high-tech military 

technology (Krause, 1992, pp. 97-98, 110-112). For example, America considered F-

16 co-production programs with Northern European countries to be one of the means 

of defence burden-sharing (U.S. GAO, 1977a). In other words, this technical 

cooperation encourages client states to participate in their patron’s global balancing 

strategy as a benefit in return.  

The other beneficial aspect for the supplier is that transferring cutting-edge 

defence technology could be a useful carrot for increasing political coherence with the 

weak partner. Most nations who supply advanced military technology to their allies 

seek to enhance their influential power over them, be it for diplomatic leverage, a 

means of assuring friendship, agreement in opposing the influence of rivals, and 

supporting allies (R. A. I. Johnson, 2015; Pierre, 1979; Wheelock, 1978). 

For recipients, obtaining advanced military technology has a significant impact 

on military and economic development. This is because, as previously discussed, 

advanced defence technology can be used for both civilian and military purposes, such 

as domestic industrial development and indigenous defence equipment production.94  

America’s defence cooperation stance towards Israel, which is a representative 

 
94 The US named this technology as ‘dual-use technology’ and the definition of the 

term is ‘developed and used both by the military or space sectors on the one hand and by the 

civilian sector on the other’. See, Cowan & Foray (1994, p. 1).  
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example, significantly changed in the mid-1960s. According to a US Congress report, 

the US was a sole sophisticate military asset provider for Israel in the early period of 

its independence, but they thought that supporting Israel’s defence build-up could not 

be justified by the argument of preserving the BoP in the Middle East region. Hence, 

Washington dealt with the matter of armament sale to Israel under a case-by-case 

approach until 1967. The subsequent changes in America’s policy occurred just after 

the failure of a conventional arms transfer (CAT) agreement with the Soviet Union in 

1968. In the mid-1970s, Washington provided Israel with state-of-art interceptor 

aircraft, such as the F-4 in 1968 and F-15 and F-16, in order to restore Israel’s losses 

in previous wars with Arab countries (Metz, 1990, pp. 320-323). 

Regarding technical assistance for the defence industrial development of Israel, 

America and Israel agreed in ‘Defence Development Data Exchange’ in 1970. This 

agreement allowed Israel access to information about a ‘full range of military systems’. 

Additionally, America made a commitment to joint research and development in 1979, 

and 25 separate data exchanges followed between then and 1982 (U.S. GAO, 1983, 

pp. 43-44). When it comes to America’s technical assistance level, according to DOS 

officials, compared to other partner countries, America granted Israel a higher-level 

program of co-production for American originated defence equipment (U.S. GAO, 

1983, p. 44; U.S. GAO, 1989a, p. 8).  

Considering the previous arguments on the objectives of alliance management 

(see, Chapter Two) and the above discussions, the implications of Washington’s 

technical assistance programs toward Israel can be considered as twofold. One is that 

America’s interests in Israel had changed with the alteration in the US-Soviet 

relationship. The Soviet Union’s massive military support for Arab countries from the 
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late 1960s had caused the US concern about the BoP in the Middle East. In order to 

maintain the power parity between Arab nations and Israel, the US decided to not only 

supply cutting-edge military equipment but also encourage Israel’s indigenous defence 

industrial development via aggressive technical assistance.  

The second implication is that although Israel’s material capability was a 

relatively low priority in assessment of Israel’s importance in America’s geopolitical 

calculations, America had no alternative options for deterring Moscow’s expansion in 

the region, so Israel was the only country to counter the Soviets. Thus, Israel’s strategic 

position in America’s regional policy led to comprehensive military technology 

cooperation between the two governments.  

 

3.5 Chapter Conclusion 

The objective of this chapter has been to investigate the theoretical reasoning of 

how America’s military technology assistance policy can contribute to their global 

balancing strategy by using the redefined concept of ‘alliance management’.  

The feature of ‘BoP’ dramatically changed with the beginning of the Cold War. 

Two characteristics of the BoP system under the bipolar world emerged: (i) a power 

competition between superpowers was not restricted in a specific geographical 

boundary but expanded to the global arena; and (ii) the dominant feature of alliance 

shifted from symmetrical to the asymmetrical relationship. In other words, the main 

attribute of the bipolar world was the emergence of worldwide indirect confrontations 

between superpower-led alliances.  

Under this circumstance, America sought ways of preserving a more favourable 
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status quo, meanwhile reducing its direct military involvement in a specific region. 

This strategic thought was represented by the concept of ‘off-shore’ balancing strategy, 

which aimed at obtaining regional hegemony and maintaining the BoP in other regions.  

Within this logic, the collapse of off-shore regional status quo would become a 

latent threat to the US, so America needed to maintain the BoP system in that region 

in order to either prevent a specific state from dominating the region or reduce the risk 

of unintended war and crisis escalation. The most feasible ways of achieving this goal 

are strengthening alliance relationship with regional power to share the responsibility 

for checking potential competitors and controlling weak allies in order to prevent 

tension in sub-regional crises from expanding to the regional or global level. These are 

the reasons why the US needs to manage its allies.  

In addition, both practical rationales, such as America’s relative decline and 

public pressure for cutting defence expenditure derived from the legacy of the Vietnam 

War, and theoretical grounds, including the dilemma of entrapment and abandonment 

and security-autonomy trade-off, lead America to contemplate the problem of ‘alliance 

management’ proactively.  

The other objective of this chapter is determining the importance of MTT policy 

in a superpower’s management of its weak allies. This argument presumes that the 

various types of alliance management tools, which have been commonly mentioned in 

the field of IR study, have limited explanatory power to reveal the causal relationship 

between a superpower’s offshore balancing strategy and management of its weak allies. 

This is because the traditional instruments, such as security assistance, economic aid, 

and military presence, emphasise the aspects of overarching influence and diplomatic 
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coherence primarily. This means that traditional alliance management apparatuses 

have several inadequate features to explain America’s endeavours for achieving a 

specific objective, ‘preserving the regional BoP.’  

These weaknesses of traditional alliance management measures make the issue 

of MTT an alternative instrument. The fundamental reason is that client nations’ 

development of indigenous defensive article manufacturing capability can cause arms 

races between regional or sub-regional rivalries and lead protected countries to pursue 

independent foreign and defence policies without policy coordination with their patron 

state. Thus, in the Cold War era, America strongly regulated transmitting sophisticated 

military technology to other countries. The specific explanations are as follows. Firstly, 

compared to the traditional security assistance measures such as force deployment, 

patron states can avoid hazardous circumstances, including the relative decline of 

international reputation as the defender of the free world via MTT policy adjustment. 

For example, America’s unilateral decisions on the declaration of Nixon Doctrine in 

the 1960s and the announcement of force withdrawal from the Korean peninsula in the 

1970s caused allies’ severe anxiety on the US’s defence commitment on Asia-Pacific 

region. However, Washington can ease these apprehensions by offering newly 

introduced defence equipment and technical assistance to its allies, although there are 

some restrictions and differentiation. For example, in the 1970s, the US allowed Japan 

to manufacture F-4 fighters under licensed production in order to share the defence 

burden in this region. In contrast, America provided F-4 fighters to ROK without 

technical assistance to deter the North’s offensive behaviours. By doing so, the US can 

achieve their two objectives; (i) encouraging Japan to expand its defensive role in the 

Asia-Pacific region and (ii) maintaining the power balance between two Koreas.   
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Secondly, contrary to economic aid policy, patron’s MTT can contribute to client 

nation’s independent military capability build-up, regardless of recipient countries’ 

overall technical and economic competence. As explained in the previous section, 

although patron’s economic support can lead client nations to establish the scientific 

and technical basis for indigenous commercial and defence industry, they are hard to 

manufacture cutting-edge military aerospace asset without patron’s technical 

assistance. The reason is that developing sophisticated aerospace assets is needed to 

highly advanced technological and scientific knowledge. For example, in the 1970s, 

while North Korea accumulated missile-related technology by receiving technical 

assistance from Moscow and Beijing, Washington prevented South Korea from 

developing indigenous SSM by restricting technology transfer. The aim of America’s 

policy is restricting protected countries’ independent foreign and defensive behaviours 

through indigenous development of defence articles.  

From this perspective, if great power has changed MTT policy toward its weak 

allies, the protectorate country can benefit significantly in terms of alliance 

management by maintaining regional BoP via preventing protected countries’ 

independent foreign activities and sharing defence burden with its junior partners.  

In Chapter Four, as the basis of the framework, Neoclassical Realism (NCR) is 

the chosen approach in scrutinising the US’s foreign policy behaviour. Then, by 

incorporating regional stability as an independent variable and the role expectation as 

an intervening variable, this research establishes a new analytical framework for 

investigating America’s differentiated attitudes in military technology cooperation 

with its weak allies is discussed.  
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Chapter 4. Alternative Analytical Framework for America’s MTT Policy 

4.1 Introduction 

The theoretical baseline of this thesis represents the neoclassical realist (NCR) 

approach. Recently, NCR has been attracted in the field of IR since it narrows the gap 

between first image explanations (e.g. systemic pressure) and second and third image 

accounts (e.g. unit or individual level) to explain a state’s diplomatic behaviour. This 

chapter will (i) account for the relevance of the NCR approach to investigate a state’s 

foreign policymaking process, and (ii) suggest an alternative analytical framework for 

explaining the variations in America’s MTT policies towards its weaker allies.  

The outline of this chapter is as follows. The first section discusses the reasons 

why NCR is an appropriate theoretical approach to elucidate states’ foreign policies. 

This discussion focuses mainly on the limitations of systemic theory, especially 

neorealism, and the importance of perception factors is also examined. The second 

segment deals with the concept of ‘regional stability’ as an independent variable (IV) 

of America’s MTT policies. For this approach, the adequacy of regional power 

structures as a systemic variable, and a definition and criteria for the concept of 

regional stability are explored. The third section covers patron states’ role expectation 

to its weak allies on the issue of defence burden-sharing as an intervening variable 

(ITV). This research suggests the concepts of ‘operational role’ and ‘tactical role’ as 

client states’ contributions in a patron’s global strategy. The fourth part classifies the 

patterns of America’s military cooperation into four groups: direct aid, limited 

cooperation, advanced cooperation, and reciprocal cooperation. The final section 

provides a summary of the discussion of the chapter.   
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4.2 NCR as a Basis for a New Analytical Framework 

The objective of this section is to (i) investigate the limitations of the existing 

theories, (ii) uncover the relevance of neo-classical realism as an analytical lens for 

scrutinising America’s different MTT policy adaptations toward weak allies, and (iii) 

the importance of perception matter as an ITV. 

 

4.2.1 Comparison of Existing Theoretical Frameworks and NCR 

4.2.1.1 Limitations of Existing Analytical Frameworks 

Explaining a state’s exterior policy is one of the most critical yet enigmatic 

puzzles in the IR field. Some scholars stress the systemic reasonings (i.e., structural 

pressure) as a deterministic IV, while others assert the importance of unit-level factors.  

Firstly, the fundamental argument of structural realism is as follows: a state’s 

basic behaviour or policy direction is determined under prevailing systemic pressures 

in place at that time. The reason for this is that survival is the vital end of each nation 

under the anarchic world. Namely, ways of ensuring survival by increasing military 

capability or alignment with other countries are thus sought (Waltz, 1979, pp. 111-114).  

Regarding these structural realists’ argument about systemic pressure, the 

change of relative material capability among states could be a comprehensive reason 

behind a state’s policy direction such as amassing power by internally or externally.  

However, if we just follow this explanation, a state’s grand strategy or strategic 

planning has remained mostly unchanged within a persistent systemic condition. In 

other words, it cannot explain the problem of why each state may react differently 
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against similar external threats (Brawley, 2009a; 2009b, p. 1).95 A typical example is 

the transformation of America’s military strategy against the Soviets during the Cold 

War in Europe from ‘Flexible Response’ in the 1960s to ‘Conventional Deterrence 

Strategy’ in the 1980s.96 These transformations were not driven by systemic pressure 

but resulted from the changes in threat perception and internal dynamics within NATO 

member states.  

In terms of the foreign policy analysis (FPA) or innenpolitik approach, many 

scholars agree on the importance of domestic factors in the process of foreign 

policymaking, so Western insists that FPA is the best way of understanding ‘why a 

particular country is behaving in a particular way’ (Western, 2016, pp. 146-148).97 The 

reason for this is that FPA focuses on the role of the main policymaking body and their 

subjective interpretations as channels for international and internal opportunities and 

restrictions, including external threats, images of other countries, and various complex 

communication processes within government (Kaarbo, 2015, p. 191).  

 
95  Waltz states that the objective of the systemic theory is not to demonstrate the 

rationales of a state’s specific actions in a certain time period but to explain the repetitiveness 

of world history, such as the outbreak of wars (Waltz, 1979, pp. 60-78, 121; 1996). As the 

oppositions to Waltz’s viewpoint, see, Kaarbo (2015, pp. 194-195); Rose (1998, p. 154).  

96 The US and NATO member states adopted various strategies in accordance with the 

level and feature of Soviet threat they perceived; these included (i) Massive Retaliation or 

Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD) strategy in the 1950s, (ii) the Flexible Response Strategy 

in the late 1960s, and (iii) Conventional Deterrence concept in the 1980s. For the MAD 

strategy, see, Glenn (2011); Jervis (2002); McDonough (2005); K. Osgood (2012); for Flexible 

Response, see, Duffield (1991); Legge (1983); Stromseth and St. Antony's College (University 

of Oxford) (1988); Zagare and Kilgour (1995); for Conventional Deterrence, see, Betts (1985); 

Gerson (2009); Huntington (1983). 

97  Hudson argues that FPA is IR’s subfield that ‘develops the actor specific-theory 

required to engage the ground of IR’. From this perspective, contrary to FPA, he defines IR as 

‘theory of actor-general’ (Hudson, 2005, pp. 1-2). As Kubálková defines, FPA is a matter of 

investigating complex and multidimensional process of a specific government’s objective and 

its instrument choice (Kubálková, 2001, pp. 17-18). 
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However, as Rose mentioned, this approach could not explain contrasting 

phenomena, including (i) different behaviours either within a country as a homogenous 

system or between countries who have similar domestic systems; and (ii) similar 

actions between nations who have dissimilar internal political regimes (Rose, 1998, 

pp. 148-151; Western, 2016, p. 148). Furthermore, various scholars identify the value 

of unit-level factors in the relationship with external factors such as systemic pressures 

(Carlsnaes, 1992). 98  In other words, merely stressing the domestic factors in the 

foreign policy decision-making process is not suitable for revealing the exact causal 

mechanism of America’s defence technical assistance policy executions.  

As an alternative viewpoint, ‘constructivism’ has been appeared, and they are 

interested in following research themes: (i) establishment of state identity, (ii) 

formation of international norms, (iii) constitution of international systems (Hurd, 

2008, pp. 306-307). Constructivism contributes to avoiding the rigidity of traditional 

paradigms, such as materialism and liberalism, in International Relations by 

emphasising features of the socially constructed world. They insist that a state’s 

historical interactive experiences with other countries are capable of yielding both 

favourable and hostile relationships through reciprocal interplay (Zehfuss, 2002, Ch. 

3). Besides, according to Constructivists, there are possibilities of changing states’ 

interests in accordance with the historical relationship with other nations (Weldes, 

1999, pp. 97-119). Regarding this matter, some scholars argued that, contrary to 

materialists, states’ interests were not given but ‘socially constructed’ (Finnemore, 

1996, p. 33). From this perspective, they stress the concepts of ‘idea’, ‘inter-

 
98 These are two-level negotiation processes (Putnam, 1988); role theory (Grossman, 

2005); and middle power’s foreign policy implementation (Alson, 2007). 
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subjectivity’, ‘identity’, ‘discourse’, and the ‘agent-structure problem’ in the logic of 

states’ behaviours (Legro, 2005; Solomon, 2015). 

Theoretically, Constructivists oppose the idea of a specific independent 

variable’s impact on states’ foreign behaviours, such as structural realism’s systemic 

pressure and FPA’s effect of a unit-level factor. In the same vein, Adler maintains that 

Constructivism occupies the middle ground between rationalist approach and 

interpretive approach (Adler, 1997).99 Constructivism, therefore, also acknowledges 

the need for integrating both systemic and unit-level variables in order to provide 

accurate explanations for nations’ specific policies.100 

However, Alexander Wendt, as a prominent constructivism scholar, argues that 

‘like Waltz, I am interested in international politics, not foreign policy’ (Wendt, 1999, 

p. 11). Moreover, Constructivism does not provide clear distinctions between actors, 

practices, and systems since they stress the process of mutually constructed identity 

and national interests (Hurd, 2008, p. 306).  

English school also could be another conceivable theoretical lens for analysing 

variation in America’s MTT policies. English school stresses essential concepts, such 

as ‘international society’, ‘world society’, and ‘international system’ (Buzan, 2004, pp. 

6-7). The highlight point of English school is that international society would be 

constructed based on ‘the element of mutual recognition’ and ‘the element of society’ 

between actors. These elements are ‘norms’, ‘rules’, and ‘orders’ (Bull, 2012, pp. 39-

 
99 Some scholars investigate the relationship of realist perspective and constructivist 

arguments. See, Barkin (2003); Jackson et al. (2004). 

100 For the detailed logic of constructivism, see Wendt (1987, 1995, 1999); Carlsnaes 

(1992); Guzzini (2000).  
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44). Regarding this assertion, Dunne evaluated that these crucial concepts would be 

confined within the context of ‘different historical and normative order’ (Dunne, 2008, 

p. 272). Moreover, Buzan insists that ‘although ‘the main focus of English School 

work has centred on a synthesis of realism and rationalism’, ‘the main thrust of English 

school’s work has been to uncover the nature and function of international society, and 

to trace their history and development’ (Buzan, 2004, pp. 8-9). Furthermore, according 

to Krasner’s arguments, English school is ‘socialist theory’. Socialist theory tries to 

uncover states’ roles within ‘institutional structures’ and improve ‘understanding in the 

sense of imputing underlying institutional structures, which cannot be directly 

observed, from manifest behaviour and the justifications that are offered for it’ 

(Krasner, 1999, pp. 44-45). Hence, Dunne argues that English school occupies ‘a 

middle way between realism and idealism’ (Dunne, 2008, p. 272).  

This research can gain some insights from the logic of English school. As Buzan 

argues, the words of ‘international’ or ‘world’ do not necessarily mean ‘global’, 

contrary to Bull’s arguments (Bull, 1980; Buzan, 2004b, p. 18). It means that regional 

actors can establish their own ‘regional system’ or ‘regional power structure’ via their 

interaction mechanism.  

As Finnemore insists, however, English school relatively overlooks the 

importance of casual explanation clarifications on research design and methodology 

(Finnemore, 2001, pp. 510-513). Buzan also points out several weakness areas of 

English school, such as problems of level and methodology (Buzan, 2004b, pp. 15-24).  

From this perspective, English school and Constructivism would not fit for this 

research theme. The reason is that America’s policy adjustment on MTT issue is not 
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outcomes of mutually constructed relationship between America and its allies, but 

America’s unilateral decisions based on their strategic calculations, although there 

were several negotiation processes between them. Firstly, America’s underlying 

attitudes on MTT issue has changed following the degree of the Soviet’s threat level 

in the Asia-Pacific region and prospects of regional stability. It means that 

Washington’s overall policy directions did not base on ‘socially constructed interests’ 

among regional actors but depend on their realistic overview of the region. Practically, 

during the Cold War era, America’s top priority in the Asia-Pacific region was 

preventing the expansion of Communism.  

Secondly, Washington’s MTT policy implementations toward Japan and South 

Korea have differed based on expected defensive role sharing and their strategic 

calculations. However, America’s policy establishment rarely depended on changes in 

historical/economical/technical relationship with its client nations, even though the US 

considered client nations’ variations in material capability. It means that America’s role 

expectations on client nations were not intersubjective concepts. For example, Seoul 

wanted to expand its military role in US-ROK alliance relationship with its 

strengthened material capability. By contrast, Tokyo tried to avoid defence 

responsibilities regardless of its great economic capacity. Concerning these different 

attitudes, the US attempted to restrict ROK’s wish and encourage Japan to participate 

defensive role expansion. It is hard to say that, however, these processes of 

Washington’s persuasion and allies’ embracement were the progressive and 

constructive courses of ‘international society’ formation. More specifically, the US 

directed them to follow their global strategies and regional security objectives, as we 

investigated the US-led hierarchical asymmetric alliance relationship. Therefore, the 
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variations in America’s MTT policy changes would not be pieces of evidence of 

‘mutually constructed relationship’.  

To summarise the limitations of the existing theories, while systemic 

explanations and rationality assumptions can account for what is deemed consistent 

behaviour by superpowers within a similar world structure, they do not explain specific 

deviant actions in foreign policy implementation (Ripsman, Taliaferro, & Lobell, 2016, 

pp. 12-13). The reason is that comprehensive approaches are adjusted by unit-level or 

domestic factors, such as a president’s character and faith, bureaucratic pressure, 

strategic culture, and financial restrictions. These explanations emerge from prevailing 

systemic pressures and are the basis for the NCR school of thought, which challenges 

the presumption of states’ rationality (Beeson & Firth, 1998, pp. 218-220).101 From 

this perspective, there is an obvious rationale why this research adopts NCR approach. 

The purpose of this dissertation is uncovering the causal mechanism of America’s 

different attitudes on its allies, although this study uses historical document analysis 

and narrative explanation. In other words, this paper does not aim at investigating the 

transformation of mutual recognition between the US and its allies or evolution in their 

relationship but try to examine America’s security policy adjustment to its allies. In 

order to achieve this objective, this paper supposes that while America’s basic strategy 

would be established in the way of responding Soviet threat, specific policy 

implementations and applications of security assistance, particularly MTT issue, 

would be followed Washington’s comprehensive assessment on recipient countries. 

 
101 Similarly, Morgenthau states that ‘national security’ as a ‘national interest’ needs to 

be understood in terms of the integration of a nation’s territorial perspective, its domestic 

institutions, and its culture (Morgenthau, 1952, p. 973; Morgenthau, Thompson, & Clinton, 

2006).  



125 

 

The former is affected by systemic pressure, such as global or regional BoP structure, 

the latter is mainly depended on a nation’s decision-making level, as a unit-level factor. 

From this perspective, NCR is a more appropriate theoretical approach to deal with 

this research theme. The detailed discussion on this topic will be discussed in the 

following section. 

 

4.2.1.2 NCR as a Basis for Analysing America’s MTT Policies 

Based on previous analysis, IR scholars assent to two arguments on a state’s 

foreign behaviour. Firstly, even though there is some degree of difference in 

acknowledging the effects of systemic pressure, most scholars agree that states are 

affected by changes in power balance amongst nations. In the same vein, Stein argued 

that the international system is not a determinant but a constraint (Stein, 2006, pp. 190-

191). Secondly, states’ substantive responses against systemic stimuli could differ 

based on practical ‘national interests’ policymakers perceived (Houghton, 2007, p. 41; 

Kaarbo, 2015, p. 195). There is an effort to fill the gap between systemic theory and 

unit-level explanation, and this theoretical tradition is called ‘Neoclassical Realism’.102 

In relation to these issues, Rose describes the distinct character of NCR as 

follows (Kitchen, 2010, p. 117):  

“Its adherent argue that the scope and ambition of a country’s foreign 

policy is driven first and foremost by its place in the international system 

and specifically by its relative material power capabilities. This is why 

 
102  The objective of NCR is ‘to construct an approach to foreign policy and 

international politics that retains the primacy of the international system that structural realists 

emphasize, while relaxing the constraints of external determinism to reflect the limitations 

discussed above’ (Ripsman et al., 2016, pp. 25-26). 
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they are realist. They argue further, however, that the impact of such 

power capabilities on foreign policy is indirect and complex, because 

systemic pressure must be translated through intervening variables at the 

unit level. This is why they are neoclassical” 

With regard to achieving these explanations, NCR can open the window to delve 

into a state’s foreign behaviour through the application of unit-level factors. This 

second image determinant could be the ‘transmission belt’ for connecting two 

distinctive phenomena: the systemic pressure and the actual policy implementation 

stage (Lobell, 2009, p. 44; Rose, 1998, p. 147).  

As Rose asserts, ‘neoclassical realists occupy a middle ground between pure 

structural theorists and constructivists’ (Rose, 1998, p. 152), therefore, NCR could be 

a suitable analytical framework for understanding the modifications in states’ foreign 

policies, because a state’s actual foreign behaviour is affected by both systemic 

pressure and domestic or unit-level influence.103  Namely, when considering cases 

where similar systemic conditions exist, NCR may well explain the variations in 

political/military prescriptions chosen by America towards their allies. 

Besides, as similar concepts of NCR, Kitchen suggests a three-level hierarchy in 

the process of policy formation, as in the case of grand strategy (Kitchen, 2010, pp. 

127-130). The first level is the ‘scientific idea’ which explains the operating 

mechanisms of the world and could be connected with systemic pressures. The second 

level of idea is the ‘intentional idea’ which helps states to set up their foreign policy 

objectives based on normative or ethical thinking. The third level is the ‘operational 

 
103  The critical aspects of the relationship between systemic pressure and domestic 

factor, see, Goldgeier (1997); Moravcsik (1997); Bueno de Mesquita (2002); Kaarbo (2015).  
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idea’, which identifies a selection of specific tools for a state to achieve its goals. 

From these assessments, while systemic pressures remain similar, a superpower 

may make different arrangements to its weaker partners. One representative case is the 

Carter Administration’s ‘conventional arms transfer (CAT) restraint policy’ (The 

White House, 1977b; U.S. NSC, 1977b). President Carter announced that America 

would limit arms sales to its allies, based upon the assessment that US arms sales hurt 

global and regional stability by causing arms races in other regions. However, a group 

of nations, such as NATO countries, Japan, and Israel, were excluded from this policy. 

Regarding this exception, America insisted that they had a great responsibility for 

defending these countries (Benson, 1979, pp. 6-9; Salomon et al., 1981). 

Table 4-1 Three-Level Analysis of Carter’s CAT Policies 

Variable Kitchen NCR 
CAT Policy  

(Carter Administration) 

Independent Scientific Idea Systemic Factor Bipolarity 

Intervening Intentional Idea 
Unit-level 

Factor 

Leader’s Perception 

(Defence responsibility and 

Possibility of regional arms race) 

Dependent Operational Idea 
Policy 

Execution 

Differentiated Policy Applications 

(Existing exceptional cases) 

Source: Modified by Author based on Kitchen (2010); The White House (1977b); U.S. 

NSC (1977b) 

 

On this front, these NCR (intertwined impact of systemic pressure and unit-level 

factors) and three-level analysis, are relevant to explain a state’s national security 

policy executions, as can be seen in Table 4-1. This interpretation implies that NCR 

approach is appropriate to investigate America’s MTT adjustments to its weak allies 

by applying the concept of ‘alliance management’ and ‘semi-automatic mechanism of 

balancing strategy as a state’s intended policy (see, Chapter Two). 
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As this study investigates the changes of America’s particular statecraft, namely 

its MTT policies toward its weak allies, Japan and ROK, between the 1970s and 1980s 

(see, Chapter One); it is difficult to explain these phenomena purely on the grounds of 

either the theory of systemic factor-driven or the approach of Innenpolitik alone. On 

the one hand, the influence of the systemic factor, as an IV, would be minimised since 

the target states, Japan and ROK, are in the same region, so this cannot explain the 

differences in policy implementation.104  On the other hand, emphasising only unit-

level factors, as an ITV, has the disadvantage of overlooking the importance of 

systemic factors, as the fundamental motivations for a nation's actions in the IR realm, 

when the systemic condition had changed between the 1970s and 1980s. Accordingly, 

to uncover America’s MTT policies toward Japan and ROK during the 1970s and 

1980s, the singular emphasis on structural factors cannot explain the variations in 

foreign policy or military strategy under the same international structure.  

From this perspective, this research applies NCR as an analytical basis for 

investigating America’s MTT policies during the late Cold War age. As discussed in 

Chapter Three, superpowers use aerospace technology cooperation as a crucial tool for 

‘alliance management’. However, the superpower may react differently to the weak 

allies’ requests for military technology assistance based on not only systemic pressure 

but also various rationales and calculations. The next section investigates the 

importance of perception problem as an intervening variable.   

 
104 Moravcsik asserts that the expected outcomes under systemic pressure would be 

followed from domestic preference (Moravcsik, 1997, p. 523). Similarly, Bueno de Mesquita 

argues that the arena of international politics consists of collective decision among units, 

namely states (Bueno de Mesquita, 2002, p. 7). 
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4.2.2 Identifying Intervening Variable: Perception 

4.2.2.1 Perception as an Intervening Variable  

Neo-classical realists maintain that bridging the gap between systemic pressure 

and states’ pragmatic international behaviour is difficult without considering ITVs as 

part of the explanatory framework. Regarding this matter, the concept of ‘perception’ 

is one of the crucial candidates for supplementing the causal relationship between 

systemic pressure as an IV and states’ behaviours as DVs since practical policies ‘must 

be meditated by statemen’s goals, calculations, and perceptions’ (Jervis, 2017, p. 13). 

Wohlforth is one influential scholar in the debate who stresses the importance of 

the ‘perception’. He adopts the concept of ‘perception of power’ to explain the Soviet’s 

drastic policy changes in the late 1980s. For example, he concludes, “[P]erceived 

relative decline was a necessary condition for adaptation of perestroika and ‘new 

thinking’” (Wohlforth, 1994, p. 109). On this front, he suggests several characteristics 

of perception factor (Wohlforth, 1993, pp. 294-296). Firstly, he points out the dynamic 

feature of the ‘perception of power’. Adopting the ‘perception of power’ concept could 

contribute to redeeming a weak point of the systemic pressure explanation by adding 

explicative junctions between first image theory and other image explanations. 

Secondly, he stresses that power measurement is difficult because of the relational 

attributes of power and the absence of objective standards. The amount of power is 

determined by interpreting given, distributed material power. The reason is that there 

are a lot of possible exegeses in respect to allocated power among states; thus, ‘state 

leaderships will tend to interpret particular changes opportunistically’ (Wohlforth, 

1993, p. 303). Thirdly, he argues that expectations on the changes in power distribution 
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impact the current evaluation of power relations.105   These analyses imply that, as 

argued in Chapter Two, a state’s precipitate changes in external behaviour are led, not 

by objective calculations of power distribution, but by perceived alterations in the 

distributed power among states. 

Randall Schweller also emphasizes the role of threat perception in carrying out 

foreign policies (Schweller, 1993, 2004, 2006). His approach in applying the 

perception of threat is distinctively a neo-classical realist approach, insomuch as he 

unveils the mechanism for determining how systemic pressure affects the actual 

policymaking process through the lens of state leadership. Moreover, Schweller 

defined the state’s preference and strategy as a ‘unit-level’ factor (Schweller, 1993, pp. 

88-99; 2006, p. 46). In this regard, the following section surveys the possible elements 

which can affect the process of shaping policymakers’ perception.  

 

4.2.2.2 The Source of Perception 

As discussed in the above section, we can infer the importance of the ‘perception 

factor’ in investigating states’ foreign policy. The following academic inquiry is into 

how perception shapes the process of foreign policy decision-making. Here, some 

scholars provide a clue. Schweller insists that statecraft is not only determined by the 

objective material factors at the system level but also affected by the elite’s perceptions 

of the ‘geostrategic risks and opportunities presented by a give systemic environment’ 

 
105 He argues that ‘a relationship of power can never be known until after power has 

been exercised. Under such a definition, it is impossible to distinguish a given relationship of 

power from the outcome produced or influenced by that relationship, since the former will 

have to be inferred from the latter’ (Wohlforth, 1993, p. 4). 
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(Schweller, 2006, p. 46). Rose also argues that scholars need to understand ‘the links 

between power and policy required’ and the perceptions of political leaders who dictate 

foreign policies (Rose, 1998, p. 147).  

Indeed, in the realms of diplomatic decision-making, it is fundamental that the 

arguments of both government administrators and politicians have an enormous impact 

on the way national interests are pursued. The reason for this is that these statesmen 

are major proponents taking part in the pragmatic decision-making processes of 

foreign policy (Kelly, 1986, p. 171). 

Specifically, strategic decisions are invariably presented by key figures at the 

policy-making level (Li, 2019; Walt, 2018). With regards to this viewpoint, Schweller 

argues that the integrated opinion of decision-makers is ‘the most necessary of 

necessary causes of balancing behaviour’ (Schweller, 2006, p. 48). Tuathail and 

Agnew also refer to ‘intellectuals of statecraft’ and ‘defence intellectuals’ as crucial 

foreign policymakers (Tuathail & Agnew, 1992, p. 193).106 In the case of America in 

particular, security experts and leaders such as Presidents, Secretary of Defence, and 

members of National Security Councils (NSC) evaluate external environments and set 

national security goals to ensure their nation’s security (U.S. JCS, 2013, 2017a).107  

 
106  The definition of ‘intellectuals of statecraft’ is ‘a whole community of state 

bureaucrats, leaders, foreign-policy experts and advisors throughout the world who comment 

upon, influence and conduct the activities of statecraft’ (Tuathail & Agnew, 1992, p. 193). 

107 The representative intellectuals are Henry A. Kissinger, Zbigniew Brzezinski, and 

Andrew Marshall. The following researches investigate the role of each policymaker in 

America’s grand strategy establishment and key policies. See, Bessner (2018); N. Ferguson 

(2015); Krepinevich and Watts (2015); Vaïsse and Porter (2018). Although the famous public 

think tanks, such as the Rand Corporation and the Heritage Foundation, and armament 

manufacturers, including the Boeing Company and Lockheed Martin Corporation, may also 

be essential actors in security planning (Arin, 2013; Cockburn, 1987; Dalby, 1990b), this 

research mainly focuses on policy makers and defence intellectuals. 
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Practically, geopolitical consideration is another useful determinants when 

assessing decision-making regarding foreign policies by state leaders, since it could 

offer a lens for interpreting the world, such as calculation on the distribution of power 

at the globe and regions (Dodds, 2007, pp. 3, 5-6).108 For instance, securing national 

survival by adopting the concept of ‘spatial protection’ in the Cold War period was one 

of the most important realistic objects of the United States (Chace & Carr, 1988; Dalby, 

1990a, p. 172).109 

In addition to this, whilst a nation’s geographical location is constant, the 

geopolitical importance of specific countries may alter through technological 

development and the transition of threat perceptions (Bowman, 1948, p. 130). In this 

regard, Tuathail and Agnew mention that ‘geographical knowledge about a world is 

being produced, reproduced and modified’ and ‘the study of Geopolitics is the study of 

the spatialization of international politics’ (Tuathail & Agnew, 1992, pp. 192, 195).  

From this perspective, Johnson’s assertion is relevant, as he observed and 

concluded that when superpowers seek an alliance partner, geopolitical consideration 

is more important than other factors (R. A. I. Johnson, 2015, p. 508). Therefore, 

geopolitical arguments, such as buffer zone, shatter belt, heartland, and sphere of 

 
108 This geographical analogy has a significant bearing on containment policies such 

as coping with the ‘domino theory’ during the Cold War, as typified by the realistic diplomacy 

of Kissinger’s containment policy to block the expansion of the Soviet Union during the Cold 

War (Kissinger, 1979), and assertive diplomatic behaviours toward these so-called ‘evil 

empires’ (Bolton, 2002; Dalby, 1990a, p. 177; J. L. Richardson, 1994).  

109  In assessing the geopolitical thoughts, these calculations are not a new type of 

thinking, particular in American strategic thought. For the concepts in respect to both heartland 

and rimland, see, R. D. Kaplan (2009); Mahan (1890); Spykman (1942a). For the notion of 

‘Hub and Spoke’, see, Dian & Meijer (2019); Ikenberry, (2004). In this relationship, whilst the 

presence of the US provided an anchor for regional stability and peace, its allies, including 

South Korea, Japan, and the Philippines, supported America’s defensive activities (Koga, 

2011, p. 5; J. J. Park, 2011, pp. 137-138).    
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influence, in the strategic decision-making process are distinct examples of perception 

matter (Kristof, 1960, pp. 31-33).110  

Based on the above discussions, the following section presents a new analytical 

framework for investigating America’s distinct postures in MTT policies.  

 

4.3 Alternative Analytical Framework for the US’s MTT Policy 

The aim of this section is to establish an alternative analysing framework by 

applying NCR approach, as briefly discussed in Section 1.6. It adopts both the systemic 

inducement, regional stability as an IV (Section 4.3.1), and the perception of unit-level 

factor, role expectation as an ITV (Section 4.3.2). In turn, four types of America’s MTT 

policies are presented as DVs (Section 4.3.3). By formulating this new framework, this 

dissertation can redress the weakness of the existing theories and scrutinise the causal 

mechanism between America’s balancing strategy and MTT policies.  

 

4.3.1 Independent Variable: Regional Stability 

4.3.1.1 Conceptualisation of ‘Regional Stability’  

This section aims to answer the question of whether a regional power structure 

can be considered a systemic factor. Thus, the foremost task of this part is to research 

 
110 Regarding this geostrategic calculation, the conventional concepts of geopolitics 

give a value to a particular country or specific region (P. J. Taylor, 1990, p. 11). For the ‘shatter 

belt’, see, Cohen (1982, p. 232); Kelly (1986, pp. 174-176). For the ‘buffer zone’, see, 

Spykman (1942b, p. 440). For the ‘Sphere of influence’, see, Plano & Olton (1988, p. 28); 

Kelly (1986, p. 168). 
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the rationales of how regional power structures can be interpreted as systemic factors 

and to investigate the criteria for defining regional stability.  

 

4.3.1.1.1 Regional Power Structure as a Systemic Factor 

Clarifying the IV is essential to understand the core of US MTT policies. In this 

paper’s analysis, contrary to the traditional theories of IR, this research assumes 

‘regional BoP’ as an IV. The rationales are as follows.  

Although two bipolar states were key players in the Cold War era, preserving 

international stability did not merely depend on their motivations and following 

actions (see, Section 3.2). For example, the détente period was initiated by two great 

powers, but they needed to make concessions to other second-ranked countries in order 

to maintain a peaceful atmosphere.111 Regarding this phenomenon, President Nixon’s 

address at the Bohemian Club illustrates how the US understands its alliance partner’s 

interpretations of Détente policy (Nixon, 1967):  

“Twenty years ago, Western Europe was weak economically and 

dependent on the United States. It was united by a common fear of the 

threat of Communist aggression. Today Western Europe is strong 

economically and economic independence has inevitably led to more 

political independence. The winds of détente have blown so strongly from 

East to West that except for Germany most Europeans no longer fear the 

threat from the East. The consequences of this change are enormous as far 

as NATO is concerned. As Harold Macmillan puts it, “Alliances are kept 

 
111  This in effect meant that the leaders of each block acknowledged their relative 

decline, while the rest of the world, especially second-ranked countries such as the UK, France, 

Germany, Japan, and China, had become major actors in the world political arena. For more 

detailed discussions on proponents and opponents of this theme, see, Raucher (2001). 
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together by fear, not by love.” Even without De Gaulle, the European 

Alliance would be in deep trouble.” 

Considering this environment at that time, several researchers consider the 

concept of a subsystem or regional BoP system as an analytical unit, as briefly 

mentioned in respect to the subordinate international system in Section 2.3.2(The Ford 

Library; Mazarr et al., 2016, p. 1~2). Rosecrance gives some insight into international 

scholarship by investigating the relationship between international stabilities and 

polarities. Instead of traditional explanations, such as bipolar stability or multipolar 

stability, he suggests the ‘bi-multipolarity’ concept as ‘an intermediate international 

system’ (Rosecrance, 1966, pp. 322-324). In his definition of bi-multipolarity, while 

bipolarity refers to an international power structure which consists of the US and the 

Soviets, multipolarity is related to a sub-international structure such as Europe, the 

Middle East, and Asia.  

Haas also introduces the notion of an ‘international subsystem’ (M. Haas, 1970). 

According to his research, this ‘international subsystem’ is a type of subset of an 

international system. The international system refers to ‘an aggregation of all 

politically autonomous and semiautonomous societal systems; any subset of such 

entities, thus, constitutes an international subsystem’ (M. Haas, 1970, p. 100, stressing 

is original). These international subsystems closely relate to an international system 

because great powers at the system level have strategic military interests at a lower 

level, interacting with regional powers as members of subsystems.  

In addition to these academic discussions, Karl Kaiser suggests the concept of a 

regional subsystem as a mean of investigating regional integration efforts in various 

regions (Kaiser, 1968). In defining a regional subsystem, this can refer to ‘partial 
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international systems whose members exist in geographical propinquity’, and ‘patterns 

of relations without institutional or legal accompaniments as they exist in regions such 

as EEC, NATO, and OAS’ (Kaiser, 1968, p. 86).  

By applying the notions of ‘international subsystem’ or ‘regional system’ into a 

regional BoP structure, several characteristics of a regional subsystem in international 

politics can be inferred. The first inference is that, as briefly discussed in Chapter Two, 

this hierarchical relationship between the international system and regional subsystem 

cannot operate independently (Buzan, 2007, Ch. 5). In other words, these supra-

subordinate systems are closely interrelated, and ‘the world politics arena’ is ‘a 

network of system levels’ (W. R. Thompson, 1973, p. 90). Hellman also asserts that 

understanding regional subsystem is needed to take both its connections to the 

international system and the localised political interaction patterns (conflict or 

cooperation) into account (Hellmann, 1969).112  

Particularly, Buzan introduces the concepts of ‘higher-level complex’ and ‘low-

level complex’ to explain the regional security dynamics superpowers involved. He 

insists that even though the security problem arises from a regional level, great power 

intervention is possible due to superpower rivalry, as shown in the cases of NATO and 

WTO (Buzan, 2007, p. 162).113  

 
112 Hellman contends that, in the late 1960s, the changes in the relationship between 

the US and the Soviets resulted in the alterations of regional actors’ interaction dynamics 

(Hellmann, 1969, pp. 423-426). In addition, the US also recognizes that the changes in the 

relationship between North and South Koreas will be altered relationship among regional great 

powers (U.S. NSC, 1973b, p. 7). 

113 Buzan defines the notions of ‘lower-level complex’ and ‘higher-level complex’ are 

‘composed of local states whose power does not extend much, if at all, beyond the range of 

their immediate neighbours’ and ‘contains great powers … whose power may well extend far 

beyond their immediate environment, or states … whose power is sufficient to impinge on 

several regions of what their enormous physical size makes a vast ‘local environment’, 
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Furthermore, James and Brecher stress that identifying the concepts of ‘centre 

of power’ and the ‘centre of decision’ is essential to understand the supra-subordinate 

international system. According to their analysis, while ‘centre of power’ means an 

international system, ‘centre of decision’ indicates subsystems. For instance, under the 

bipolarity in the Cold War, two superpowers had subsystems as ‘centres of decision’, 

including the India-Pakistan region and the South Asian subcontinent, which could 

affect the relationships among superpowers (James & Brecher, 1988, pp. 33-34).114  

The second implication is that even though there is a significant impact of 

superpower involvement, a regional system, consists of both regional actors and 

superpowers, has its own operating mechanism. From this perspective, the concept of 

‘system of systems’, which refers to a complex system which is comprised of an 

overarching system and a component system, can be adopted in order to explain this 

independent operating mechanism of regional power architecture. 115  Within this 

relationship, a component system has two characteristics: operational independence 

and managerial independence (Samad & Parisini, 2011, pp. 175-176). Namely, as 

systemic pressure at the international level imposes a superpower’s fundamental 

behaviours, regional power structures force regional actors’ basic responses. Those 

 
respectively (Buzan, 2007, p. 163). 

114  Practical cases of the interdependence between regional subsystem and 

international system are the Vietnam War (Kanet & Kolodziej, 1991) and the Korean War. 

According to Jervis, the Korean War was a trigger for America’s policy transformation from 

arms restriction to huge armament (Jervis, 2017, p. 34). 

115 The term ‘system of systems’ derives from the field of system engineering, and is 

intended to demonstrate the complexites in contemporary technologies and interconnectivities 

between devices via communication technologies. Althoug the overarching system controls 

various component systems, the aim of management is not damaging the independent function 

of the component system, but increasing operational efficiency and preventing collisions 

between components (Samad & Parisini, 2011, pp. 175-176).  
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behaviours are balancing and preserving the status quo at both the international and 

regional levels, respectively, as in the changes of PRC’s foreign policies and Japan’s 

defence postures between the 1970s and 1980s which is discussed in Chapter Five and 

Six (Hellmann, 1969, pp. 424-425).  

To summarise, regional subsystems are subsets of the international system, and 

considering the prevalent regional structure is essential to understand the dynamics 

among regional actors, including both global superpower and regional major powers. 

Namely, it is concluded that valuable knowledge is gained in terms of international 

stability in that international peace does not solely depend on the superpower relations, 

but crucially also on the regional BoP system. According to Lobell, ‘[W]hile shifts in 

power at the international system dominate, threats can also emanate from the sub-

systemic or regional and domestic environments’ (Lobell, 2009, pp. 43-44).  

From this perspective, this research asserts that the regional power structure can 

be considered as an IV, which can affect America’s regional strategies. In line with this 

evaluation, Thompson suggests two significant benefits attainable from studying 

international subsystems; (i) reducing the complexity of world politics, and (ii) as a 

contributable factor in determining the foreign policy direction of a superpower in a 

specific region (W. R. Thompson, 1973, p. 91).  

 

4.3.1.1.2 Defining the Concept of Regional Stability 

Based on the above assessment, it is important here to clarify the status of 

regional actors’ distributed power relations in terms of the agenda of America’s 

planning and implementing policies of MTT towards alliance members. Accordingly, 
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the primary task of this section is to define the concept of ‘regional stability’.  

The traditional meaning of stability in the field of IR is the absence of war in the 

global arena (Fettweis, 2017, p. 426). However, conceptualising the notion of ‘stability’ 

as just ‘a state without war’ is too simplistic an interpretation when the concept of 

stability applies to the interactions among regional actors. The notion of ‘absence of 

war’ literally means a state of peace; hence, the concept of ‘stability’ as a political term 

requires a more careful approach to define it. From this perspective, some scholars 

who have studied relationships between stability and polarity, or systemic structure, 

mainly argue that stability does not necessarily mean international peace (J. K. Choi, 

2016, p. 288). Therefore, the discussion of the relationship between polarity and 

stability has important implications to define ‘regional stability’. 

There is controversy in the significance of relationships between polarity and 

international stability (M. Haas, 1970; James & Brecher, 1988). The first branch argues 

that bipolarity is the most stable international structure. According to structural realists, 

such as Waltz and Mearsheimer, a bipolar world, by definition, is the most stable 

compared with any other international structure. Due to the relative simplicity of such 

an arrangement, both great powers categorically know their counterpart;116 and this 

allows each respective state to concentrate on their specific objectives and to minimise 

uncertainty and miscalculation of the enemy’s intention (Waltz, 1964). Mearsheimer 

also insists that ‘bipolarity is the most stable’ structure (Mearsheimer, 2014, p. 346).  

 
116 In contrast, Structural realists contend that the possibility of war would be increased 

under the circumstances of enlarging the number of interacting units, by virtue of the theory 

that if the number of interacting actors increases, the complexity and uncertainty of the 

anarchical world also increases (Mearsheimer, 2014; Waltz, 1964, 1967; 1979). 
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In opposition to this argument, some traditional BoP theorists such as Deutsch 

& Singer and Kaplan consider a multipolarity world more stable than a bipolarity 

world (Deutsch & Singer, 1964; M. A. Kaplan, 1957; 1962, Ch. 5). They assert that 

uncertainty is not a problem in the multipolar world since several great powers try to 

avoid conflicts by considering the unpredictability of complex interactions. 

Furthermore, the escalation of the arms race and other crises is considered to be slower 

in the multipolar world, due to the flexibility in building alliances and changing 

partners, hence the rigidity of potential conflict decreases in such circumstances.117  

Notwithstanding these vigorous academic debates, the concrete stable security 

environment under bipolarity is irrefutable since this proposition has been proved 

empirically during the Cold War at the international level. Thus, Gaddis gave the Cold 

War period the epithet the ‘Long Peace’ (Gaddis, 1986). In line with these arguments, 

during the Cold War, preserving international stability can be achieved under a bipolar 

structure consisting of superpowers; in other words, international stability could be 

harmed when the prevailing interacting mechanism of two superpowers collapsed. 

This empirical finding can also be applied at the regional level. In other words, 

under the global bipolar system, it can be said that evenly distributed power among 

two parties at the regional level is also a stable security environment since a 

superpower-led alliance system mainly determines regional power structures. Hence, 

the risk of collapse of the existing regional bipolarity implies the possibility of 

increased regional destabilisation.   

 
117 The other branch of scholars investigate the relationship between unipolarity and 

international stability. For the positive relationship, see, Fettweis (2017); Selden (2013); 

Wohlforth (1999). For the negative relationship, see, Layne (2006); Monteiro (2011).  
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4.3.1.2 Criteria for Regional Stability  

It is challenging to apply the concept of stability at the regional level due to 

relative complexities of regional dynamics, as opposed to the relative simplicity at the 

international level when two superpower interaction. Hence, with the US’s balancing 

strategy in mind, this paper presents two possible influential elements for explaining 

regional stability as systemic pressure which can determine America’s overall 

direction on MTT policy. The first element is the traditional concept, regional polarity. 

The second factor is that of second or third-tier countries attempting the development 

of nuclear weapons.  

 

4.3.1.2.1  Regional Polarity and Polar Actor 

The first element in determining regional stability is to consider the change of 

regional power balance. As discussed in the above section, the importance of regional 

BoP status could be inferred from systemic theories; the change and preservation of an 

existing power parity structure could be a crucial factor for defining regional stability.  

Waltz asserts that the international structure or polarity consists of poles or polar 

actors, namely the number of great powers (Waltz, 1979, pp. 129-131, 161-163). This 

indicates that he does not distinguish poles from polar actors. However, applying this 

standard for defining polarity to regional dimensions straightforwardly poses many 

problems, so a couple of theoretical and conceptual issues must be deemed in the 

process of defining regional stability. Firstly, it is an undeniable fact that superpowers, 

the US and the USSR, were participants of regional power dynamics. As noted in the 

above section, during the Cold War, competitions between superpowers were not 
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limited to one region, and these superpower activities had a significant impact on 

regional security dynamics; since one party’s behaviour would be a serious concerning 

factor for both its counterparty and the regional countries (Kinsella, 1994, p. 558). This 

is to say that superpowers contested at both global and regional levels. Secondly, 

regional great powers are other pillars of consisting of regional BoP. Reflecting on the 

definition of the regional major power (see, Section 1.4.1) and the concept of regional 

BoP as an independently operated mechanism (see, above section), regional major 

powers have plenty of power to not only make up a regional power structure but also 

exert their influences on regional minor states. Thirdly, a superpower-centred alliance 

system must be adjudged as one of the components for forming a power structure at 

the regional level. During the Cold War era, as discussed in the previous chapters, 

asymmetric alliance systems were inherently embedded in the global bipolar structure. 

From this viewpoint, Niou and his colleagues consider an alliance as an unitary actor 

in IR (Niou et al., 1989, pp. 37-38). Hence, these alliance systems could be a source 

of organising the ‘cluster of nations’ as one of the poles at the regional level (de 

Mesquita, 1975, pp. 194-195).  

From these appraisals, in the process of calculating a regional BoP status, 

defining ‘pole’ and ‘polar actor’ at the regional level is the most prominent task.  

Whereas Waltz does not distinguish the concepts of ‘pole’ and ‘polar actor’, Tomja 

attempts to distinguish pole from the polar actor. According to Tomja’s definitions, the 

concept of ‘poles’ or ‘polarity’ refers to ‘the most important actors within the systems 

of IR, where the skills of the latter are so great that they cannot be counterbalanced’, 

and the notion of ‘polar actor’ alludes to ‘one state or coalition of states, which is so 

important, that his leaving or entering into the system will change the architectural 
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structure of the international system itself’ (Tomja, 2014, p. 58). These analyses 

provide a criterion for defining the pole and polar actor at regional level analysis. 

Based on the classification of states’ status (see, Section 1.4.1) and the distinctiveness 

of a regional BoP system, this research differentiates between ‘pole’ as a component 

of polarity and ‘polar actor’ as a constituent of the pole. The definitions of ‘pole’ and 

‘polar actor’ respectively are ‘countries or alliances (either formal or informal) who 

have enough capability to counter the other superpower or alignment in a particular 

region, and ‘a country who has a power to enjoy a freedom of action and exert its 

influence to some extent within a specific region’.  

Following these definitions, both regional major powers and superpowers can be 

considered as ‘polar actors’ in the regional level, while either a superpower-centred 

asymmetrical alliance and alignment or a superpower alone who mainly strengthens 

its power in a specific region can be regarded as ‘pole’ at the regional level. Regarding 

this matter, Nolte insists that a regional power group can be considered as ‘the structure 

(polarity) of any regional security complex’ (Nolte, 2007, p. 8). Notably, the reason for 

this clarification is that there is hierarchical order within superpower-centric alliance 

systems, as discussed in Section 2.2 and 2.3.  

Such definitions are useful to assess a region, particularly the Asia-Pacific region, 

where it is considered as a multipolar system consisting of superpowers and regional 

major powers (Hellmann, 1969). Based on the above definitions and evaluations, in the 

Northeast Asian region during the Cold War period, Washington, Moscow, Tokyo, and 

China could be categorised as polar actors, and there were two apparent poles, a US-

led asymmetric alliance and the Soviets. However, one of the crucial factors when 

defining the polarity in the Asia-Pacific region is China. Generally speaking, although 
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the PRC was a member of the communist bloc in the Cold War period, China’s position 

during the late Cold War era was ambiguous. From this perspective, Jonathan D. 

Pollack named China’s posture ‘dual adversary strategy’ at that time (Pollack, 1984, p. 

8). Moreover, other scholars characterise the relationship between Peking, Washington 

and Moscow from the 1970s to 1980s as a ‘Strategic Triangle’ (Dittmer, 1981; Hsiung, 

2004). Hence, Gaddis evaluates China’s potentials as follows: ‘a state the size of China 

was able to reverse its alignment twice during the Cold War’ (Gaddis, 1986, p. 110). 

In other words, regardless of China’s material competitiveness, it took a strategic 

position between the US and the Soviet Union; hence, Beijing also could be one of the 

most important sources of defining regional polarity.118 

Regarding the categorisation process of regional major powers as polar actors, 

the realism tradition suggests that ‘capability’ or ‘power’ is essential to classify a ‘polar 

actor’. When it comes to a state’s international status, as Waltz’s term of rank, this 

depends on comprehensive calculations around population size, territorial magnitude, 

economic capacity, domestic political stability, military strength, and resource 

endowment (Waltz, 1979, pp. 130-131). Besides, Organski suggests three main 

elements for assessing national power: (i) population size, (ii) political efficiency, and 

(iii) degree of industrialization (Jin, 2017, p. 24). While Kugler and Organski use Gross 

National Product (GNP) as a measurement of power, other scholars utilise both the 

Correlates of War (COW) composite index of National Capability (CINC) and Gross 

 
118  Jervis provides us with some insight which is relevant to understanding and 

evaluating China’s position in the 1970s and 1980s. In his seminal book, Perception and 

Misperceptions in International Politics, he wrote: “[B]ecause our reaction to assistance, like 

our reaction to harm, depends on our explanation of the other’s behavior, we do not 

automatically assume that someone who help us is our friend’ (Jervis, 2017, p. 135). 
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Domestic Product (GDP) in conjunction with each other to evaluate a nation’s strength 

(De Soysa, Oneal, & Park, 1997, pp. 516-518; Houweling & Siccama, 1988; Organski 

& Kugler, 1980). Following this tradition, this research also uses some material 

capability indexes, the CINC data and GDP, in order to identify the regional major and 

minor powers at the regional level. 

 

4.3.1.2.2  Minor Powers’ Nuclear Ambitions  

The second factor of determining regional stability is to consider the impact of 

nuclear weapon proliferation within a region. In reality, a minor country’s nuclear 

armament has little impact on international stability and superpowers’ interactions 

(Organski & Kugler, 1980; Waltz, 1979).119  

Nonetheless, some small countries, defined as sub-regional actors in Chapter 

One, seek ways of acquiring nuclear weapons due to various motivations. According 

to Waltz, the aim of minor countries that attempt nuclear armament is to ‘reduce the 

distance from the great powers’ (Waltz, 1979, p. 180). By doing so, weak countries 

could obtain political leverage in international society and deterrent capability against 

adversaries (Levy & Thompson, 2010, p. 9). However, if an underdeveloped country 

attempts to develop a nuclear weapon in the region, it would lead to the development 

of nuclear weapons in other countries. The debate on ‘Pariah States (Israel, South 

 
119 Waltz’s viewpoint is that ‘some have thought that by acquiring nuclear weapons 

third countries reduce their distance from the great powers … Gunpowder did not blur the 

distinction between the great powers and the others, however, nor have nuclear weapons done 

so. Nuclear weapons are not the great equalizers they were sometimes thought to be’ (Waltz, 

1979, p. 180). However, he argues that the proliferation of nuclear armament among great 

powers could be beneficial to international stability since it would decrease the ‘incentives for 

war’ between them (Deudney, 1993, p. 7). 
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Africa, and Taiwan)’ is typical concernings of patron states, regarding their weak allies’ 

nuclear power ambitions (Harkavy, 2009, 136). The problems caused by these pariah 

states are not only about the violation of non-proliferation norms but also about 

stimulating other regional actors to develop nuclear armament, as predicted by nuclear 

domino or chain effect (Harkavy, 2009, pp. 135-136; Hobbs and Moran, 2013; Ladha, 

2012; N. L. Miller, 2014). As a consequence, the proliferation of nuclear weapons 

among minor powers result in regional instability.  

Two representative examples are the regions of Southwest Asia and the Middle 

East. Both India and Pakistan possessed nuclear weapons in 1998, as a result of the 

two countries’ arms competition (Kristensen & Norris, 2013, pp. 78-79). In the Middle 

East, when Israel obtained the capability of nuclear armament in 1968, other regional 

countries also tried to develop nuclear weapons. Furthermore, although Israel launched 

a preventive attack on Iraq’s nuclear facilities to deter the Arab countries’ nuclear 

development in June 1981, it led to the consolidation of Arab countries and an increase 

in their nuclear weapon ambitions (Waltz, 1995). 

 

4.3.1.3 The Relationship between Regional Stability and the US’s MTT Policy   

Establishing regional stability depends on the regional power structure among 

polar actors. This study adopts Waltz’s assertion about the stability of the bipolar world 

(Waltz, 1964). Thus, if there is a firm bipolar structure in a specific region, the region 

can be considered as stable. Conversely, if there is any change in the power structure 

from bipolarity to multipolarity, it could be said that regional security in that area is 

unstable. Moreover, the existence of superpowers was a prerequisite to bipolarity in 



147 

 

the Asia-Pacific region during the Cold War era, but it should be considered that Asia-

Pacific has a different alliance system, compared to Europe. Whereas the European 

bipolar system was formed by two security treaty bodies, NATO vis-à-vis the Warsaw 

Pact, the two poles of the Asia-Pacific region were the Soviet Union and the San 

Francisco system, which refers to bilateral alliance relationships led by the US.120 

The other considerable factor is the proliferation of nuclear capability among 

sub-regional actors. Although minor countries’ ambitions on this weaponry have rarely 

impacted on interactions among regional major powers, this concern could be a 

determinant for regional stability. This is because subregional tensions, which relate to 

nuclear ambitions, are likely to expand to regional major power confrontations and 

cause a possible nuclear domino in the region.  

With regard to these two criteria, regional structure prevails over nuclear 

proliferation among sub-regional powers because this latter issue is located in 

relatively low priority than regional polarity when defining regional stability, as 

reviewed Waltz’s argument in the above section. In contrast, in the case of changes in 

regional polarity from bipolarity to any other type, the nuclear proliferation matter 

could be a considerable factor for regional stability. 

In summation, regional stability might be ensured by both the solidity of equally 

distributed power structures and by the non-existence of nuclear armament attempts 

within minor countries in the region. In contrast, regional instability would escalate 

with the heightened risk of the collapse of power parity and the emergence of an 

 
120 San Francisco system is known as America’s bilateral alliance relationships in Asia-

Pacific region. Detailed discussion on the topic, see, Calder (2004); Hara (2006, 2014). 
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ambitious small power who wants to achieve nuclear armament.  

Table 4-2 Regional Stability and US’s MTT Policy 

 Regional Stability 

 Stable Unstable 

Condition Firm Bipolarity 
Other Types of Polarity  

and Nuclear Proliferation 

US Options for MTT Maintain (or Restrain) Strengthen 

Transferred  

Technology Level  
Lower Level Technology 

Allowance of  

State-of-the-art Class 

Source: Author 

The above table shows the relationship between regional stability and America’s 

aerospace technology transfer options. Based on the considerations about regional 

stability conditions and the primary objectives of ‘offshore balancing strategy’ (see, 

Chapter Three), the US can opt for two policy directions regarding aerospace 

technology assistance toward weak allies. The first scenario is when the regional BoP 

is stable. In this case, America opts to either maintain or restrain technology transfer 

in the stable regional security environment in order to preserve regional stability, by 

preventing client nations’ rapid armaments in order not to stimulate their counterparts. 

The second scenario is the unstable security circumstance in the region. In this 

circumstance, the US can strengthen technical assistance in order to restore regional 

or sub-regional BoP and encourage allies to share defence responsibility by supporting 

their military build-up. 

 

4.3.2 Intervening Variable: Role Expectation 

Recalling the purpose of this study, the aim is to clarify why the US has made 

different foreign policy decisions relating to military technology cooperation with its 
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allies who have geographical proximity to one another. As noted in the above section, 

the systemic pressure variable alone does not explain the different attitudes of the US 

arms technology transfer. To investigate the rationale of these dissimilarities in MTT 

policies, this dissertation adopts the concept of ‘role expectation,’ and this can be 

considered as an intervening variable (ITV). Regarding military role distribution, this 

research distinguishes an operational role from a tactical role, which has been derived 

from strategic studies, as noted in Chapter One. 

The concept of role distribution is not an objective but subjective notion. This 

implies that the expectation of a client’s defensive role requires an assessment 

procedure via the lens of patron state’ perception, as discussed in the above section, 

considering various factors such as the client’s material power, regional status, defence 

industrial capability, and patron’s balancing strategy. Following these evaluations, a 

patron state determines the client’s defensive responsibility.  

 

4.3.2.1 The Basis of Classifying Alliance Partners and Role Expectation 

Defining an alliance partner’s role in pursuing America’s national interests is a 

perplexing task. America’s strategic primary principle in the process of foreign policy 

is stabilising the world, as discussed in Chapter Three. Namely, maintaining the status 

quo or BoP from the regional level is the best way to accomplish this goal. The 

superpowers, therefore, could request particular roles of their client states regarding 

their national interests or grand strategic thinking.  

The concept of a patron state’s ‘role expectation’ derives from Holsti’s role 

theory in FPA and the concepts of ‘security-autonomy trade-off’ in alliance theory. 
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Holsti maintains that a state’s foreign policies could be determined by the alter’s role 

prescription which refers to ‘the expectations of other governments, legal norms 

expressed through custom, general usage, and treaties’ (Holsti, 1970, p. 243). 121 

Besides, a protected country forgives a certain degree of its sovereignty in the 

establishment of foreign and defence policies, instead of acquiring security support 

from a protectorate country (J. C. Johnson, 2015; Morrow, 1991, 1993). Hence, there 

are distinctive role distributions between patron and client states, and a regional weak 

ally’s role could be ascertained by or complied with a patron’s requests (Goh, 2008, p. 

359; Waltz, 1964, p. 890).122  Based on these analytical conceptions, assuming an 

asymmetric alliance system as a ‘security institution’, it is a natural process that the 

patron state expects a certain level of defence burden-sharing with its client states 

(Ashley Leeds and Anac, 2005; Rafferty, 2003). 

Concerning this matter, the US expects its alliance members to support their 

national security goals via distinctive role distribution. For example, Osgood classifies 

the defensive roles between the US and European NATO allies within the European 

continent (R. E. Osgood, 1968, p. 43). The detailed argument is as follows:  

“Yet the military strategy for preventing Soviet aggression at first 

envisioned a much more limited role for the United States than it acquired 

after the Korean War. The strategy called for “an integrated defence of the 

North Atlantic area” in which the European allies would provide the 

 
121 Holsti identifies several perception matters which can affect a state’s foreign policy 

decision making process. They are (i) the policy maker’s national role conception, (ii) the 

nation’s international status, and (iii) the alter’s role prescription (Holsti, 1970, pp. 241-247). 

122 Goh suggests the concepts of ‘hierarchical assurance’ as a patron state’s role and 

‘hierarchical defense’ as client nations’ role. For the detailed discussion, see, Goh (2008). As 

an opposite viewpoint on weak allies’ contribution within asymmetric alliance system, see, 

Waltz (1964). 
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ground forces and the United States would confine its contribution 

essentially to strategic bombing and protection of the sea lanes.”  

In addition, the US denoted the concept of ‘the division of the labor’ in collective 

defence activities between Washington and Tokyo (U.S. DOD, 1981a): 

“The U.S.-Japan partnership is different from the more integrated NATO 

type of structure. In Japan, the division of labor provides for more separate 

and distinct role and missions. JSDF units handle problems associated with 

the immediate defence of Japan, while U.S. forces in Japan are intended to 

deal primarily with other contingencies in the region, such as Korea. This 

distinction, generally along offensive-defensive lines …” 

As another topic of role distribution, the US continuously utilised ‘burden-

sharing’ or ‘responsibility sharing’ with its client states and demands, not only financial 

support for stationing in the region but also that the client state plays a military role in 

America’s global strategy (K. Choi, 2015). Specifically, the role may be in support, to 

prevent a particular nation from initiating a war, for example, or alternatively, a more 

generalized role of stabilising the regional BoP.  

By applying this burden-sharing logic, in order to define the alliance members’ 

roles in America’s perspective, terms such as ‘operational level’ and ‘tactic level’, as 

used in the military operation sense, are relevant in categorising the patron’s coalition 

members, as noted in Chapter One (U.S. JCS, 2013, 2017a). Based on these analogies, 

it can be said that basically designated missions of the operational role and tactical role 

are maintaining regional BoP and sub-regional level BoP, respectively. 

Regarding this kind of classification of alliance partners, some researchers and 

government officers have investigated America’s categorisation of its weak partners. 

ROK Defence Minister, Yoon Sung-Min, presented an interpretation of American 
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classification on alliance partners, consisting of four distinct groups, each of which 

relies on three tenets: (i) dependability, (ii) consistency, and (iii) balance of power 

(American Embassy Seoul, 1983), as shown in the following table.  

Table 4-3 America’s Categorization of Alliance Members 

Category Description 

Vital Interest 

The U.S. will defend at all costs, even at the expense of a nuclear war 

The vital interest group considered as an area related to America’s ‘life or 

death’ interest. 

Significant 

Interest 

The U.S. is willing to support the affected nation not with nuclear war, but 

with Army, Navy, and Air Forces 

Important 

Interest 

The U.S. will use not the Army but only the Navy and Air force to support 

the affected nation 

Economic 

Interest 
The U.S. is willing to provide only economic support 

Source: Reorganized from American Embassy Seoul (1983) 

Similarly, based on a couple of criteria, such as the duration of alliance, the 

degree of difficulties for management, and the degree of coherence in strategic interest, 

Taliaferro identifies four categories of US-led asymmetric and bilateral alliance 

relationships; (i) special relationship alliance, (ii) ambivalent alliance, (iii) frenemy, 

(iv) alliance of convenience (Taliaferro, 2019, pp. 17-22).123 These analyses support 

the view that the US has different viewpoints on its allies. The following sections will 

discuss the standards for role classifications and define those lexicons, ‘operational 

partner’ and ‘tactical partner’, from America’s perspective. 

 

 
123 For the definitions of each notion, see, Taliaferro (2019) and Resnick (2010, p. 147). 
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4.3.2.2 Criteria for Defining Alliance Partner’s Role  

So far, the previous section has focused on the need for conceptualisation the 

notion of ‘role expectation’ as an ITV. In the case of America’s offshore balancing 

strategy, specific criteria can be used to distinguish each ally’s role. The first barometer 

is a client state’s international or regional status following economic and defence 

industrial capabilities. The second indicator is the shared perception of the common 

threat between America and its allies. Lastly, the ratio of deployed force components 

is a reliable indicator of how America considers the geostrategic importance of client 

nations. Generally, the tasks of Air and Naval forces are strategic and aggressive 

missions due to their power projection capabilities and various inherent characteristics.  

 

4.3.2.2.1 Fundamental Basis: Material Capability and Regional Status  

Identifying allies’ material capability and regional position are pivotal in 

assessing their respective roles in the superpower’s national interests. As many 

scholars insist, states who have a concrete economic foundation can easily establish 

strong military power (Samuels, 1994; Treverton & Jones, 2005, p. 5). In other words, 

if the client state could not have sufficient economic and military capability, the patron 

state cannot request a proactive defensive role of its client. From this perspective, 

America’s adopted FMS financing program gave some insight into their assessment of 

its alliance partners’ capabilities (U.S. GAO, 1982b, p. 5). 

In addition to this materialised standard, defence industrial capability is also one 

of the critical factors for determining the degree to which military technology may be 

transferred. This is an equivalent logical argument with the relationship defence 
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burden-sharing and states’ economic and military capability. The fundamental goal of 

the patron’s technical assistance is the enhancement of the client’s military capability, 

and the efficiency of this effort can be maximised when recipient states have a matured 

or developing status of technical expertise such as skilled engineers and advanced 

industrial foundations.124  

Table 4-4 Defence Industrial Collaboration Candidates for the US 

Industrialisation 

Status 
Description States 

First-tier 

 Possessing matured technological basis for the 

indigenous defence industry and capability of 

absorbing US advanced technology 

France, 

Germany, 

the UK, Japan 

Second-tier 

 Having the limited capability to produce full 

weapons systems but sufficient ability to participate 

in a cooperative production process 

 Able to manufacture sophisticated and indigenous 

developed subsystems and components 

Belgium, 

Netherland, 

Norway 

Newly 

Industrialised 

 Developing status for the domestic defence industry 

 Having capability of producing sophisticate 

components 

 No experience on domestic development of 

subsystems to meet US requirement 

ROK, Turkey, 

Brazil 

Source: M. Lorell and Lowell (1995, p. 5) 

 

Considering these assessments, the above table shows the categorization of the 

candidates for defence industrial cooperation with the US, taking into account the 

technological development level of each country (M. Lorell & Lowell, 1995, p. 5).  

Allies’ regional status is another essential standard to determine the level of role 

distribution between alliance members. From the patron’s viewpoint, supporting weak 

allies indicates that the superpower has a will to shoulder the extra financial burden 

 
124 Concerning this assertion, see, following materials; Abdul Wahab, Abdullah, Uli, 

and Rose (2010, pp. 32-33); Brauer (2002, pp. 109-112); Robins, Tallman, and Fladmoe‐

Lindquist (2002, pp. 890-895). In particular, the arms production associated with electronics, 

aviation, telecommunications and information is considered a ‘technological locomotive’ for 

developing countries (Bitzinger, 2003, p. 14). 
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themselves (Morrow, 1991, p. 930).125 Correspondingly, forming and maintaining an 

asymmetric alliance relationship with a regional major power is a more beneficial and 

economical option to patron states, because regional major powers can afford the cost 

of patron’s military presence in their territory.126  

Furthermore, the enhanced international and regional status of the client could 

be maintained by fulfilling a certain degree of international obligations, such as 

providing Official Development Assistance (ODA) to underdeveloped countries in the 

globe and the region (Hickman, 1993; Islam, 1993; Nossal, 1988, pp. 45-48). Such 

efforts to share the international responsibility of regional major powers are rather 

encouraging from the standpoint of the patron. The reason is that the enhancement of 

material capability and a state’s regional status are strongly linked to each other. As 

Morrow reveals, a state will change its foreign behaviour with the increment of overall 

capability (Morrow, 1991, pp. 924-925).  

In conclusion, classifying the regional allies’ material capability and 

international status is difficult due to the lack of definite standards, as Waltz asserts 

(Waltz, 1979, pp. 130-131). Therefore, this research considers the level of alliance 

partner’s role by applying comprehensive criteria such as COW CINC and GDP, as 

discussed in the previous section. 

 
125 These security assistance mechanisms of hegemonic power within an asymmetric 

alliance system can lead to the decline of their power (Gilpin, 1981; Kennedy, 1989). 

126 Indeed, the cost-sharing issue is the key theme in defence burden-sharing within the 

US-led alliance systems. A representative case of this economical aspect of burden-sharing is 

the host nation support (HNS) programs. Furthermore, the US DOD published a series of 

reports on the evaluation of allied countries’ contributions in the common defence area from 

1985 to 2004 (U.S. DOD, various years).   
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4.3.2.2.2 The Coherence in Level of Perceived Threat  

The second determinant is America’s differentiated objectives in establishing 

and maintaining asymmetric bilateral alliance systems. Even though the US has 

established formal alliances with several countries in a similar temporal period, the 

threats which the alliance is aimed to tackle are different. For example, Washington 

began its security partnership with Western European countries, Japan, and South 

Korea in 1948, 1952 and 1953, respectively.127 Each alliance system had a different 

target: WTO vs NATO; Soviet’s Far East Forces vs Japan; and DPRK vs ROK.  

From this perspective, in implementing America’s security policies and the 

management of its foreign partners, the US places variable weight conditions on its 

alliance members in dealing with common external threats (J.-J. Park, 2011). That is, 

even though America seeks ways of cooperating with alliance partners, their foreign 

policy elites give scant attention to the weak states in the process of strategic planning 

(Cooper & Yoshihara, 2014, p. 64). The fundamental reason for this posture is that 

America has divergent threat perceptions about its weak partner. It is undeniable to 

assume a common threat in the formation of an alliance, but that does not indicate that 

the common adversary is a direct threat to America. From the US perspective, it makes 

sense to focus limited resources more on alliances that can directly affect US security. 

For example, containment of the USSR was the chief goal of the US after World War 

II, and to block communism in Europe and Asia; they placed significant effort into the 

 
127  These alliance treaties were subsequently amended by several circumstantial 

conditions such as increased adversaries’ aggression or weak allies’ capability enhancement, 

and dissolution of enemies. For US-Japan relations, see, Buckley (1992); Calder (2004); 

Chanlett-Avery, Manyin, Rinehart, Nelson, and Williams (2015); Cronin and Green (1994); C. 

W. Hughes (2009); Kesavan (1984). For US-ROK relationship, see, Detrio (1989); Drennan 

(2004); Ehrhardt (2004); (Gregg, 2004); G.-W. Shin and Izatt (2011); S. Su (2012). 
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recuperation of Western European countries and Japan (Nye, 1990a, p. 185). The 

reason behind this is that these countries were in the frontline for preventing their 

enemy from expansion (Akira & Cohen, 1989, pp. 1-2). America, however, recognised 

the communist bloc of Eastern European countries and the Soviet Union, represented 

by the WTO, as a severe menace that was primarily detrimental to US interests. Hence, 

the US put more onus on the European continent than the Asia-Pacific region during 

the Cold War. The reason is that, as Gilpin evaluates, the Asian problem caused by 

Communist involvement was a translation of a United States foreign policy much 

centred on a European political framework (Gilpin, 1989, p. 4). 

This phenomenon of America’s imbalanced viewpoint and resource allocation 

later re-emerged in the Asia-Pacific region. Japan and ROK are referred to as ‘major 

non-NATO allies’ or ‘vital allies’ of the US, being pre-eminent partners to stabilise the 

Asia-Pacific region (Mishra, 2016, p. 161). Nevertheless, the US has taken a different 

viewpoint towards these two countries based on strategic calculations. For example, 

the US viewed South Korea as ‘the Berlin of Asia,’ and Japan as the ‘West Germany 

or the United Kingdom in Europe’ (Yi, 2002, p. 633).Namely, America believed the 

importance of shared common threats with its weak allies to be disparate.  

On the one hand, in the 1970s and 1980s, DPRK’s aggression and rapid military 

build-up was an obvious threat to the ROK and a destabilising factor for the Korean 

peninsula. However, DPRK could not directly intimidate the US. On the other hand, 

the main peril of the US-Japan bilateral alliance relationship was Soviet power in the 

Far East, since Moscow’s advance into the Pacific was not only a factor that could 

have a profound impact on US national interests but could also direct threaten Japan’s 

security. Accordingly, the primary mission of the US-Japan alliance was containing 
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and deterring the expansion of the Soviet Union in the Asia-Pacific region. From this 

perspective, America had to concentrate more on the US-Japan alliance than the US-

ROK alliance since they considered Tokyo integral to deterring Moscow.  

 

4.3.2.2.3 Deployed Force Composition 

The patron states can adjust force deployment under strategic calculations such 

as the result of threat assessment, force modernisation, and restrictions on the domestic 

resource (Committee on Armed Services, 2004). From this perspective, the last critical 

factor in scrutinising the role of an alliance partner is the feature of military forces 

stationed in alliance countries. The underlying rationales for the importance of the 

deployed force composition are that (i) designated missions of each force are different 

and (ii) collective defence activities between patron and client nations would be 

coordinated based upon patron’s dispatched military powers.  

Concerning deployed forces’ missions, Bowman assesses the roles of each force 

base in client nations territory. According to his evaluation, ‘[A]ir bases and shortened 

distances, naval ports and facilities, and clear lines of supply are elementary 

requirements for any nation that defends the principle of a free sea. No spot of land 

anywhere can, therefore, be thought negligible’ (Bowman, 1948, p. 140). Similarly, 

Harkavy states that each type of combat force has different functions and purposes 

(Harkavy, 1982, pp. 16-17). For instance, on the one hand, the primary role of air and 

naval bases is that they provide an operational installation for stationing forces and an 

extension of power projection and logistics capabilities. If ground forces are absent, 

with just air and naval bases located in a client’s territory, the role of these forces can 
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be assumed as an active one in the region. On the other hand, with ground force 

facilities present, this situation is perceived as satisfying a more defensive objective. 

Also, the support element of ground troops, such as dispatching air and naval assets, 

is considered to be the most confirmative action available to a patron for standing 

behind its alliances.  

It is possible, therefore, to infer America’s expectations of its weak allies by 

analysing its practice of dispatching force structures to client states. If the primary 

force compositions are air and naval forces, the conclusion is that they will cooperate 

with the host countries’ military divisions to stabilise at a regional level. For instance, 

the US sent air force and navy officers and strategic assets to Japanese territory to deter 

the Soviet Union in the Cold War era. In contrast, the primary purpose of the 

dispatched ground force is preserving the sovereignty of client states by preventing the 

aggressive action of potential enemies. In other words, ground troops’ primary aim is 

defending their host country; the additional presence of air and naval forces in the same 

region is vital as a means of supporting the ground forces. 

 

4.3.2.3 Defining the US’s ‘Expected Roles’ 

This section defines the concepts of ‘operational partner’ and ‘tactical partner’ 

by applying both the key notions of geographical boundaries and a state’s regional 

status (see, Section 1.4) and three criteria, including (i) the status of material capability, 

(ii) the shared threat perception, and (iii) the forces America deployed. In turn, the 

rationales of America’s differentiated MTT policy applications to each alliance partner 

who has a discerned expected role is discussed.  
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4.3.2.3.1  Operational Partner and Its Role 

As noted in Chapter One, the term ‘operation’ is derived from the geographical 

boundary of military activities at the theatre level. In other words, the geographical 

margin of ‘operational level’ or ‘theatre’ refers to an area in which a regional combatant 

commander, such as USPACOM, is responsible. In this respect, the US expects 

operational alliance partners to contribute to preserving the regional BoP and prevent 

other states from rising as a regional hegemonic power or expanding their competitor 

in the region, as described in the buck-passing strategy (see, Section 3.2.3). Besides, 

the client nation’s economic support to regional LDCs is another essential element of 

role distribution since this effort could prevent the Soviets from expanding their 

influence over regional LDCs (U.S. NSC, 1978). Namely, although the defensive 

activities could be either restrained to around their territories or limited to a certain 

degree of expansion, the operational partner’s scope of economic behavioural could 

be extended to wide-regional boundaries, as discussed in the section of defining the 

concept of regional major power.  

To share such roles in the Asia-Pacific region, an ‘operational partner’ should 

meet a couple of criteria. Firstly, the country’s overall material capability reaches to 

the status of a regional major power or polar actor (defined in Section 4.3.1), and the 

country can exert its influence on wide-regional levels including Southeast Asia and 

Northeast Asia. Secondly, the shared threat between patron and client nations is either 

a patron’s global competitor’s regional forces or a latent candidate of regional 

hegemon, so the threat is obviously a considerable peril to America. Lastly, America’s 

deployed forces in client nations’ territory are mainly Air and Navy forces in order to 

preserve America’s power projection capability.  
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4.3.2.3.2  Tactical Partner and Its Role 

The definition and boundary of ‘tactical level’ is a confined geographical area, 

such as a battlefield or sub-regional margin. In accordance with this conception, the 

expected role of the tactical partner is supporting defensive efforts to deter the 

aggressions of their enemies and, accordingly, maintaining the BoP between a weak 

ally and its counterpart within a limited geographical context, namely, preserving sub-

regional BoP. Conversely, the patron state will restrict the client state’s attempts to 

break down the military balance between them, since this sub-regional confrontation 

or arms race could affect regional stability. In other words, from America’s perspective, 

preserving BoP at the sub-regional level would be achieved by combining assisting 

client nations’ indigenous defence capability and limited direct involvement in the 

region, as depicted in the limited balancing strategy (see, Section 3.2.3). 

A client nation who is expected to take over the tactical role, namely tactical 

partner, has limited material capabilities including both economic and military strength. 

This material condition of an ally indicates that the tactical partner’s AOR would be 

confined at the sub-regional level. In addition, there are different threat perception 

between patron states and client nations, with regards to the common threat faced by 

the alliance. In other words, concerning the common adversary, while the US does not 

consider the critical danger to themselves, the threat would be considered as immediate 

and hazardous to the tactical partner. Lastly, America’s dispatched forces consist of 

ground forces and supportive air and navy power to clients’ territory. 
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4.3.2.4  The Relationship between Expected Role and US MTT Policy 

As discussed in Chapter Three, America’s primary objective in a specific 

offshore region is preserving BoP at regional and sub-regional levels, and the US has 

a couple of options, buck-passing and limited balancing strategies, to accomplish the 

objective. Each strategy would be applied differently to each client nation based on 

America’s strategic calculations, that is, how the US assumes client nations’ roles in 

the context of their regional strategy. The roles America expected are ‘operational’ and 

‘tactical’ which share defence burden at regional and sub-regional levels, respectively. 

On the basis of those expectancies, the US determines the level of transferred 

aerospace technologies, as an instrument alliance management, either to persuade 

alliance partners to carry out each role or not to harm the regional or sub-regional BoP. 

The below table summarises the conditions for each role expectation and shows 

America’s options for MTT to each partner. 

Table 4-5 The Expected Role of Allies and US Option for MTT 

Criteria 
Role Expectation 

Operational Tactical 

AOR Regional/Theatre Sub-regional/Tactical 

International Status Regional Major Power Minor Power 

Counterparts 
Regional Competitor/ 

Superpower’s Regional Forces 

Historical Enemy  

(weak power status) 

Deployed Forces 

(Objective) 

Air & Navy Forces 

(Ensuring Power Projection) 

Ground Force 

(Deterrent Force) 

Roles 
Preserving Regional BoP / 

Deterring Counterparts’ Expansion 

Maintaining  

Sub-regional BoP 

US Strategy Buck-Passing Limited Balancing 

US Options for MTT Proactive Support Limited Support 

Source: Author 

The underlying principle is that an operational partner would obtain more 
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advanced technologies and assisted higher-level cooperation than a tactical partner. 

The reasons for this differentiation are that the operational partner not only should 

catch the buck, countering the regional major power or global superpower in the region 

but also have adequate foundations for absorbing transferred technology. 

To encourage a client nation to take over the operational role in the region, the 

US may foster aerospace technology assistance to its regional partner since the buck-

passing strategy is a prevalent option to the US. By doing so, the recipient state can 

establish the appropriate military capability to implement ‘operational role’ and set up 

the technical basis of economic development via transferred advanced technologies, 

although America relinquishes a certain level of manoeuvrability in foreign affairs or 

economic benefits.128  

Compared to an operational partner, in the relationship with a tactical partner, 

the US can be more cautious in applying MTT policy. In other words, both the level 

of transferred technologies and the tempo of security assistance would be relatively 

low and tempered to maintain sub-regional BoP. The rationale of this decision is that 

the US has no intention to stimulate another superpower or regional major power who 

support its weak ally’s enemy, which in turn may affect an arms race or crisis within 

the sub-regional level. 

In summation, based on the offshore balancing strategy, this research 

hypothesises that the US can apply the buck-passing strategy to an operational partner 

 
128 America’s economic elite recognized Japan as a potential competitor in the global 

economy when they transferred cutting-edge military technology. Nevertheless, political and 

military professionals ignore this assertion, considering that technical support could grant them 

strategic interest in the Asia-Pacific region (Chinworth, 1999; Rubinstein, 1999). 
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to share the defence burden for checking a peer competitor’s aggression or expansion 

at the regional level, whereas America will opt for limited balancing strategy at sub-

regional level in order to deter adversary’s aggression and prevent the small-scale 

conflict from escalating to regional and global levels.  

In the next section, this research applies typology to determine America’s 

aerospace technology cooperation patterns in order to clarify the observed discernible 

patterns for academic purposes.  

 

4.3.3 Dependent Variables: Typology of America’s MTT Policy 

The main objective of this thesis is to explain the causal mechanism of America’s 

MTT decisions; this could be achieved by adopting the NCR framework. Key variables 

were put forward in the previous section to reveal the process of America’s 

policymaking on MTT. These variables are (i) the status of regional stability as an IV, 

and (ii) the role of regional allies in America’s strategic thought as an ITV. By applying 

these variables, this section aims to classify America’s technical assistance patterns.  

 

4.3.3.1 The Basis of Typologies  

The DVs this research suggests infer from various criteria, including the types 

of defence industrial cooperation and the ladder of the developing state’s indigenous 

arms manufacturing capability advancement.  

Firstly, the US divides the level of technical cooperation into three types; 

licensed production, co-production, and co-development, and each step is determined 
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by the degree of U.S. technical cooperation (S. G. Brooks, 2011, pp. 82-83).129 The 

other categories are co-production, licensed production, and subcontractor production 

(U.S. GAO, 1986, p. 15).130  Regarding licensed production, the definition of this 

concept is ‘the transnational sale or transfer of the rights to manufacture a weapon 

system that was originally developed in the supplier’s country’. This is an almost one-

way technical assistance process, from the US to recipient states, and no American 

policymakers expect substantial benefits through this cooperation. Co-production 

refers to ‘joint manufacture of either an entire weapon system or particular components 

that were originally produced in one country’. However, the primary purpose of this 

decision is political consideration, and the economic matter is low priority.131  Co-

development concerns the collaborations between defence companies from various 

countries to develop and manufacture a new weapon system. The representative case 

was the development of the AV-88 Harrier II Fighter in the 1970s and 1980s involving 

McDonnell Douglas, British Aerospace, and Rolls-Royce participation. 

Secondly, the level of transferred aerospace technology should be carefully 

determined in the decision-making process to maintain America’s technical superiority 

and prevent regional arms races. In other words, America’s distinguishable patterns of 

co-production program emerged from the 1970s due to concerns about economic (the 

 
129 Lorell and Lowell argue that America’s defence industrial collaboration patterns can 

be classified into several groups, such as reciprocal trade, cooperative production, and co-

development (M. Lorell and Lowell, 1995). 

130  In defining these terms, the U.S. GAO strictly distinguishes government-to-

government contracts from commercial contract between US manufacturers and foreign 

government (U.S. GAO, 1986, p. 15). However, the US Government is responsible for final 

approvals of private companies’ contracts with foreign entities.  

131 There are some economic benefits in co-development. This method allows both US 

defence firms and foreign participants to reduce the R&D cost and achieve economy of scale. 
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appearance of latent economic competitors) and security (the need for military 

equipment standardization). 

As can be seen in Table 4-6, there are noteworthy technological evolutions 

between each generation in combat fighter manufacturing.  

Table 4-6 Combat Fighter Generation Classification 

Generation Features Types 

1st 

(mid 1940s –  

mid 1950s) 

• Subsonic Jet engines 

• Basic avionics without radar 

• No self-protective countermeasures 

• Armament: cannons, unguided bombs, rockets 

 US: F-86 

 Soviet: Mig-15/17 

2nd 

(Mid 1950s - 

 early 1960s) 

• Supersonic capability 

• Advanced avionics: radar warning receiver, 

onboard air-to-air radar system for beyond 

visual range 

• Semi-active or infra-red guided AAM within 

visual range 

 US: F-5 A/B 

 Soviet: Mig-19/21 

3rd 

(1960s-1970s) 

• Significant improvement in Avionics 

(Doppler radar for look-down/shoot-down) 
• Air-to-air engagement without visual range 
• Advanced manoeuvrability 

• Multi-role combat fighters  

 US: F-4 phantom, 

 Europe: Mirage III 

 Soviet: Mig-23 

4th 

(1970s~1980s) 

• Fly-by-wire system/Pulse-doppler radar 

• Head-up and multifunctional displays 

• Reduced overall weight 

 US: F-14, F-16, F-15  

 Europe: Mirage-2000 

 Soviet: Mig-29, Su-27 

4.5th 

(1990~2000) 

• Upgrading 4th generations/High agilities 

• Active Electronically Scanned Array radars 

• High capacity of datalink system 

• Integrating digital electronics system 

 US: F-15, F-16E/F,  

     F-18E/F  

 Europe: Eurofighter, 

Typhoon 

 Russia: Su-30 

5th 

• Unprecedented interoperability with very 

secure communications 

• Increased situational awareness for the pilots 

• Advanced stealth technology 

 US: F-22, F-35 

 Russia: Su-57 

 China: J-20 

 Japan: F-3(X-2) 

Sources: Australia Air Power Development Centre (2012); Nolin (2013); L. Thompson 

(2016) 

 

For instance, the development period and cost for new generation combat 

fighters is gradually increasing due to technological sophistications such as stealth 
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ability and highly developed radar systems with multi-target tracking and fire control 

capability. 132  Considering these factors, the US banned assistance of the highly 

advanced technology at that time to its allies (U.S. GAO, 1979b, pp. 9-10). Notably, 

President Carter set a couple of principles regarding selling defence articles and 

technology and its qualitative control. They are (i) neither introduce ‘newly developed 

advanced weapons’ into other regions due to the high possibility of arms races in that 

region, (ii) nor allow foreign nations to participate in co-production programs (Benson, 

1979, pp. 8-9). Thus, when the US determines to transfer combat aircraft technology, 

the technological level can be classified into two groups: one is advanced technologies 

which are highly developed but not cutting-edged, the other is relatively low levelled 

technologies.133  

Compared to combat fighters, SLV technology has different characteristics. As 

discussed in Chapter One, the related technology could be easily transformed to long-

range ballistic missile capabilities; for example, the ‘Delta’ rocket, as the most famous 

space launcher vehicle, was designed for intermediate-range ballistic missile use in the 

late 1950s (Boeing). Therefore, the US saw missile and SLV technologies as 

interchangeable. Because of these considerations, America strictly controlled and 

managed the diffusion of both technologies, and the decision to transfer this 

 
132  The representative cases are that while the price of the F-5 in the 1960s was $ 

750,000, the selling prices of the F-16 and F-14, as third-generation combat fighters, were $ 

15 million and $ 64 million, respectively (Vartabedian, 1987). Another example is the F-35 

development. According to the GAO report, when the US commenced the F-35 development 

programs in the early 2000s, the expected year of delivery and average unit cost were between 

2010 and 2012 and $ 69 million, respectively. However, the F-35 delivered from 2015 and the 

unit cost increased to $ 140.6 million in 2017 (U.S. GAO, 2018). 

133  The areas of technical cooperation between the US and its allies, particularly 

European countries and Japan, are not front-end technology but ‘most advanced technology’ 

(Klare, 1983, p. 78).  
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technology is mainly based on political considerations.  

Thirdly, when a developing state attempts military equipment acquisitions 

indigenously, they rely on several stages to achieve this because weapons cannot be 

produced without a proper technical basis or foundation, as briefly discussed in 

Chapter Three. Hence, if they lack the relevant technology, then the advanced stages 

of arms manufacturing without foreign technological aid becomes prohibitive. 

Considering this feature, some scholars argue that arms production progress is 

evolutionary or a ‘ladder of production’ (Krause, 1992, pp. 171-174). 

Figure 4-1 Arms Production Process in Developing Countries 

 

 Source: Bitzinger (2004, pp. 259-260); Brauer (2002, p. 105); Willett (1997, pp. 116-118) 

The Figure 4-1 shows the generalised arms acquisition process in developing 

countries. In the first stage, a state usually has the insufficient capability to build in-

house armaments; so, importing an end-product is a common feature for developing 

Indigenous Production (Co-development)

Joint R&D Indigenous Development/Production

Co-Production

Manufacturing Sub-system or main Components

Licensed Production

Domestic Production of Some Parts Accumulating Production Know-how

Assembly Production

Obtaining Basic Knowledge Assembling Knock-down Kits

Direct Import (Local Maintenance)

Limited Overhaul  
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countries. In this stage, recipient nations can obtain basic knowledge through local 

maintenance works for imported equipment. The second stage is the assembly process 

of sophisticate weaponry systems, but most equipment is provided as knock-down kits. 

Hence, acquiring related technologies would be limited because the supplier country 

rarely provides manufacturing know-how to recipient countries. The third step is the 

production of some essential parts or components of the imported military assets, 

based on foreign support. From this stage, recipient states can accumulate their 

technological bases and know-how of indigenous manufacturing capability. Following 

this (fourth stage), countries may manufacture major parts or components and 

subsystems of the main equipment under co-production programs. The final stage is 

an indigenous development of their own military assets. If the recipient state 

establishes its technical basis, the technology donor and the technology importing 

country can try to develop advanced technology jointly. 

Table 4-7 Israel’s Defence Industrial Development Stages 

Period 
Manufacturing 

Features 
Produced Articles 

Technology 

Provider 

1950~1956 
Basic  

Assembly Work 

Repairing jet engines France 

Bomb, Artillery,  

Light Ammunitions 
Belgium 

1956~1967 Licensed Production 
Fouga Magister  

Jet Trainer (Engine) 
France 

1967~1987 
Indigenous and  

Licensed Production 

Nesher Fighter (1969) 

Kfir Fighter (1973) 

J-79 Turbojet 

France 

Engine US 

1987~Current 
Indigenous production of 

Major Weapon System 

UAV 

Radar Electronics 
 

Source: Mangasarian (1992) 

 

As a representative case (see, Table 4-7), according to Mangasarian, Israel’s 
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military industry development trajectory can be divided into four periods, and it 

indicates that Israel experienced similar steps of development of its indigenous 

military industry (Mangasarian, 1992, pp. 96-101).  

Table 4-8 Patterns of America's Technical Assistance 

Category Feature 
Process of LDC’s 

Arms Production 

Types of America’s 

Cooperation 

Type 1 

 Supplying End-product 

 Transferring Tech for minor 

maintenance 

Direct Import /  

Local Maintenance 

Providing 

Off-the-Shelf Goods 

Type 2 

 The US 

- Manufacturing main parts 

- Providing Knock-down Kit 

 Recipient Countries 

- Limited participation in some 

parts 

- Assembling the kits 

Assembly 

Production 
Assembly Production 

Type 3 

 Increasing the rate of work share 

for Recipient countries’ firms 

 Manufacturing almost parts in 

recipient countries except for 

critical parts 

Licensed Production  

Co-production 

Licensed Production 

Joint Production 

Co-production 

Type 4 

 Joint R&D 

 Exchanging technologies 

 Manufacturing ‘family of 

weapons’ 

Indigenous 

Development 

Reciprocal Trade 

Co-development 

Source: Bitzinger (2004); Brauer (2002); S. G. Brooks (2011); M. Lorell and Lowell 

(1995); Willett (1997) 

 

In summation, as shown in Table 4-8, this research categorises America’s 

technical cooperation patterns into four groups: (i) providing end-products with 

limited technical assistance, (ii) allowance of assembly production, (iii) approval of 

co-production, and (iv) assistances of indigenous development and exchanges of 

advanced technology exchange. The bases of these classifications are (i) previous 

analyses on the development stages of allies’ indigenous defence industry, particularly 

aerospace areas, and (ii) America’s technical cooperation types in the defence industry 

with its allies.  
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The first category is that America provides the defence article as an off-the-shelf 

status with minimal technical assistance. In this assistance pattern, the US allows the 

recipient country for in-land overhaul maintenance. The second type of the US’s 

technical support is permitting assembly production to client nations. In this category, 

the US’s allowance for transferring aerospace technology is more advanced than the 

first stage. For example, recipient states’ aerospace firms would become 

subcontractors of the main contractor of the supplier country’s main contractor, and 

they can obtain a certain degree of technology via the manufacturing process of some 

components. The third form of America’s technical support is represented by co-

production programs. The US enables client nations to produce most parts of aerospace 

weapons systems domestically and acquire highly advanced technologies except for 

critical technologies. The fourth and last phase of Washington’s support for aerospace 

technology is the co-development of cutting-edge defence asset. Two countries, the 

US and a recipient nation, cooperate from the R&D stage in the production of state-

of-art class aerospace equipment. In this stage, the supplier also can be benefitted by 

obtaining some technology from partner states via the process of co-development.  

However, importantly the allowed level of technology transfer can differ based 

on America’s geostrategic calculations, as illustrated in the second consideration of 

this section and depicted in the cases of Japan and ROK fighter programs (Section 1.6).  

 

4.3.3.2 Typologies for America’s MTT Policies and the Objectives  

In order to reveal the causal mechanism of discernible patterns of America’s 

MTT policies, this study identified two considerable variables. The first one is regional 

stability as an IV, which offers overall guidelines for America’s MTT program, such 



172 

 

as the decisions about strengthening or restraining cooperation with its weak allies (see, 

Section 4.3.1). The Second one is role expectations as ITVs, which affect the level of 

transferred aerospace technology and the degree of permission for a client nation’s 

accessible technology (see, Section 4.3.2).   

By applying these factors and analysed technical assistance patterns (Table 4-8), 

this research proposes that America’s observed MTT policy decisions can be typified 

into four kinds: (i) direct aid, (ii) limited assistance, (iii) advanced cooperation, and 

(iv) reciprocal cooperation.  

Figure 4-2 Analytical Framework for the US’s MTT Policy 

 

Regional Stability 

Stable Unstable 

Expected 

Role 

Operational 
Cell 1 

Advanced Cooperation 

Cell 2 

Reciprocal Cooperation 

Tactical 
Cell 3 

Direct Aid 

Cell 4 

Limited Assistance 

 

The above figure illustrates a simplified representation of an alternative 

analytical framework for America’s technology assistance pattern following the 

previous analyses of this research. 

As discussed in Chapters Two and Three, America’s objectives at the regional 

level are (i) maintaining regional BoP and (ii) preventing undesirable conflicts. Having 

this in mind, this section will explain how the objectives of alliance management and 

America’s MTT policy applications are interrelated to each other.  
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4.3.3.2.1 Direct Aid 

In this research, ‘Direct Aid’ is defined as the patron state assisting the client 

state’s defence capability build-up by selling or supplying off-the-shelf items or 

providing limited technological support such as allowing small-scale overhaul 

maintenance ability. 

From the analytical framework of this thesis, as can be seen in cell 3 of Figure 

4-2, America will be most likely to opt for a ‘Direct Aid’ policy in cases where (i) the 

regional security environment is stable, and (ii) the weaker partner’s contribution to 

the patron state’s global strategy is tactical. 

Under the stable regional security environment, the US neither needs to change 

its overall MTT policies drastically (Section 4.3.1) nor foster its technical assistance 

to its tactical partner (Section 4.3.2). The reasons for this decision are that the US has 

an overwhelming ascendancy over the tactical partner as a security guarantor and 

preventing sub-regional conflict from escalating to regional level is a prominent 

objective for the US (Section 2.3.2). In other words, from America’s perspective, the 

deployment of its ground forces is an optimal decision for both deterring the 

aggression of sub-regional adversary and avoiding the risk of entrapment, since 

assisting weak allies with aerospace technology may result in an arms race and create 

a sub-regional crisis (Section 3.2.3). Therefore, because the limited balancing strategy 

is a feasible option for the US in this context, they focus more on direct support, 

including the deployment of military troops and advanced defence assets and selling 

and aiding end-products (type one in table 4-8).  

In summary, within the category of direct aid, the US assists in the provision of 
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end-products of low-level technological equipment and allows local maintenance of 

such. By using direct aid, the US can achieve their broad national interests, which 

includes protecting a certain region’s stability and preventing the collapse of sub-

regional BoP, whilst assuring the weaker allies’ survival (Section 3.4.2). For example, 

when Taiwan tried to purchase American F-16 fighters in the 1970s, the US denied 

their request after consideration of the regional BoP, being worried that the transfer 

would be counterproductive in terms of BoP between Taiwan and China (W.-c. Lee, 

2000, p. 59). A statement from John H. Holdridge, a former Assistant Secretary of State, 

explains this argument, ‘[t]he primary consideration [for selling Taiwan a new FX 

plane] will be whether these aircraft are required to meet a likely threat in the 1980s 

from equally advanced aircraft, or whether their sale would tend to stimulate the 

development of advanced aircraft by the PRC as a response’ (Marder, 1981). As a 

illustrative case for this policy option, America’s security assistance to ROK in the 

1970s is researched in Chapter Five. 

 

4.3.3.2.2 Limited Assistance 

When America decides upon a ‘Limited Assistance’ approach toward tactical 

client states, they typically consent to the provision of limited assembly production of 

high-tech assets or licensed production of older generations in the client nation, in 

order to increase the overall self-defence capability of weak allies (Type two of Table 

4-8). However, in an urgent security situation, cutting-edged end-product defence 

articles will be delivered to client states.  

More specifically, America helps client states by adopting limited technical 
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assistance in the following situations: (i) in cases of increased instability in the region, 

and (ii) considering the weak ally as a tactical partner in pursuing the preservation of 

regional BoP, as represented in the cell 4 of Figure 4-2.  

Any change in power distribution or increased threat potential in a region 

escalates regional uncertainties and instabilities, and it leads the US to strengthen 

technical assistance to its weak allies, as described in Section 4.3.1. However, since 

limited balancing strategy still prevails over buck-passing strategy to the tactical 

partner (Section 4.3.2), the provided technologies’ level and tempo should be adjusted 

in the context of restoring sub-regional BoP (Section 2.3.2) and avoiding undesirable 

crisis at sub-regional level caused by stimulating the adversarial regional powers’ 

proactive defence articles and technology support to their client nation (Section 3.2.3). 

To sum up, by carefully contemplating the role of a tactical partner, under the 

category of limited cooperation, America’s technological support for its weaker partner 

focuses more on (i) the co-production mechanism for relatively unsophisticated 

equipment, and (ii) the licensed production level or limited assembly process of more 

developed armaments (Section 3.4.2). The case of ROK in the 1980s fits this category 

and is scrutinised in Chapter Six. 

 

4.3.3.2.3 Advanced Cooperation 

The concept of ‘Advanced Cooperation’ in this dissertation refers to situations 

in which a patron state has the intention to allow licensed production of the older 

generation or limited coproduction of high-tech aerospace assets, as described in Table 

4-8 (Type Three).  
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America pursues a more progressive policy in providing technical assistance to 

its allies in specific situations, as explained in cell 1 of Figure 4-2; as in cases when (i) 

regional security environment is stable and (ii) the necessity for the client’s defensive 

role expansion is inevitable, in other words, America expects to perform an operational 

role to a protected country. 

When the firm bipolar structure exists in the region, although the US does not 

need to change its MTT policies (Section 4.3.1), it is necessary to release more 

advanced aerospace technologies and provide a higher level of technical assistance 

programs to prevail on client nations, to encourage proactive defensive burden-sharing 

(Section 4.3.2). To be more precise, the buck-passing strategy is an optimal choice for 

the US (Section 3.2.3). Hence, if the ally’s role is perceived as ‘operational’ from the 

patron’s perspective, the client contributes to maintaining the superpower’s ‘sphere of 

influence’ and replaces their power vacuum in the region by assisting their global 

strategy, such as countering and checking the expansion of America’s global 

competitor from the regional level (Section 2.3.2). 

In short, under a stable regional security circumstance, the foremost aim of 

applying more advanced technical assistance programs to an operational partner than 

a tactical one is to alter a client’s defence posture to some extent, in accordance with 

US’s buck-passing strategy (Section 3.4.2). This was the case pertaining to Japan in 

the 1970s, which is discussed in Chapter Five.  
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4.3.3.2.4  Reciprocal Cooperation134 

The last category of DVs is ‘Reciprocal Cooperation’, and it can be defined as 

the patron state will to grant co-production or suggest joint research and development 

of ‘state-of-art’ aerospace assets. 

The US’s intention to aggressively cooperate in military technology R&D with 

its weak allies is based on the following conditions, as depicted in the cell 2 of Figure 

4-2: (i) the stability has been decreasing due to the dissolution of the stable regional 

power structure and patron’s power vacuum in a specific region;135 and (ii) America’s 

regional partner is occupying a prominent position (namely, operational role) related 

to responding to regional instability. 

If there is a significant change to the BoP in a region, an American response to 

this sub-systemic alteration is necessary in order to encourage client states to take part 

in extended defence responsibility in the region by supporting their military build-up 

through appropriate assistances in aerospace technologies (Section 4.3). The reason is 

that, as demonstrated in Section 3.2.3, the US would select the buck-passing strategy 

as a mean for re-establishing regional BoP by strengthening its operational partner’s 

defence capability. This is to say that, as illustrated in Table 4-8 (Type Four), enhancing 

 
134  The term of ‘reciprocity’ is borrowed from Keohane’s works. According to 

Keohane, reciprocity is ‘the underlying principle of a self-help system: when we observe a 

flow of resources in one direction, there must be a reciprocal flow in the other’ and ‘the most 

effective strategy for maintaining cooperation’ (Keohane, 2005, pp. 128, 214). Moreover, he 

argues that ‘[T]he current enthusiasm for reciprocity resembles the revival of balance-of-

power thinking in the United States after World War II’ (Keohane, 1986, p. 2). From this 

perspective, this research uses the concept of ‘reciprocal cooperation’ since this term implies 

the mutually beneficial and equivalent relations between two countries. 

135  The other possible scenario is the emergence of latent regional hegemon, as 

offensive realists assumed (Mearsheimer, 2014; Mearsheimer & Walt, 2016).  
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a regional partner’s capability by transferring highly developed military technologies 

and involving joint R&D project is easily accommodated as one viable way of 

thwarting the Soviet’s plans of expanding its influence at the regional level. The 

specific feature of this category is the changes in cooperation pattern from unilateral 

assistance to bilateral partnership. Since recipient countries are assumed that they have 

matured defence technologies to some extent, the US attempts to exchange those 

technologies in order to maintain technological superiority. This is the reason why this 

category is named ‘reciprocal’ cooperation. 

To be succinct, in the category of ‘Reciprocal cooperation’, the US has a greater 

desire to persuade its operational partner to be a ‘delegator’ in security affairs to some 

degree within the regional context. However, they should take into consideration that 

the operational partner’s military build-up, which is accomplished via intensive 

technical assistance, would not be exceeded as at the level of stimulating other regional 

major powers (Section 3.4.2). This type of technical cooperation is dealt with in 

Chapter Six, as represented by the 1980s case of Japan. 

 

4.4 Chapter Conclusion 

The aims of this chapter are twofold. The first objective is explaining the 

rationale of adopting Neoclassical Realism as a basic theoretical foundation for 

investigating America’s foreign policies. The second aim is providing an alternative 

analytical framework in order to elucidate how each type of America’s MTT policy is 

used in the context of alliance management.   

Other theoretical frameworks, such as Structural Realism, Constructivism, and 
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FPA, lack the expositional power to explain the theme of this research fully. The 

summarized evaluations are as follows: Structural realists emphasise the external 

conditions and set aside the internal factors. Although Constructivists stress the 

interconnectivity between systemic pressure and actor-driven factors, constructivism 

has limitations in accounting for dissimilarities and variations in a great power’s 

foreign policy implementations in relation to specific client states. FPA can help 

researchers to achieve a comprehensive understanding on particular issues or cases but 

is challenging to use in respect to explaining inconsistency and change in specific 

issues over, say, the course of a couple of decades. Instead, the underlying argument 

for the NCR approach is the necessity of an ITV in order to comprehend the causal 

relationship between systemic pressures and practical foreign policy implementation. 

Hence, this study applies NCR as a base theoretical framework. 

With these theoretical understandings and discernments in place, this study 

builds an alternative analytical framework to uncover the causal mechanism of how 

America’s MTT policies were applied to its weak allies in the context of ‘alliance 

management’. Thus, this research draws on two alternative theoretical notions, 

‘regional stability’ as an IV (systemic variable), and ‘role expectation’ as an ITV (unit-

level variable).  

Firstly, based on the logic of this research, the US will strengthen its technical 

assistance to its weak allies when the regional security environment is unstable, while 

Washington will opt for restraining or maintaining policies of aerospace technological 

support in the case of the stable security situation at the region. Namely, the concept 

of ‘regional stability’ can only vindicate the motivations for the strengthening or 

weakening of overall technical cooperation with its weak allies.  



180 

 

Secondly, to increase the connectivity between systemic pressure and practical 

policy implementations, a patron state’s ‘role expectations’ on client nations is 

introduced as an ITV. Three standards, including the client’s material capability, shared 

threat perception, and deployed force compositions, are suggested in order to 

categorise the notion of ‘role expectation’.  

The below table well summarises this discussion. 

Table 4-9 Role Distributions in Alliance Relationship with the US 

Criteria Operational Role Tactical Role 

Contributions to Patron’s 

Grand Strategy 

Establishing Status Quo 

at Regional Level 

Establishing Status Quo 

at Sub-regional Level 

Material Capability Regional Major Power 
Sub-regional Power or 

Minor Power 

Common Threat 

(Threat to the US) 

Soviet Union 

(Direct) 

North Korea 

(Indirect) 

Dispatched Main 

Military Forces 
Air or Naval Forces Ground Force 

Example Japan Republic of Korea 

Source: Author 

This research assumes that America had distinct role expectations of Japan and 

South Korea, which are deterring Soviet’s expansion as an operational role and 

preventing North Korea’s military provocation as a tactical role, respectively. 

Regarding these role classifications, America takes a more favourable attitude on the 

matter of technical cooperation toward a client state who has the responsibility of the 

operational role, rather than a tactical partner. 

Based on the combinations of the IV and ITV, for academic purposes, the 

observed four types of American military technology assistance patterns are named (i) 

direct aid, which is providing off-the-shelf products with strictly limited technical 
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support; (ii) limited assistance, which is delivering advanced defence articles as an off-

the-shelf condition, and limited technical assistance on low-levelled equipment; (iii) 

advanced cooperation, which means the positive technical assistance with highly 

developed military assets; and (iv) reciprocal cooperation, which indicates the 

proactive technological cooperation on cutting-edge defence assets.  

The below diagram shows how each pattern of aerospace technical assistance 

from patron to client state is determined under the combinations of IV and ITV. 

Figure 4-3 New Analytical Framework for America’s MTT Policies 

 

As discussed in Chapter Two, the aims of alliance management are (i) stopping 

the expansion of global competitors in any regions, and (ii) preventing the collapse of 

the regional BoP which could be caused by either adversaries or US-led alliances. 

From this perspective, America’s MTT policies can be a crucial instrument for 

preserving regional BoP by managing the alliance partner’s defence posture and 
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capability, as described in Chapter Three. 

In Chapters Five and Six, empirical cases are examined by using this new 

analytical framework. Specifically, Chapter Five covers cases from the 1970s, when 

the security environment was relatively stable, and Chapter Six covers cases in the 

1980s when security circumstances were relatively unstable.  
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Chapter 5. Self-restrained Provider: the US in the 1970s 

5.1 Introduction 

The 1970s was an era in which fascinating research topics were presented in the 

field of international politics. On the global level, the confrontations between two 

superpowers, Washington and Moscow, gradually eased, hence this period was called 

Détente.136 Under this condition, the US’s Asia-Pacific policy placed more emphasis 

on preserving power parity in the region and preventing the Soviet Union’s expansion, 

rather than pursuing an active intervention policy following the impact of the Vietnam 

War. Considering these external and internal circumstances, Washington tried to 

cooperate with Beijing so as to deter Soviet advancement in the Far East region and 

requested regional allies to expand a defensive role in order to decrease the defence 

burden in this region. From this perspective, the proposal for military-technical 

assistance was a viable alternative for America’s shrunken defence commitment. In 

Japan and ROK, the main areas for defence technical cooperation were aerospace 

weapons systems and ground-based military equipment, respectively. 

The purpose of this chapter is to investigate why the US had different positions 

on technical assistance in aerospace technology toward Tokyo and Seoul in the 1970s. 

To achieve this aim, the chapter is structured as follows. The first section looks at the 

condition of regional stability as an IV. Stability in the Asia-Pacific region should be 

evaluated based upon interactions among regional major powers, including America, 

the Soviets, Japan, and China. The second section focuses on America’s perceived 

 
136  For detailed American perspective, see, Office of Historian Homepage 

(https://history.state.gov/milestones/1969-1976/detente). 

https://history.state.gov/milestones/1969-1976/detente
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defensive role distribution with its weak allies. This variable plays as an ITV in 

Washington’s determination of the level of aerospace technological cooperation. 

America’s role expectations on its regional partners will be scrutinised based on three 

criteria, as suggested in Section 4.3.2. By evaluating each standard, specific US role 

expectations relating to defence burden-sharing of Japan and ROK can be revealed. 

The third section illustrates the actual patterns of defence technology assistance from 

America to its Asia-Pacific regional allies. For Japan, the cases of F-4 licensed 

production, F-1 fighter development, and N-type SLVs will be investigated. Regarding 

US-ROK cooperation, Seoul’s various requests for technical assistance and America’s 

reluctance to assent will be examined. The specific cases are South Korea’s proposals 

for coproduction programs including F-4 and F-16 fighter jets and Nike-Hercules 

Korea (NHK-1) SSM. The concluding section then summarises this chapter.  

 

5.2 Global and Regional Security Environment 

The first mission of this chapter is clarifying the regional stability in the 1970s 

To achieve this objective, this section briefly outlines superpower relationship in the 

1970s, and then investigates various concerning factors, including Soviet’s military 

presence, American regional policy, and strategic triangular relationship, for 

determining regional security environment. The last part of this section assesses the 

regional polarity in the 1970s and proposes the expected US’s overall responses in 

MTT policies toward Asia-Pacific region, by following the explanations about the 

effects of the independent variable (see, Section 4.3.1).  
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5.2.1 Global Security Environment 

The 1970s could be characterised as a period of détente. At the beginning of the 

Nixon Administration, the US attempted to negotiate with Moscow to moderate 

hostilities between the two nations. These efforts led to various arms reduction 

agreement and security cooperation treaties, such as the Reduce Risk of Nuclear War 

(1971), the ABM (Anti-Ballistic Missile, 1972), and SALT (Strategic Arms Limitation 

Talk) II (1979). As a result, the gap of strategic forces between two superpowers 

narrowed in the 1970s (Gray & Barlow, 1985; U.S. DOS, 1974d). Specifically, the US 

indeed was declining in strategic force relative to its competitor (Gray & Barlow, 1985). 

Notwithstanding America’s arms control endeavours, however, the Soviets 

maintained its strategic force build-up by developing MIRV and SS-20 long-range 

missiles (Garthoff, 1982, pp. 41-43; U.S. National Foreign Assessment Center, 1980). 

Table 5-1 Comparison of US and Soviet Defence Expenditures  

Unit: $ Billion (1984) 

  ’70 ’71 ’72 ’73 ’74 ’75 ’76 ’77 ’78 ’79 Total 

Total 
US 198 180 165 157 152 149 146 149 151 158 1605 

USSR 178 183 186 193 201 204 210 212 216 220 2003 

Investment 
US 53 45 39 37 34 33 33 34 36 41 385 

USSR 61 60 60 63 68 69 70 71 71 73 666 

Operating 
US 125 115 106 100 99 99 96 96 96 99 1031 

USSR 99 102 105 108 110 112 115 116 118 120 1105 

RDT&E 
US 21 20 20 20 19 18 17 17 18 19 189 

USSR 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 25 27 27 233 

Source: CIA (1986, p. 25) 

 

In addition, as can be seen in the Table 5-1, the USSR’s defence spending 

exceeded the US outlay by 55 per cent over the decade, although the US declined their 

investment by 25 per cent during the period from 1970 to 1976. Particularly, 
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concerning Defence RDT&E, the total amount of Soviet spending exceeded 1.5 times 

the US expenditure in 1979 (CIA, 1986). This statistic indicates that Moscow also 

pursued the qualitative improvement of its strategic forces from the late 1970s.137  

However, both the US and the USSR tried to avoid direct militarized conflict 

with each other. Instead, the two superpowers assisted their client countries in the ways 

of supplying and selling of military equipment and services. For example, the ratio of 

arms provision to LDCs in two superpowers’ defence outlays increased from 1 per cent 

for the Soviets and 1.5 per cent for the US in 1971 and 1972, to 2 per cent for the 

Soviets and 3 per cent for the US between 1973 and 1975 (CIA, 1976, p. 2). 138  

Table 5-2 Arms Provision of the US and USSR to LDCs, 1974-1977 

Unit: $ Million (1976) 

 
Arms Delivery Arms Sale 

US USSR US USSR 

Weapon 

System 

Aircraft 5,474 4,417 8,374 6,414 

Ships 123 989 2,282 940 

Land 1,359 2,449 2,400 3,181 

Missile 911 700 2,274 1,343 

Support 

Spare Parts 4,730 2,140 9,937 2,950 

Ammunitions 1,167 2,090 2,727 2,613 

Others 805 600 2,708 911 

Services 

Construction 1,602 40 6,09 40 

Technical Assis. 1,566 1,180 3,531 1270 

Others 1,713 170 3,958 150 

Total 20,101 14,775 44,284 19,812 

Source: U.S. National Foreign Assessment Center (1978, pp. 10, 12) 

 
137 Considering the actual operating expenditure, the maintenance cost of manpower 

accounted for more than 60% of their outlay by the late 1970s. It means that Moscow continued 

quantitative superiority-based military strategy throughout the 1970s (CIA, 1986). 

138 Between 1971 and 1975, Moscow concentrated its arms sales to Egypt, Syria, Iraq, 

and India by providing three-fourth of its total arms delivery to LDCs (U.S. National Foreign 

Assessment Center, 1978). 
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The above Table 5-2 presents armament assistance statistics from 1974 to 1977. 

Specifically, whereas the US equally allocated its security assistance budget in 

accordance with three categories, the USSR showed a tendency to focus more on 

defence equipment delivery (U.S. National Foreign Assessment Center, 1978). 

In summary, the 1970s can be characterised by a representative form of Waltzian 

stability. Under the balance of strategic weapons, the disputes between the two 

superpowers were rare, and discussions on arms control actively pursued, even though 

there were intensified security assistance to LDCs. 

 

5.2.2 The Status of Regional Balance of Power  

5.2.2.1 Identifying Regional Actors 

As explained in Chapter Four, a salient element in any 1970s regional security 

overview is to determine the main protagonists, and it could be achieved by comparing 

the overall capacity of regional powers by using statistical data, COW CINC and GDP.  

During the 1970s, liberal capitalist countries, the US and Japan, economically 

overwhelmed the communist Soviet Union and China. Regarding comprehensive 

national power estimation, however, while other regional actors remained in similar 

proportion, America’s share of world power continued to decline toward the late 1970s.  

The below table illustrates the changes in the proportion of each country’s shares 

in world power and GDP between 1970 and 1979. 
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Table 5-3 Power Comparison among Regional Actors in the 1970s 

Year 
GDP* COW CINC** 

US Soviet China Japan US Soviet China Japan 

1970 1,073.3 433.4 92.6 212.6 18.1 17.1 11.3 5.4 

1971 1,164.9 455.6 99.8 240.2 17.0 17.2 11.3 5.4 

1972 1,279.1 515.8 113.7 318.0 16.5 17.1 11.3 5.4 

1973 1,425.4 617.8 138.5 432.1 15.9 16.7 11.3 5.9 

1974 1,545.2 616.6 144.2 479.6 15.3 16.8 11.7 5.8 

1975 1,684.9 686.0 163.4 521.5 14.4 17.5 11.9 5.6 

1976 1,873.4 688.5 153.9 586.2 14.2 17.6 11.8 5.5 

1977 2,081.8 738.4 174.9 721.4 14.2 17.4 11.8 5.4 

1978 2,351.6 840.1 218.5 1,013.6 14.0 17.1 12.1 5.2 

1979 2,627.3 901.6 263.7 1,055.0 13.7 16.7 12.0 5.4 

* US Current Dollar (Unit: $ Billion)  

** The Percentage of Shared Power in the World (Unit: %) 

Source: UN Data, COW CINC Data 

 

As can be seen in the above table, America’s shared power in the world steadily 

decreased from 18.1 per cent in 1970 to 13.7 per cent in 1979. Meanwhile, China’s 

overall national capability increased, and the share of the Soviet Union was maintained 

at around 17 per cent through the 1970s. Considering these two indicators, the US and 

the Soviets could be categorised as superpower status, and coincidently, they were also 

two polar actors in the Asia-Pacific region. PRC and Japan could be viewed as second-

tier countries; Namely, they are other polar actors in this region.   

Within the same vein, from the US’s evaluations, four ‘large powers’ were 

considered as newly emerging regional actors in the Asia-Pacific area from the early 

1970s: Japan, China, the USSR, and the US themselves(U.S. DOS, 1972, p. 49).139 

 
139  Another view on the great powers in Asia-Pacific is tri-polarity which includes 

China, Russia, and the United States. Yahuda defined the period between 1971 and 1989 as 

tri-polarity in the region (Yahuda, 2004, pp. 72-97). 
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5.2.2.2 US’s Regional Policy 

In the 1970s, the US policy towards East Asia was somewhat ambiguous, in that 

it identified itself as an Asia-Pacific country with a strongly unwavering defence 

commitment to its Asian allies, yet in practice failed to prove its credibility to its allies 

and caused unrest. There were a couple of Washington’s policies typifying this 

phenomenon, namely America’s force withdrawal policies in the 1970s and changes 

to the global defence strategy. The fundamental rationale of these changes was that 

American policymakers viewed the security environment in Asia-Pacific as stable.  

At the beginning of the Nixon Administration, the US set a new approach 

towards the Northeast Asia region, and this had several features (U.S. DOS, 1971d, pp. 

35-44). The first feature is derived from the Nixon doctrine, and contained three 

precepts: (i) keeping the existing security treaties and commitments, (ii) providing a 

shield against any nuclear threat to America’s vital allies, and (iii) stressing each 

country’s defence responsibility and America’s assistance role (Bull, 1971, p. 672). 

From this perspective, Washington supported the indigenous defence strength of client 

nations. The second aspect was the relationship normalisation with China (Harding, 

2000, Ch. 3) Because, from America’s viewpoint, China was recognised as a major 

player in the region due to its economic size and nuclear capabilities. The third point 

was establishing a new relationship with Japan. America thought that a propitious 

relationship between the US and Japan would be ‘the most important single factor 

bearing on the success of US policy in East Asia’ (U.S. DOS, 1971d, p. 39). The last 

peculiarity was reducing their overseas power and visibility abroad.  

When it comes to the Nixon doctrine, the main target area of this policy was Asia. 

Due to the previous Vietnam experience, avoiding military involvement, such as 
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military personnel deployment, in a future Asian conflict was a top US priority. This 

policy made clear that the primary responsibility for defence in this region lay with 

each Asian nation. Thus, the US defence commitment shifted from a direct intervention 

policy to focusing on military aid.  

Table 5-4 Key Reductions in US Military Personnel in East Asia 

Country 
Approved Force Deployment 

1969. 1 1971. 12 Reduction Reduction Ratio 

Vietnam 549,500 159,000 390,500 71% 

ROK 63,000 43,000 20,000 32% 

Japan 39,000 32,000 7,000 18% 

Sources: U.S. DOS (1971d, p. 37; 1972, p. 50) 

 

As can be seen in Table 5-4, the representative policy was the decision of US 

unilateral military personnel withdrawal from ally territory. Regarding the reduction 

of US military presence under the Nixon Presidency, the most dramatic changes 

occurred in Vietnam and ROK. As to South Korea, the second-largest force reduction 

area was the Korean peninsula, where the 1971 reduction of military officers was 

20,000, about 32 per cent of the total present in 1969. In more detail, this partially 

constituted withdrawing one ground force division, three combat fighter wings, and 

relocating the 2nd infantry from Seoul (Cha, 1999).  

Other representative examples are the changes in America’s global defence 

strategies. Firstly, under the Nixon Presidency, the US DOD transformed its military 

strategy from a two and a half strategy into a one and a half strategy (Levin & Sneider, 

1982, p. 25). During wartime, the former strategy had set a goal of concurrently 

maintaining two fronts, Europe and Asia. However, the new military strategy 

prioritised defence to one front, namely Europe.  
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Secondly, another strategic adjustment that highlights US priorities in that period 

was the ‘Swing Strategy’ of the Carter administration. The main thrust of this strategy, 

in the event of significant military conflict in Europe, was to shift US military forces 

from Asia to Europe for approximately 90 days to secure US mainland wartime 

mobilisation capabilities (Niksch, 1981b, p. 327).140   

These changes, therefore, imply that the Asia region was clearly positioned as a 

relatively less concerned region within America’s strategic thinking (Kissinger, 1979, 

pp. 222-224). An underlying but questionable assumption of these policy applications 

is that, in the 1970s, Washington evaluated that the Far East region was the second 

priority in Moscow’s strategic thinking (CIA, 1981). This Soviet’s strategy implies that 

the US also had to concentrate their resources and policies to the European continent 

based on containment policy, as described in PRM-10 (Keefer, 2017, pp. 120-133; The 

Carter Library, 1977).  

In addition, as to policymakers’ assessment of the regional security environment 

in Asia-Pacific, this region was relatively stable due to a couple of reasons. Firstly, 

although there was a border war between China and the Soviet in 1969, the US 

assessed that potential Sino-Soviet military conflict in the 1970s was dramatically 

abated since Beijing and Moscow were content with maintaining the status quo in the 

Asia-Pacific region (CIA, 1975; 1979, p. 1).141 Secondly, in the early period of the 

 
140 In the case of military confrontation in Europe, the US wished to move one of their 

aircraft carriers from Asia to Europe with the Seventh Fleet. In doing so, US opinion was that 

the resulting US military vacuum left in Asia would be offset by the deployment of tactical 

nuclear weapons. However, US Navy officers and experts such as Admiral Holloway and the 

Chief of Naval Operations opposed the concept of ‘Swing Strategy’ (Bruns, 2018). 

141 For the origins and brief courses of the war between Beijing and Moscow, see, CIA 

(1970). 
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1970s, there was a series of peace talks among regional actors, such as the 

normalisation of relations between Japan and China, and the inter-Korean talks on the 

Korean Peninsula (Cha, 2000, p. Ch. 5). Specifically, Japan and ROK pursued the 

objective of mending relationships with their counterparts as per America’s 

rapprochement policies toward communist countries. Tokyo made some effort to 

improve the relationship with Beijing by approaching them with economically 

reciprocal beneficial projects (Inoguchi, 2013, pp. 1-2), whilst in the case of ROK, 

they attempted to engage in inter-Korean dialogue and had some success, such as 

declaring a joint statement in 1974 (Ostermann & Person, 2011, pp. 77-104). 

Despite these strategic evaluations and withdrawal policies in the 1970s, it is an 

undeniable truth that the US had a great interest in the stability of Asia. Under the 

Nixon Administration, America’s basic policies were to prevent any local conflict 

expansion to worldwide confrontation. Moreover, from Kissinger’s viewpoint, the 

policy of détente in Asia was ‘managing the emergence of the Soviet power into world 

politics’ (Garthoff, 1982, p. 1). Nixon’s successor President Ford also showed his 

intent in retaining stability in declaring the ‘Pacific Doctrine’ in Hawaii in December 

1975, stating that ‘America, a nation of [the] Pacific Basin, has a very vital stake in 

Asia and a responsibility to take a leading part in lessening tensions, preventing 

hostilities, and preserving peace. World stability and our own security depend upon 

our Asian commitments’ (Ford, 1977, p. 1951). President Carter, who succeeded the 

Ford administration, also stressed the importance of stability in the region to ensure 

US security and interests (Um, 2012, p. 44).  

In summation, the overall US policy toward Asia in the 1970s was to reduce 

direct engagement and encourage its allies to share defence responsibility in the region. 
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Thus, US policymakers requested ‘burden-sharing’ and ‘reciprocity’ to their alliance 

members who had enough economic capability to support this initiative (such as 

Western European countries and Japan). Japan, in particular, had come under pressure 

from the US to purchase more advanced weapons systems, expand defence spending, 

accept formal role expansion in defence missions, and agree to ongoing close 

operational cooperation and assignment of tasks (M. A. Lorell, 1995a, p. 12).  

 

5.2.2.3 Strategic Triangular Relationship 

As illustrated in Section 4.2, the China factor is crucial to define the regional 

polarity in the East Asia region. The US defined the China-Soviet relationship in the 

1970s as a ‘competitive and adversary rival’ type in both global and regional terms due 

to the war experience between them in 1969 and a leadership competition across the 

communist bloc (Foot, 1986).  

Following the 1970s, while the Soviets were anxiously watching China’s rapid 

economic and military growth under tacit US support, China was wary of the 

‘collusion for achieving hegemony’ between Washington and Moscow and consequent 

isolation from the international political arena under a prevailing atmosphere of 

détente. Regarding the antagonistic relationship between Moscow and Beijing, high-

level officers of two countries exchanged hostile remarks, and bilateral trade also 

significantly decreased in the mid-1970s (CIA, 1977b). Hence, both Moscow and 

Beijing strengthened their military power at the borderline. 142 

 
142 The Soviet Union’s force development in the Far East region was characterised by 

two phases. The first phase was from 1965 to the early 1970s when the USSR focused on the 

rapid growth of ground and air forces. The second phase started from the early 1970s, during 
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Table 5-5 The USSR-PRC Military Balance in 1975 

Types 
Soviet 

PRC 
Total Far East 

Strategic 

Force 

Missiles 

ICBM 1401 200 0-1* 

IRBM 87 41 30-35 

MBRM 496 12 25-35 

SRBM - - 10-5 

Naval 
Submarine 78 28 - 

Launchers 400 258 - 

Air 

Long-range 195 84 - 

Medium-range 650 136 74 

Backfire 15 - - 

Conventional 

Force 

Ground 

Force 

Tanks and Assault Guns 48,500 12,850 6,000 

APCs 25,000 8,000 1,200 

Artillery - - 14,000 

Air 

Force 

Air Defence 1,935 360 4,020 

Ground Attack 1,842 578 890 

Reconnaissance 812 231 60 

* Coverage: 3,200 nm (not include US mainland) 

Source: CIA (1975)  

In particular, the USSR sharply enlarged its military deployment along the Sino-

Soviet borderline between 1967 and 1977 (CIA, 1978a, pp. 8-9). 143 According to CIA 

analysis, during the 1970s, Moscow increased its ground combatant and fixed-wing 

aircraft by threefold and fivefold, respectively (CIA, 1981, p. 3). More specifically, 

compared to the 1960s, air force modernisation was a feature in the late 1970s along 

the Sino-Soviet borderline.   

Based on these American assessments, increased tension between the Soviets 

and China provided another feasible opportunity for the US not only to contain the 

USSR but also to consolidate an advantageous position in the region (Christensen, 

 
which time the greatest feature of Soviet military development in the region was the pursuit of 

qualitative growth, rather than quantitative expansion of forces (CIA, 1981, pp. 2-3). 

143 Moscow increased its forces threefold in the border region with China, compared to 

only doubling their power in the NGA (NATO Guidelines Area) (CIA, 1978a, pp. 8-9). 
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2011, pp. 207-208; Nam, 1986, pp. 110-112). The rationale being that increased 

tensions in the border area made any foreseeable cooperation between them less likely, 

although America withdrew their strategic assets and conventional force in this area.144 

Washington also tried to ease Beijing’s worries about the strengthening US-

Japan military tie in the 1970s. Regarding America’s military presence in Asia and 

Japan’s military build-up efforts, Kissinger announced nonaggressive intentions that 

those policies were not rapid reactions against China’s drastic military build-up 

(Kobayashi, 1968). Indeed, the US argued that Japan’s military expansion or the US 

policy of strengthening its alliance did equate to a US non-aggressive stance to the 

Asian region. Moreover, the US considered China’s defence posture as neither 

imperialistic nor expansionist. The following words illustrate well Kissinger’s 

viewpoint (The White House, 1971).  

“[i]t would make good sense for us to withdraw from Japan, allow Japan 

to re-arm, and then let Japan and China balance each other off in [the] 

Pacific. This is not our policy. A heavily rearmed Japan could easily repeat 

the policies of the 1930’s. …… Neither of us wants to see Japan heavily 

re-armed. A few bases we have there are purely defensive and enable them 

to postpone their own rearmament. But if they nevertheless rearm heavily, 

I doubt that we will maintain our bases there. So, we are not using Japan 

against you; this would be much to[o] dangerous for both of us.” 

At this time, America recognised some degree of need to prepare for measures 

in order to deal with China’s nuclear capabilities in the future; however, due to its 

active policy of improving relations with Beijing (mainly aimed at deterring Soviet’s 

 
144 From 1972 to 1975, the US reduced their overall military assets from Asia-Pacific 

region. They were B-52 strategic air bombers (from 205 to 14), Aircraft Carriers (from 6 to 3), 

and tactical aircrafts including AC-130s (from 500 to 128) (CIA, 1975). 
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expansion in Asia), any threat of nuclear provocation from China was considered low 

(The Under Secretary of States, 1971). Furthermore, Washington and Tokyo agreed 

that China had less ambitious objectives in the Southeast Asian region because Beijing 

was focused more on large economic powers such as the US, Japan, and Western 

European countries (American Embassy Tokyo, 1973b). 

 

5.2.2.4 China’s Military Build-up and Defence Posture 

Since the 1960s, China did not consider its external security environment 

optimistically, and especially, nuclear competition between the Soviet Union and the 

US was a severe threat to their security. Therefore, by 1970, in order to obtain 

minimum deterrence capability, China’s military build-up was focused predominantly 

on strategic weapons, such as nuclear weapons, ICBMs, and nuclear submarines, 

rather than conventional forces (Cheung, 2009, Ch. 2; Pollack, 1972). This decision to 

give relatively low priority to conventional force modernisation was largely influenced 

by the fact that it would take too long to close the gap, given the differences in levels 

with other military powers (Cheung, 2009, pp. 31-32).  

As a result of these endeavours, China successfully conducted nuclear tests in 

1964, and even succeeded in hydrogen bomb testing in 1967, followed by its first 

satellite launch in 1970; these laid a technical foundation for building a state-of-the-

art conventional weapons system (M. Chan, 2014). Notwithstanding the low priorities 

in Beijing’s military build-up plan, however, China’s conventional power was also 

developed gradually from the mid-1970s, aided by its technological prowess in reverse 

engineering of Soviet weapon systems and imported related technologies from 
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Western countries (CIA, 1977a; Shambaugh, 2002, p. 230; U.S. DOS, 1975b).145  

Fully aware of its military capabilities, China maintained defensive military 

strategies, such as the ‘people’s war’ and the ‘people’s war under the modern condition’ 

strategies, in the 1970s. By the mid-1970s, PRC’s strategy was an absolutely defensive 

one since the ‘people’s war’ strategy was a continental-based defence strategy aimed 

at bringing the enemy to China’s vast territory and, in turn, defeating its adversaries’ 

forces.146  Since 1978, China adopted the latter strategy, which stressed defending 

essential political and economic centres under the condition of the Soviet’s invasion. 

Some scholars evaluate this strategic change as an offensive one. The reasons for this 

assessment is that aims of the strategy is ‘defending areas on China’s peripheries and 

maritime force projection’ (Cliff, Burles, Chase, Eaton, & Pollpeter, 2007, pp. 18-

19).147 In other words, compared to the previous strategy, the evolving point of this 

strategy is defending their key territories by using relatively more advanced weapon 

systems and proactive responses against prevailing threats. 

 

5.2.2.5 US-Japan Relationship 

Since the 1950s, the fundamental stance of Japan’s defence posture was to stress 

the US-Japan alliance and defence oriented military posture (senshu boei) (Chijiwa, 

 
145 Beijing approached Western countries, including France, to achieve modernisation 

of strategic weapons systems (Tow & Stuart, 1981; Wang, 1984, pp. 1040-1041). 

146  The objectives of this strategy are to ‘dare to lure the enemy in deep’ and then 

‘bagged in endless battle’. By doing so, PRC assumed that advanced weapons would be 

ineffective in the Chinese territory (Powell, 1968). 

147  One Chinese scholar, Su Yu argues that the features of the ‘people’s war under 

modern condition’ are mobile warfare, offensive campaigns, quick and decisive battles, and 

positional warfare. See, Jencks (1984); Joffe (1987). 
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2010, p. 161). For the GOJ, the turning point in changing their defence posture and 

policies was the return of Okinawa from the US, necessitating that Japan takes 

responsibility for its defence (Green, 1995, p. 54). This expanded national territory 

meant that Japan’s defence activities needed to cover an enlarged area. 

According to Green, similarly, there were several adjustments in the alliance 

relationship between the two countries from the 1960s (Green, 2007, pp. 25-31). The 

first adjustment occurred in the 1960s regarding the reassurance of America’s defence 

commitment by stressing its strategic importance (Katzenstein & Okawara, 1993, p. 

90; U.S. DOS, 1973d).148  The second adjustment since the late 1960s was in the 

increase of defensive burden and the proactive role of Japan in its territorial defence. 

Considering these circumstances, from the early 1970s, Japan later modified its 

security policies to respond to changes in the regional security environment and 

improvement in their economy. For example, in 1970, the GOJ published their first 

Defence White Paper and insisted on the concept of ‘autonomous defence’. According 

to American Ambassador’s interpretation, the meaning of ‘autonomous defence’ is 

‘Japan’s efforts to increase its defence potential and the determination to deal with 

aggression primarily on its own’ (American Embassy Tokyo, 1970, p. 5). Regarding 

this Japanese defence policy variation, some scholars evaluated as ‘radical change’ 

(Chapman, Drifte, & Gow, 1983, p. 62).  

Furthermore, Takuya Kubo, the Japanese strategy planner, argued that Japan 

 
148 Edwin Reischauer clearly explained the role of Japan in America’s Asia policy in 

the early 1960s. He stressed, ‘[W]hat is the role it [Japan] chooses to play in Asia… 

will…influence the nature of [America’s] relationship with the rest of Asia’ (Reischauer, 1968, 

p. 105 recited from Yi, 2002, pp. 637-638).  
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should possess a basic and standard defence capability (kibanteki boeiryoku) (Tsuyoshi, 

2001, p. 230). According to a Japanese white paper, the meaning of a ‘basic defence 

capability’ was ‘maintain a minimum-necessary defence force as an independent 

nation preventing a power vacuum that destabilizes the region, rather than coping with 

a direct military threat to Japan’ (Japanese MOD, 2018a, p. 218).  

However, it is also an undeniable fact that Washington has some concerns about 

Japan’s rearmament plan until the early 1970s. When President Nixon ordered 

reviewing overall America’s policy toward Japan in 1971, the US officers suggested 

various options for future US-Japan relationships. Besides, they added the following 

remark (Pan, 2006, p. 111; U.S. NSC, 1971, p. 30).  

“[w]e have an ambivalent view of Japan. On the one hand, it is regarded 

as a friendly and allied power in Asia that is not utilising its resource to “to 

more” for our common security interests. On the other hand, there are 

residual fears that Japan may, in “doing more”, adopt courses of military 

preparedness and diplomatic action that are inimical to our interests.” 

This equivocal attitude of the US changed to emphasise the strengthening US-

Japan security tie after the mid-1970s and considered Japan as an ‘essential partner’ in 

the region (U.S. DOS, 1974e, pp. 1, 3). The reasons are (i) the China-Soviet border 

conflict as ‘the principal focal point of tension in the Far East’, (ii) the end of the 

Vietnam War, and (iii) diminishing the possibility of other great power’s involvement 

in the Korean peninsula. As a result, the US and Japan made an agreement on ‘The 

Guidelines for Japan-U.S. Defense Cooperation’ in 1978 (see, Section 5.3.2). 
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5.2.2.6 Korean Peninsula 

5.2.2.6.1 Military Balance in the Korean Peninsula 

The security situation on the Korean peninsula, in terms of military balance 

between two Koreas, was not in favour of ROK. Whilst DPRK’s military build-up 

steadily increased from 1960, under the support of Beijing and Moscow, South Korean 

military capability was badly placed to compete with its adversary independently.  

Table 5-6 Military Balance in the Korean Peninsula, 1975 

Type North Korea South Korea 

Ground Force 

Personnel 408,000 527,000 

Tank 1,500-1,700 800 

Assault Gun 60-100 0 

Artillery 2,650 2,160 

Naval Force 

Personnel 25,000 41,000 

Destroyer types 2 10 

Submarine 9 0 

Guided Missile Boat 18 0 

Air Force 

Personnel 44,400 28,500 

Subsonic Fighter 250-300 101 

Supersonic Fighter 230-240 100 

Bomber 86 0 

Source: CIA (1975) 

 

Table 5-6 presents the military balance between North and South Koreas. The U.S. 

DOD and CIA evaluated the military balance in the Korean peninsula in the late 1970s. 

In the case of ground forces such as tanks, artillery and rocket launchers, the North 

was judged to hold more than the South by 2:1 (U.S. DOD, 1978b). Specifically, from 

1971, the number of DPRK’s tanks, APCs, amphibious warfare craft, and submarine 

has tripled, six-folded, quadrupled, and tripled, respectively (U.S. DOD, 1978c; CIA, 

1978d). 
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Furthermore, regarding the DPRK’s air capability, although the Soviets stopped 

providing advanced fighters to North Korea, China assisted them with outdated but 

newly produced combat fighters, bombers, and helicopters. Specifically, despite 

Pyongyang lacking state-of-the-art level military fighters, their enormous number of 

air assets could not be offset by the advanced US-supplied South Korean military air 

capabilities. Hence, America’s interpretation of DPRK’s military development in the 

1970s was that it threatened the Korean peninsula status quo (CIA, 1979, p. 1). 

Concerning Rocket and Missile acquisitions of the two Koreas, North Korea 

introduced Soviet-oriented Frog-5/7 rockets in the mid-1960s and received technical 

assistances on anti-ship missile development from China since the 1970s. As a result, 

from the early 1970s, North Korea established independent missile development 

capability since the mid-1970s (Bermudez, 1999, pp. 2-6). The perils of DPRK’s 

missile threat were immediate and severe since Pyongyang deployed those systems 

near the borderlines where the rocket could reach Seoul directly. However, ROK had 

no retaliatory means to attack DPRK’s capital city, Pyongyang in the early 1970s. This 

circumstance led ROK to develop indigenous SSM in the late 1970s.  

Furthermore, North Korea had consistently attempted low-intensive aggression, 

as was the case when South Korea discovered infiltration tunnels dug across the 

demilitarisation zone (DMZ) on two separate occasions, in 1974 and 1978. In 1976, 

North Korean soldiers killed seven military officers (two US army officers and five 

Korean soldiers) inside the DMZ at Panmunjom (H. Fischer, 2007, pp. 5-7). 
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5.2.2.6.2 US-Korea Relationship  

In the early 1970s, the US assumed that the security environment in the Korean 

peninsula was stable. Furthermore, America thought that ROK’s force modernisation 

effort was almost completed with America’s military equipment transfer. Thus, 

Schlesinger, Secretary of Defence, pointed out that Seoul could defend their nation and 

territory if Pyongyang invaded without the support from China or Soviet (The New 

York Times, 1975). This optimistic assessment on the sub-regional BoP led the US to 

change its military preparedness and military strategy on the Korean peninsula from a 

passive defence strategy to an active defence one (Y. K. Cho, 2008, pp. 72-75).149 In 

addition, the North-South Korean détente was visualising in the mid-1970s. 

Notwithstanding these assessments, the US had no intention to reduce its military 

forces until the mid-1970s. Instead, Washington thought that preserving the military 

presence level in the Korean peninsula was more beneficial to them (U.S. NSC, 1973b). 

In January 1977, however, President Carter ordered the overall reassessment on 

the Korean Peninsula policy (U.S. NSC, 1977c). His optimistic viewpoint on the 

region formed the basis of this approach, thinking that regional power parity amongst 

the U.S., China, and the USSR was relatively stable, and that South Korea’s military 

capability vis-à-vis North Korea was enhanced via America’s support. As a result, he 

instructed the DOD and other relevant departments, in May 1977, to provide details 

on the US force withdrawal plan and support program (The White House, 1977a). 

Besides, Washington judged that their commitment to defend ROK could be faithfully 

 
149 The outline of the strategy that was established at the time is aimed at defeating 

DPRK in the north of Seoul and concentrating the fire power that mobilized the US-ROK 

allied air power in the north of the border line. Lt. General James. F. Hollingworth named this 

strategy the concept of ‘9-days war’ (The U.S. House of Representatives, 1978, p. 280). 
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implemented if the US continued to help advancement in the military capabilities of 

ROK, even if the USFK was to be withdrawn (The White House, 1977c), although 

there were enormous controversies within the US strategic thinkers (Gady, 2018; 

Keefer, 2017, pp. 377-389).150  

Under the plan, some US ground troops, as well as US air force, were withdrawn 

from South Korea during the early stages of withdrawal discussions, and the US 

consequently decided to strengthen ROK’s defence capability to compensate for that 

decision. Specifically, the US provided ways to alleviate the security vacuum they had 

created, through gestures such as continuing FMS credits to the order of about $ 275 

million, and transferring 8th army equipment, including TOW missiles and 90 UH-1 

helicopters without any cost, to the Korean peninsula (U.S. DOS, 1977). Concurrently, 

through ROK request, the US decided to assist the improvement of the ROKAF (ROK 

Air Force); a move that the US Government also supported, thinking ROK’s air 

defence capability development was an essential deterrent to a North Korean threat 

(U.S. Bureau of the Budget, 1970). However, the US changed that decision and 

decided to strengthen further its air force in the official troop withdrawal plan, as it 

believed that strengthening the ROKAF could lead to a new arms race and hence 

instability on the peninsula (Oberdorfer, 2001, p. 108). 

Hence, America’s perception of South Korea’s military strength led to a very 

cautious approach to additional military assistance. From this perspective, it can be 

 
150 In June 1977, some conservative think tanks and writers stressed ‘the hostage aspect 

of an American ground combat presence in Korea’ (Marshment, 1983, p. 29). Concerning this 

‘de facto tripwire’ argument, there were strong critics in congress, military officers, especially 

a Chief General of USFK. The opponents insisted that Carter’s ‘Koreanization plan’ would 

cause the instability in the Northeast Asia region due to the risk of two great communist 

countries’ involvement in the Korean Peninsula (McMillan, 1992; Zagoria, 1977). 
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evaluated that America’s efforts to preserve the BoP on the Korean peninsula gave a 

somewhat overall impression of weakening their defence commitment to ROK (CIA, 

1978d). 

 

5.2.3 The Evaluations on Regional Stability in the 1970s 

Considering the material capabilities of the main participants, as defined in 

Section 4.2, in the 1970s there were four polar actors in the Northeast Asia region: the 

United States, the Soviet Union, China, and Japan. Each country possessed enough 

power to exert a certain level of influence on the region.  

In particular, two superpowers contributed the most to creating a regional 

security environment under the systemic bipolarity (Section 3.2). As to America, they 

decided to decrease military presence in the Asia-Pacific due to an optimistic 

assessment of the regional security environment and the impact of the Vietnam War. 

These policies, however, did not imply a weakening of the US liability to defend its 

allies. President Ford stated that, even though the US was a Western-oriented country, 

its interests in Asia were growing (Ford, 1977, pp. 1951-1953). Indeed, the deployment 

of USFJ, which had been partially reduced in the early 1970s, was maintained 

throughout the 1970s (see, Table 5-10). The Soviet Union also dramatically grew its 

force level in the borderline between itself and China and the Far East region.  

Other major regional actors, China and Japan also enhanced their overall military 

capability in this period. China assumed that strategic weapons, such as nuclear and 

missiles, were the most viable options for ensuring their survival under the competition 

between Washington and Moscow. As a result, the primary priority of Beijing’s 
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military modernisation in the 1970s was developing strategic weapons.  Japan, on the 

other hand, maintained a passive defence posture, but she began to actively participate 

in joint defence activities with the US since the late 1970s, including strengthening 

security coordination with the US and deciding to use JSDF in protecting maritime 

trade routes. 

Considering these activities, in the 1970s, the feature of interaction patterns 

among regional actors in the Asia-Pacific region was the confrontation between the 

Soviet Union and other regional polar actors (C. Su, 1983). The competition between 

Western powers (the US and Japan) and the Soviet Union was a natural development 

due to the Cold War legacy. However, the Sino-Soviet confrontation was based on 

various aspects, not least territorial issues and leadership matters in the communist 

bloc. Furthermore, China was receiving economic and technological support from the 

US and Japan via the relationship normalisation, and therefore Beijing took a pro-

America stance. In this regard, China had an optimistic view of America’s presence in 

the Asia-Pacific (CIA, 1973, pp. 5-6). 151 

What this meant was clear. In the 1970s, the distribution of power in the Asia-

Pacific region was showing a bipolarity as a relatively stable structure. The main actors 

in the region were divided into two rival groups.152 In other words, two poles existed 

in the 1970s in the East Asia region. The first pole is the communist Soviet Union, 

which spanning the Eurasian continent, had room to intervene in the region based on 

 
151  For the US-China rapprochement in the 1970s, see, Barnett (1977); R. S. Ross 

(1986). For US support for military equipment and assets, see, Chyba (1981); Kau and Frost 

(1982). For the normalisation of the relationship between China-Japan, see, Qureshi (1973). 

152 The US obviously recognized China’s pro-American posture and mentioned that 

‘NATO-Japan-China coalition’ was regarded as ‘anti-Soviet’ bloc (U.S. DOD, 1981a). 
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its vast land power. The second group is a coalition of two leading liberal forces in the 

US and Japan. Although much of the US forces had been deployed in the region, 

America gradually reduced its military presence in the aftermath of the Vietnam War. 

Furthermore, the US mainland was significantly far geographically from the region, 

so cooperation with Japan was essential. China, the remaining main actor, was friendly 

towards the Western powers despite being a communist country, due to military 

conflicts with the Soviet Union. 

Regarding the Korean peninsula, the two Koreas’ overall capability could not 

reach to the level of regional actor, and their competitions were confined both 

geographically, to the Korean peninsula, and militarily, to conventional weapons. 

Hence, they could not affect regional polarity and stability.  

In summation, in the 1970s, the global security environment was stable due to 

not only structural bipolarity but also détente between superpowers. Following the 

definition of ‘regional stability’ which is defined in Section 4.3.1, the condition of the 

Asia-Pacific region was considered as a relatively stable. The reason for this evaluation 

is that the regional polarity in the 1970s was a firm bipolarity, which consisted of 

Soviet and an anti-Soviet quasi-coalition group.  

Under this security environment, the US’s MTT policies toward its regional 

weak allies would restrain further allowance or maintain at the current level in order 

to preserve the stable regional security environment, as discussed in Chapter Four (see, 

Table 4-2). With regard to this expectation, American decision-makers contended that 

its interests could be achieved ‘by an Asia free of arms race or tensions that might lead 

to war or domination by any one other’ (U.S. DOS, 1971b, p. 3). 
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In the next Section, this research investigates the theme of how the US views its 

regional alliance partners in terms of defensive burden-sharing based on the criteria 

presented in Section 4.3.2. 

 

5.3 US’s Expected Role Distribution with Alliance Partners 

The question of how the US views its weak allies is crucial since it, in practical 

terms, affects America’s decisions on aerospace technology assistance programs. 

Notably, under the stable regional security environment, the differed role expectations 

have a great impact on America’s decision regarding the transferred level of military 

technology toward Japan and ROK. Thus, this chapter researches the perception matter, 

namely, Washington’s role expectations on Japan and ROK. 

 

5.3.1 US’s Perception of Japan  

5.3.1.1 Economic Strength and Defence Industrial Capability 

In the 1970s, Japan had already become a major actor in international politics 

and ‘the world’s third economic power’ by catching up economically with developed 

countries in the West (U.S. NSC, 1974a).153 William P. Rogers, the former Secretary 

of the US DOS, also recognised Japan as an independent and major actor in world 

politics (Rogers, 1972, p. 9).  

As can be seen in the above table, Japan’s economic growth in the 1970s, 

 
153 In 1975, Japan became a member of G-7 summit, ant this was the symbolic event 

for illustrating Japan’s increase in international status (Kenichi, 2006, pp. 161-182). 
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although it stagnated for a while due to several international crises and oil shocks, for 

example, showed an average annual growth rate of over 5 per cent. 

Table 5-7 Japan’s Economic Condition, 1969-1980 

Year GDP * 
GDP growth 

** 

Energy  

Consumption*** 

Electric Power  

Consumption**** 

1969 172.2 12.5 2,194 2,863 

1970 212.6 0.4 2,458 3,222 

1971 240.2 4.7 2,531 3,416 

1972 318.0 8.4 2,667 3,737 

1973 432.1 8.0 2,964 4,091 

1974 479.6 -1.2 2,924 3,967 

1975 521.5 3.1 2,725 4,029 

1976 586.2 4.0 2,877 4,311 

1977 721.4 4.4 2,900 4,445 

1978 1013.6 5.3 2,898 4,670 

1979 1055.0 5.5 3,044 4,863 

1980 1105.4 2.8 2,950 4,718 

* current Billion US$, ** annual % *** kg of oil equivalent per capita, 

**** kWh per capita 

Source: World Bank Data, Countries and Economies (https://data.worldbank.org/country) 

 

Moreover, Japan’s development in advanced technology during this period was 

spectacular. This was possibly due to the active transfer of high-tech technologies 

following US political and security considerations under the Cold War condition 

(Okimoto, Sugano, & Weinstein, 1984, p. 1~2).154   

Under these conditions, Japan sought to acquire advanced technologies from 

developed countries through licensed production or collaborative research, despite the 

expensive royalty costs payable to foster desirable high-tech industries. By the late 

1970s, due to these substantial financial investments and endeavours toward 

 
154 With US support, Japan wanted to maintain the momentum of economic growth 

based on and driven through technology-intensive industries. The reason is that of the top 500 

technologies of the period between 1953 and 1973, only 34 were developed by Japan. This 

was not only very low compared to the US and the UK (63% and 17%, respectively). 

https://data.worldbank.org/country
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technological independence, the technological gap with developed countries was 

partially reduced. The electronics industry, in particular, which is closely related to 

both space and aeronautical engineering technology, gained active fostering and 

support from the GOJ (Okimoto, 1984, pp. 79, 95). 

Table 5-8 Japan’s Defence Budget and R&D Expenditure, 1972-1980 

(Unit: current a billion Yen) 

  1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 

Def. 

Bud. 

Exp. 8,002 9,355 10,930 13,273 15,124 16,906 19,010 20,945 22,302 

% of 

GDP 
0.8 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 

Def. 

R&D 

Exp. 113 122 122 121 135 157 174 204 225 

% of 

DB 
1.4 1.3 1.1 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 1.0 1.0 

Acqui

sition 

Exp. 1,993 2,374 2,503 2,520 2,485 2,939 3,258 3,925 4,609 

% of 

DB 
24.9 25.4 22.9 19.0 16.4 17.4 17.1 18.7 20.7 

Source: Statistic Breau of Japan (2012) 

 

Table 5-8 represents that although there was a fluctuation in defence outlay due 

to an economic crisis, Japan’s defence expenditure in R&D and procurement of 

military assets was maintained at around 1 per cent and 20 per cent of the total defence 

budget, respectively.  

Japan’s aerospace defence industry started to grow rapidly based on its 

localisation policy. In other words, Japan laid the foundation for competing with 

advanced countries in the aviation industry by prioritising military aircraft 

development with the US’s technical assistance. As shown in Table 5-8, of the defence 

budget allocations, the Japanese government invested a tremendous amount of budget 

in purchasing military equipment. In practice, most of the assets procured by JSDF 

were expensive aircraft or battleships, which included royalties for technology transfer. 
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In other words, Japanese domestic R&D capability has enhanced through technology 

acquisition. Specifically, the share of military aircraft production out of Japan’s total 

aviation industry production gradually increased from 55.6% in 1968 to 88.6% in 1976, 

while production of defence articles across its other industries amounted to 

approximately 1% (Defense Yearbook Publication Group, 1971; 1979, recited from 

Shin, 2007, p. 130).  

 

5.3.1.2 Shared Threat Perception and America’s Expectations 

In the 1970s, while the global BoP had not been changed significantly, the 

military balance in Northeast Asia was facing a drastic change, as discussed previous 

section. The US was actively reducing its military presence in the region instead of 

ensuring a nuclear umbrella, whereas the Soviet Union was actively pursuing a policy 

of expanding its military presence. In this regard, the US needed to activate 

cooperation with Japan to deter Soviet expansion in Asia, and to achieve this goal, 

Washington had an intention to establish annual defence-related meetings with Tokyo 

to strengthen their military ties and cooperation from 1975. 155  This decision was 

confirmed at the Tokyo meeting between Michita Sakata, the Director General of Japan, 

and James R. Schlesinger, US Secretary of Defence (American Embassy Tokyo, 1975a, 

1975b). Japan’s role in the US-Japan alliance system was therefore changed from the 

mid-1970s. According to Schlesinger’s words, Japan’s attitudes in defence posture was 

 
155 In the 1970s, the geostrategic importance of Japan was well recognized by the US 

policymakers as follows: ‘Japan is uniquely placed to contain the Soviet Union’s access to the 

Pacific and to provide forward basing for the projection of power into Korea’ (U.S. DOS, 

1973d). American Pacific Commander also mentions that preserving maintenance installation 

in Japan is essential because about 40 per cent of petroleum is stored and one-third battleships 

of Western Pacific region is repaired in Japan (Headquarters CINCPAC, 1976, p. 86).   
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too passive, but Japan was an indispensable partner and ally in the Pacific region (The 

New York Times, 1975). 

Furthermore, the fall of Saigon in 1975 was a very significant event in terms of 

Japan acknowledging its role in the Asia-Pacific region and identifying their security 

problems, being mindful of two considerable factors: US withdrawal from the 

Indochina peninsula, and the expansion of the Soviet Union’s influence over the region 

(Pressello, 2018, pp. 44-83). Japan felt a sense of crisis, as illustrated by an example 

relating to crude oil, of which about 65 per cent of Japan’s consumption passed through 

the region of the Straits of Malacca (Brzezinski, 1986, p. 47). With the Soviet Union 

expanding its influence over the region in line with the communisation of Vietnam, 

America’s superiority in air and maritime was correspondingly weakened, and as a 

result, in 1977, Japan began to expand its political and economic influence by 

declaring the Fukuda doctrine to fill the vacuum left by the US (Pressello, 2014).  

The series of international political events which forced Japan to play a greater 

regional security role can be divided into two epochs. The first is pre-1977 when 

Okinawa was handed back. However, due to the constraints imposed by the domestic 

pacifist constitution and the psychological reluctance of the Japanese people to expand 

the nation’s military role, Tokyo pursued a somewhat self-restricted role in security 

activities. The second is from 1978 with the declaration of the US-Japan Defence 

Cooperation Guideline, obliging Japan to make a more proactive contribution to the 

US defence cooperation system (Graham, 2005, pp. 90-149). The two countries issued 

the ‘Guidelines for Japan-U.S. Defence Cooperation’ in 1978 (Przystup, 2015, p. 6).156 

 
156  For the detailed articles, see, Japan’s Ministry of Defence website 

(https://www.mod.go.jp/e/d_act/anpo/19781127.html). 

https://www.mod.go.jp/e/d_act/anpo/19781127.html
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Its main focuses were ‘posture for deterring aggression’ and ‘actions in response to an 

armed attack against Japan’ (Japanese MOD, 1978). Both countries agreed that the 

regional security environment in the Far East had an enormous impact on Japan’s 

security, and the US pressured the GOJ to respond proactively in the case of ‘small-

scale aggression’ against Japan. However, America also clearly limited the role of 

Japanese defence forces, as in the guidelines for defence cooperation. According to the 

guideline, the relative size of attacks Japan could respond to JSDF alone was limited 

to a small scale.157 Moreover, if there was a necessity to alter Japan’s role or expand 

the response area, consultative processes between the US and Japan were a compulsory 

procedure (D. J. Richardson, 2000, p. 95).  

Table 5-9 US-Japan Joint Military Exercises, 1975-1980 

Year JGSDF JMSDF JASDF Unified Total 

1975  1   1 

1976  2   2 

1977  3   3 

1978  3 3  6 

1979  3 11  14 

1980  3 10  13 

Sources: Various version of Japan’s Defence White Paper recited from Katzenstein and 

Okawara (1993, p. 93) 

  

As shown in the above table, although the GOJ denied generalised security 

cooperation with the US until the late 1970s (Armacost, 1996, p. 80), Japan’s 

participation in US-Japan allied military exercises increased significantly after 1978.  

 
157 The US insists that ‘within the framework of the alliance, Japan’s own security role 

remains limited to the defense of the home islands. The U.S., as a matter of policy, has not 

urged a wider defense role upon Japan. Nevertheless, both governments realize there is room 

for considerable qualitative improvement in Japan’s defense capabilities’ (U.S. DOD, 1977a). 
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As a result, the security relationship between Japan and America has 

strengthened since a regular defence minister meeting commenced from 1975; through 

this mechanism, the two nations reached a basic agreement for a division of labour in 

defending sea lines of communications (SLOC), intelligence gathering in the air space 

and preventing submarine activity in the waters near Japan (U.S. DOS, 1983c). 

Furthermore, they set up a subcommittee to discuss ‘role-sharing’ in practical defence 

activities (Tomohiko, 2016, p. 30; U.S. NSC, 1978).  

Japan’s security role, as demanded by the US, was not limited to the military 

sector. In the early 1970s, the US policymakers considered Japan as a ‘major power 

status’ and a key partner for American Southeast Asia policies (U.S. DOS, 1971c, p. 

9). Economic aid from Japan to other East Asian countries was encouraged by the US 

because of historical distrust towards Japan’s military past (U.S. NSC, 1978).158 This 

policy was in line with US interests, as America’s security assistance did not solely 

provide military assets and manpower, but also assisted their economic growth. 

Therefore, the US expected Japan, as an agent of the U.S and as an emerging Asian 

economic power, to help the economic growth of the liberal countries in this region. 

Japan also had a similar viewpoint on their areas of contribution in relation to defence 

burden-sharing (American Embassy Tokyo, 1971b).159  In a 1973 US-Japan foreign 

policy coordination meeting, Japan argued that ‘[W]hile its ability for military 

cooperation is very limited, Japan can make a useful contribution to security in Asia 

 
158 Another expected role was the political supporter for democratic countries in the 

region such as South Vietnam and South Korea (U.S. NSC, 1974a, 1974b).  

159 From the Japan’s viewpoint, the issue of defence burden-sharing was an economic-

centric issue in the early 1970s. Hence, Japan attempted to increase economic aid to Southwest 

Asian countries to replace America’s aid, take greater financial responsibility of US force 

deployment in Japan, purchase more US arms (American Embassy Tokyo, 1971b).  
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through economic and technical cooperation with a view to increasing their resilience 

of Asian countries’ (American Embassy Tokyo, 1973b).160  

 

5.3.1.3 USFJ Force Structure 

The deployed military personnel of USFJ was decreased from 79,000 in 1968 to 

around 55,000 in the mid-1970s and preserved around 45,000 from 1976 (Weinberger, 

1984, p. 284). The below table describes variations in the deployed American forces 

in Japan between 1971 and 1979. 

Table 5-10 America’s Forces in Japan, 1971-1979 

Year Total 
Army Navy Marine Corps Air Force 

Per. % Per. % Per. % Per. % 

1971 71,485 15,262 21.3 7,470 10.4 25,542 35.7 24,211 33.9 

1972 61,747 13,337 21.6 7,471 12.1 20,829 33.7 20,110 32.6 

1973 56,240 10,306 18.3 7,300 13.0 22,142 39.4 16,438 29.2 

1974 54,946 7,373 13.4 10,417 19.0 24,322 44.3 12,834 23.4 

1975 55,739 5,022 9.0 13,631 24.5 23,067 41.4 14,019 25.2 

1976 46,794 4,173 8.9 7,588 16.2 21,028 44.9 14,005 29.9 

1977 46,237 2,903 6.3 8,275 17.9 20,876 45.1 14,183 30.7 

1978 45,939 2,702 5.9 8,140 17.7 21,055 45.8 14,042 30.6 

1979 46,207 2,498 5.4 6,840 14.8 22,499 48.7 14,370 31.1 

Sources: U.S. DOD (Various Years) 

 

The main bodies of the USFJ were Air Force and Marine Corps. In the early 

 
160  In this regard, the US considered Japan’s contribution to the ‘Korean Force 

Modernisation Plan’ by adopting the concept of ‘cost-sharing’. Although the US policymakers 

concluded this option to be an ‘extremely unwise’ suggestion, it was clear evidence of Japan’s 

status in America’s Asian policy (American Embassy Tokyo, 1978; U.S. NSC, 1978). After 

the relationship normalisation between Japan and Korea, instead of a ‘cost-sharing’ approach 

in the defence sector, Japan started to use Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) as a way of 

providing economic assistance to South Korea (Jiyoung Kim, 2011). 
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1970s, the USFJ was composed of approximately 50 per cent of the marine corps, with 

25 per cent, 15 per cent and 10 per cent accounting for the air force, navy and army, 

respectively. This ratio dramatically changed after 1973. The Marine corps became the 

main body of USFJ, while the air force, navy, and ground force accounted for around 

30 per cent, 17 per cent, and 7 per cent, respectively. 

The US insisted that the major contribution of USFJ was ‘the deterrent in East 

Asia’ by promptly responding to any threats and moving marine corps and air force to 

the ‘point of danger’. Moreover, obtaining ‘the flexibility to move’ of the Pacific fleet 

and air units in Japan was a top priority to the USG, because those forces act as ‘swing 

forces’ by covering both the Indian Ocean and Asia-Pacific regions (U.S. DOS, 1980). 

This organisational structure of the USFJ and its flexibility in moving operation 

areas imply that Japan was one of the most important players in ensuring America’s 

power projection capability in the region.161 

 

5.3.1.4 Japan’s Expected Role: Operational Partner 

Briefly recapitulating above discussions, from the 1970s, Japan emerged as a 

major economic power in the world with a third-ranked economic status, and became 

one of the most technologically advanced countries in the world by accumulating 

know-how and technologies for producing advanced military equipment via America’s 

technical assistance programs.  

 
161 In the 1970s, the primarily dispatched advanced military assets in Japanese territory 

were 70 F-4 fighters, 18 C-130 airlifts, 17 KC-130 air-refuel aircrafts, 3 SR-71strategic 

reconnaissance aircrafts, 4 C-130 airlifts for special operation unit, 2 DD/DDGs, 1 CVA 

aircraft carriers (usually stationed in Midway) (U.S. DOD, 1977a). 
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Regardless of its economic development, however, Japan had a passive posture 

in defence policies due to prevalent pacifism and constitutional restriction. Even 

though Soviet expansion in the Northeast Asia was realised in the 1970s, Japan did not 

consider this a threat to be immediate or directed towards them, and so they reluctantly 

responded to America’s request for expanding a defensive role (U.S. DOD, 1969, pp. 

II-18). This attitude changed because of the following reasons: the fall of Saigon, and 

the return of Okinawa to Japanese control. The former was a symbolic event to Japan 

in the sense of realising the Soviet threat and acknowledging the necessity of defending 

SLOC. The latter case led Japan to increase defensive activities in order to cover an 

expanded territorial area. As a result, the US and Japan agreed on a new defence 

cooperation guideline in 1978. However, in the guideline, the responsible area of Japan 

was limited, such as countering small-scale aggression and defending its home islands.  

Lastly, although there was a considerable reduction in USFJ personnel in the late 

1960s due to the Nixon Doctrine, the main body of USFJ was marine corps and air 

force, which accounted for about 75 per cent of total USFJ. In addition, dispatched 

military equipment involved highly advanced fighters and ASW (Anti-Submarine 

Warfare) capable assets. This indicates that US forces in Japan had two objectives: 

assuring Japan’s independence and responding to regional contingencies.  

Based on these analyses, one may conclude that, in the 1970s, the US assumed 

that Japan should take an ‘operational role’ in the context of defence burden-sharing. 

Namely, as discussed in Section 4.3.2.3, Washington expected Tokyo to expand its 

defensive roles, including ASW and AEW (Airborne Early Warning) missions, to 

secure its home island and counter Soviet’s activities in the Asia-Pacific region. 
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5.3.2 US’s Perception of South Korea 

5.3.2.1 Economic Strength and Defence Industrial Capability 

In the ruins of the Korean War, South Korea, under the auspices of the US and 

other Western nations, laid the foundation for economic development in the 1960s and 

began to grow rapidly in the 1970s.162 As noted in the below table, the 1970s was a 

high-growth period in which ROK’s GDP grew at an annual average rate of 10%. 

Table 5-11 ROK’s Economic Condition, 1970-1980 

Year GDP * 
GDP Growth 

** 

Energy  

Consumption** 

Electric Power  

Consumption*** 

1970 9.0 10.0 - - 

1971 9.9 10.5 516 296 

1972 10.8 7.2 551 344 

1973 13.8 14.8 632 397 

1974 19.5 9.5 675 459 

1975 21.7 7.9 693 502 

1976 29.8 13.1 758 578 

1977 38.3 12.3 866 659 

1978 51.7 10.8 935 780 

1979 66.6 8.6 1064 881 

1980 65.0 -1.7 1082 914 

* current Billion US$, ** annual %, *** kg of oil equivalent per capita, 

**** kWh per capita 

Source: World Bank Data Countries and Economies (https://data.worldbank.org/country) 

 

Concerning this economic success, in the late 1970s, Western countries 

considered ROK as an ‘advanced developing country’ or ‘middle power nation’ (CIA, 

1978b, p. 1; U.S. DOS, 1973b, p. 4). The basis of this economic development were the 

 
162 Some scholars have referred to the economic restructuring of South Korea as the 

‘miracle of Han river’ and a ‘representative success example of foreign aid’ (Chapin, 1969; 

Jiyoung Kim, 2011; Krieckhaus, 2017; Sial, 2018).  

https://data.worldbank.org/country
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Government-driven economic development plan, foreign investment and technical 

assistance. Specifically, South Korea established a five-year economic development 

plan and various policies to acquire technological advancement as groundwork for a 

self-reliant economy (National Research Council, 1969, 1974). In 1973, the 

Government prepared policies to foster heavy and chemical industries, and amongst 

other industries began to provide active support for the development of domestic 

electronics commerce (Amsden, 1992, pp. 81-84; CIA, 1978b, p. 5; National Archive 

of Korea, 2007). However, since the country lacked basic technology skills in the 

1970s, it began to accumulate those skills to lay the foundation for development 

through receiving technical aid from the US and other advanced Western countries.163   

With the growth of ROK’s economic power, from 1978 onwards, it was able to 

set its defence budget without any reliance on a US military aid program (Ha, 1982, p. 

291). From this perspective, according to the US NSDM-227 in 1973, America 

planned to change its military assistance program for South Korea from grant MAPs 

to FMSs (U.S. NSC, 1973a). 

The objective of ROK’s economic policies did not just aim at achieving 

economic goals; electronic, chemical and various heavy industries could also apply to 

the military field, and this investment was thus consistent with President Park Chung-

Hee’s objective to also establish an independent South Korean military force (CIA, 

1978b, p. 3). President Park stated that domestic economic development was a top 

priority and simultaneously established a military force modernisation plan. Seoul 

 
163  There are various ways of acquiring foreign technologies such as foreign direct 

investment (FDI), technical assistance and licensing production. For the detailed discussions 

on South Korea’s technology acquisition, see, National Research Council (1969, pp. 4-5); 

ROK MOST (2008, p. 460); Westphal, Rhee, & Pursell (1981, pp. 5-15, 25-51).  
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hence began to increase its investment in defence R&D, despite its low defence 

budgets, in order to achieve these goals, and furthermore, South Korea established an 

‘Agency for Defence Development (ADD)’ to promote an indigenous defence 

capability. As seen in the following table, the rate of defence R&D budget increased 

from 0.3 per cent in 1971 to 3.1 per cent in 1980.  

Table 5-12 ROK’s Defence Budget and R&D Expenditure  

(Unit: a million Won) 

  ’71 ’72 ’73 ’74 ’75 ’76 ’77 ’78 ’79 ’80 

Def. 

Bud* 

Exp. 135 174 184 297 442 704 950 1,289 1,526 2,257 

% of GDP 4.7 5.0 4.0 4.5 4.9 5.9 6.0 6.4 5.5 6.4 

Def. 

R&D 

Exp. 0.34 2.0 2.1 8.2 12.7 36.0 36.2 30.9 45.4 70.8 

% of DB* 0.3 1.2 1.1 2.8 2.9 5.1 3.8 2.4 3.0 3.1 

* Defence Budget 

Source: Ha (1984); Wolf et al. (1985, p. 43) 

 

Besides, in accordance with the 1965 Basic agreement on the exchange of 

technical documents with the US, some TDPs (Technical Data Packages) were 

transferred to ROK, and independent research and development soon followed. 

Through the 1970s, ROK obtained 138 TDPs from the US, mostly relating to ground 

force equipment (Park, 2016, p. 127). According to some analysts, such technical data 

was utilised to develop defence technology, but coincidentally this limited independent  

R&D capabilities and furthered the country’s dependence on the US (C.-i. Moon, 1986, 

p. 260). From America’s perspective, South Korea had enough capability to 

manufacture ground force devices, including small arms, munitions, less complicated 

communication equipment, and assorted wheeled vehicles. Furthermore, Seoul 

acquired some technological support from the US and European countries related to 

tank production and small naval assets. However, Washington viewed the basis of 

South Korea’s aerospace industrialisation as definitely in a nascent stage (CIA, 1978d). 
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In summary, in the 1970s, ROK’s economic and technological capabilities were 

still very much at an early stage of development in terms of precision processing 

technology, measurement technology, and material industry technology, all 

preconditions for advanced technology development. 

 

5.3.2.2 Shared Threat Perception and America’s Expectation 

The US-ROK alliance began during the Korean War, with Seoul entirely 

dependent on the US for security and economic development until the 1970s. 

Therefore, the relationship between Seoul and Washington was a typical patron-client 

relationship. Because of these circumstances, Seoul could play only a limited role in 

its own defence by the 1970s, and the US continued its security commitment by 

maintaining a consistent military presence and assisting ROK in various ways, 

including financial support and military presence (U.S. GAO, 1976b). Particularly, in 

the 1970s, while the US established and implemented force reduction plans under the 

Nixon and Carter Administrations based on optimistic sub-regional BoP, namely 

expectation on power parity between two Koreas, the US and ROK agreed on the 

commencement of the ‘Team Spirit Allied Exercise’ from 1976 so as to deter the North 

Korea’s aggression. Moreover, in 1978, two governments established the Combined 

Force Command (CFC) to increase the efficiency in allied military planning and 

operation (ROK MND, 1998, p. 163; U.S. DOS, 1982d).164 

 
164 In the first Team Sprit exercise implemented in the Northern part of the South Korea 

with 31,000 ROK military personnel and 15,000 US forces. Particularly, the US had a plan to 

call for involvement of 5,000 marines from Okinawa, F-4 from the Philippines, and the 

deployment of B-52s. In addition, there were expected airlift missions from Hawaii to the 

Korean peninsula (ROK MND, 1998; U.S. DOS, 1976). 
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Concerning this circumstance, the enlargement of South Korea’s security role 

was not a natural development that followed its economic growth. In the 1970s, despite 

the apparent fact that Seoul was much more economically competitive when compared 

to the North, due to its rapid development since the 1960s, the North’s superiority in 

military power was such that South Korea could not catch up in a viable time span.165 

However, America’s USFK reduction decision allowed ROK to assume the role that 

American forces had previously (B.-R. Kim, 2013). For example, President Nixon 

planned ground force withdrawal from the Korean peninsula. This plan meant that the 

mission of the South Korean Army would be reassigned with the heavy responsibility 

to defend against North Korean attacks on the front line (Nam, 1986, p. 82). The 

establishment of CFC in 1978 implied that the ROK could take part in the military 

operation planning as an equivalent partner (ROK MND, 1998, p. 163). 

Behind these US security policies lay geopolitical considerations on the Korean 

Peninsula. Some American defence intellectuals insist that the US had a ‘strategic’ 

interest in the Korean peninsula. In other words, the Korean Peninsula was regarded 

as an arena of competition for the two superpowers, the USSR and America. 

Furthermore, Washington supposed that the conflicts in the Korean peninsula could be 

a source of confrontation among major regional actors, namely America, Japan, China, 

and the Soviet Union (U.S. DOS, 1973b, pp. 2-8; U.S. NSC, 1973b, pp. 7-8).166 

 
165 However, as ROK’s military strength was too weak to replace the role of US troops 

adequately, South Korea and the US began to discuss the level of aid required to enable a 

modernised ROK to become ‘capable of deterring or conducting a defence against a 

conventional or unconventional attack by North Korea’. Furthermore, the U.S committed the 

annual assistance of $200 million (U.S. NSC, 1970). 

166 This was a policy consideration based on the historical experience of the Korean 

War, which became a form of a proxy war between two parties, the communist bloc (Moscow 

and Beijing) versus Washington (Nam, 1986, pp. 51-73). Furthermore, the problems of two 

Koreas were considered as the problems of great powers in the region. For example, when the 



223 

 

Moreover, America thought that the conflict between the two Koreas could expand 

globally to become an international confrontation (Kintner, 1975, p. 34; U.S. DOD, 

1978a). Given these points, the core of US policy towards ROK was to keep the 

military balance between two Koreas, and by doing this, the US could prevent minor 

conflicts from escalating into war and regional crisis (Buck, 1977, pp. 223-227). In 

other words, the importance then of ROK was the result of comprehensive calculations 

based on Washington’s strategic thought; and the US’s security interest in the Korean 

peninsula largely related to regional stability considerations (Buck, 1977, p. 221). 

With these considerations, Washington’s expectancies for ROK’s contributions 

to America’s security interests were (i) deterring North Korean aggression, (ii) 

providing extensive intelligence capabilities, and (iii) maintaining America’s forward 

deployment in the Asia-Pacific region (U.S. DOS, 1973b, p. 3).  

These expectations were fundamental reasons that America did not respond 

immediately to several North Korean military provocations, including the seizure of 

the USS Pueblo (AGER-2) in January 1968 and the shooting down of the Navy EC-

121 signal intelligence aircraft in April 1969 (Mobley, 2015). In the case of the 

downing of the EC-121, although America’s JCS proposed a retaliatory attack on 

North Korea’s airbase and this plan was widely accepted among policymakers, it was 

never executed due to the high risk of invoking a second Korean war (U.S. JCS,  1969; 

U. A. Johnson & McAllister, 1984, pp. 523-524). 167    

 
issue for the dissolution of UNCURK (United Nations Commission for the Unification and 

Rehabilitation of Korea) arose, Kissinger stated the needs for consulting with the USSR and 

PRC in order to deal with that problem (U.S. NSC, 1973c). 

167  For the detailed descriptions of the two incidents, see, Mobley (2015); Special 

Subcommittee on the U.S.S. Pueblo (1969); U.S. National Security Agency (1989). 
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To summarise, Washington’s quiescent response to DPRK’s provocations,168 as 

well as its unilateral decision to withdraw the USFK under the Nixon and Carter 

Presidency, raised South Korean doubts about America’s security commitment to the 

Korean Peninsula. At the time, Seoul was even more shocked because it had sent troops 

to Vietnam to maintain a solid US-ROK alliance.169 

 

5.3.2.3 USFK Force Structure 

The below Table 5-13 demonstrates the relative constant ratio of force structure 

in the USFK during the 1970s, although there were enormous reductions in overall 

American forces from 79,000 in 1968 to around 40,000 in the 1970s.  

Table 5-13 America’s Forces in Korea, 1971-1979 

Year Total 
Army Navy Marine Corps Air Force 

Per. % Per. % Per. % Per. % 

1971 40,740 30,453 74.7 231 0.6 43 0.1 10,013 24.6 

1972 41,600 32,526 78.2 222 0.5 40 0.1 8,812 21.2 

1973 41,864 34,258 81.8 268 0.6 50 0.1 7,288 17.4 

1974 40,878 32,528 79.6 699 1.7 27 0.1 7,624 18.7 

1975 41,186 33,186 80.6 1,177 2.9 37 0.1 6,786 16.5 

1976 39,133 31,703 81.0 239 0.6 41 0.1 7,150 18.3 

1977 40,075 32,024 79.9 258 0.6 755 1.9 7,038 17.6 

1978 41,565 33,393 80.3 261 0.6 43 0.1 7,868 18.9 

1979 39,018 30,389 77.9 269 0.7 45 0.1 8,315 21.3 

Sources: U.S. DOD (Various Years) 

 

 
168 No military provocations occurred in the 1970s. Instead, the US and ROK identified 

DPRK’s continuing hostilities and aggressive objectives by discovering underground tunnels 

which aimed at infiltrating ROK (Headquarters CINCPAC, 1978, p. 157).  

169  ROK was involved the Vietnam War as a member of the ‘Free World Military 

Assistance Force’ which the US requested to its allied nations. Seoul’s deployed military 

personnel reached around 312,000 between 1964 and 1973 (ROK MND, 1998, pp. 128-129). 
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Overall stationed military personnel was maintained at around 40,000 throughout 

the 1970s, and Ground Force accounted for 80 per cent of total USFK, with the Air 

Force following at about 17 per cent. Although the USAF accounted for around 25 per 

cent in the early 1970s, this ratio decreased from 1973 to around 17 per cent. These 

statistics imply that the mission of the USFK was not expanding America’s power 

projection capability to the Korean Peninsula but defending South Korea against North 

Korea. 

 

5.3.2.4 ROK’s Expected Role: Tactical Partner 

With regard to the criteria of Section 4.3.2.2.3 and above analyses, ROK was 

assumed implementing a ‘tactical’ role, which aimed at preserving the status of 

military balance within the Korean peninsula.  

In the 1970s, ROK had recently recovered from the Korean War vandalization 

and rehabilitated its economic foundation by receiving various assistance from the US 

and Western countries. As a consequence, Seoul could narrow the gaps in both 

economic and military areas between the two Koreas to some extent. The US also 

evaluated the military balance in the Korean peninsula and concluded that the overall 

force ratio between South and North was 1 to 2; in other words, if there was no security 

assistance from Washington, Seoul could not deter Pyongyang’s aggressions.  

From this perspective, DPRK’s military capability was considered as either a 

‘defendable threat’ for the US or an ‘immediate and fatal peril’ for ROK; even though 

there was an imbalanced force ration between the two Koreas. Furthermore, in the 

1970s, the US made a unilateral decision for withdrawal of ground forces from the 
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Korean peninsula.  

Instead of this withdrawal plan, as redress, the US supported Korea’s military 

modernisation plan and handed over 2nd infantry’s equipment to the ROK army. The 

remained USFK strength was around 30,000, and the main body was ground 

combatant to defend ROK’s territory. Moreover, the two governments started ‘team 

spirit’ joint exercises from 1976 to demonstrate consolidated US-ROK alliance.170  

In this context, America’s geostrategic aims in the Korean peninsula were not 

only deterring North’s aggression but also preventing any instability in the sub-

regional areas to forestall the risk of entrapment. Particularly, for the latter purpose, 

Washington did not want to escalate the crisis in the Korean peninsula caused by the 

collapse of military balance between the two Koreas to the wider East-Asian region. 

 

5.3.3 US’s Role Expectations and MTT Policies 

America considered the Asia-Pacific region as an important and essential area 

but allocated it relatively low priority compared to the European theatre in their 

geostrategic thought. Moreover, general domestic opinions on oversea deployment and 

enormous defence expenditure were negative (Yoon, 1997, p. 583). As a result, the 

necessity developed for the increased role of Japan and ROK in defending their 

territory and maintaining a stable regional security environment. 

 
170 Regarding this evaluation, American Pacific Commander maintains that ‘unplanned 

reductions of U.S. ground forces without improvement of Republic of Korea ground forces 

could result in a dangerous shift of the military balance in the ROK and greatly increase the 

danger of renewed conflict’ (Headquarters CINCPAC, 1976, p. 98). 
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However, the US expected distinctive contributions of its weak allies, Japan and 

ROK, in maintaining regional stability based on strategic considerations and material 

capability enhancement. Namely, America had different aims and rationales in 

applying security assistance programs toward Japan and South Korea in terms of 

defensive role distribution. From the US perspective, as defined in the Section 4.3.2.3, 

while Japan was regarded as an operational partner who was necessary to deter Soviet 

expansion in the region and preserve its power projection capability, South Korea was 

a tactical partner to stabilise the Korean peninsula by deterring North Korea’s 

aggression and preventing the crisis between them from expanding to the regional level. 

As defined in Section 3.3 and Section 4.3.2.3, with regard to these differentiated 

role perceptions and America’s domestic restrictions, the US took different attitudes 

on MTT toward Japan and ROK, as described in Table 4-5. For Japan, Washington 

proactively assisted Tokyo’s aerospace technical development by allowing various 

license production programs to encourage the GOJ to catch the buck, namely, the 

burden of checking the Soviet’s expansion in the region. In the case of ROK, America 

dissuaded Seoul’s various requests for assembly or licensed productions of various 

advanced combat fighters and SSM in order to preserve the military balance in the 

Korean peninsula by preventing ROK from acquiring overwhelming military strength 

against the North’s. Instead, the US tried to offset North Korea’s military superiority 

by supplying off-the-shelf military assets, such as F-4 Phantom state-of-the-art fighters 

and either deploying additional forces or withdrawing its planned force reduction 

programs. In other words, the US adopted ‘limited balancing’ strategy to South Korea.  

The below Table 5-14 summarises the relationship between the US’s country-

specific aerospace technology transfer policy and America’s role expectations on 
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Japan and ROK.  

Table 5-14 The Expected Role of Japan and ROK in the 1970s 

Criteria Japan ROK 

AOR Asia-Pacific Korean Peninsula 

International Status Regional Major Power Minor Power 

Counterparts Soviet  North Korea 

Deployed Forces 

(Objective) 

Marine Corps and Air Forces 

(Power Projection) 

Ground Force 

(Defending ROK) 

Defence  

Burden-Sharing 

Countering Soviet Expansion 

Economic and Political 

Supporter for Free World 

Deterring DPRK 

Role Expectation Operational Tactical 

US Strategy Buck-Passing Limited Balancing 

MTT Policy Proactive Support Limited Support 

Source: Author 

The following section will explore how these factors, regional BoP as an IV and 

role expectations as an ITV, affect America’s MTT policy executions toward Japan and 

ROK, respectively.  

 

5.4 The Patterns of the US Military Technology Cooperation 

This section investigates the patterns of America’s military technology 

cooperation with Japan and South Korea. To achieve this academic aim, the first task 

is analysing the two countries’ military development plans and end goals. Following 

this, it is necessary to scrutinise Washington’s views and reactions toward both 

countries in relation to the process of acquiring targeted weaponry. 
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5.4.1 US’s Military Technology Assistance Policy to Japan 

5.4.1.1 Combat Fighters 

In the 1970s, Japan wanted to develop indigenous military aircraft such as the 

FST-2 (F-1). This project aimed to accumulate combat fighter manufacturing 

knowledge and capability via the process of converting T-2 trainers to fighter types 

(U.S. DOS, 1973a).171 

In response to the Japanese plan, America urged Japan to purchase US Northrop 

F-5E fighters instead of pursuing an indigenous FST-2 (T-2/F-1) development program 

(Green, 1990, pp. 27-30; M. A. Lorell, 1995a, p. 60). The rationale of this assertion 

was that both cost-effectiveness and efficient collective defence could be achieved by 

ensuring interoperability and standardisation of military assets between the two 

countries’ forces (U.S. DOS, 1971a).  

Regardless of America’s attempts at inducement, Japan continued the F-1 

indigenous development project instead of importing similar assets from the US. 

Regarding this decision, Masuhara, the former JDA director-general, mentioned 

several rationales of JSDF’s opposition on F-5s procurement. They are (i) the inferior 

performance of F-5s to Japanese model, (ii) no experiences of operating F-5s, (iii) the 

negative effect on T-2/FST-2 production lines (American Embassy Tokyo, 1972).172 

 
171 From the late 1960s, Japan wanted to develop various military aircraft indigenously, 

notably the PXL maritime patrol aircraft, the AEW asset, and the FST-2 (F-1). However, this 

ambition was curtailed because of world-wide economic depression and the oil crisis. Only 77 

F-1s were finally produced by 1987. In 1990, F-1s upgraded its airframe and fire-control 

systems by applying service life extension program (Air Force Technology, 2019b). 

172 It is not clear that which version of F-5 was selected by the US Government in the 

negotiation with the Japanese Government. The F-5A/B version had limited air-to-air combat 

capability and inferior avionic systems since it was developed in the 1950s, while the F-5E 

version was developed from 1970 and introduced in 1975 with advanced manoeuvrability, 
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Thus, the F-1 fighter was the first and only Japanese aircraft to receive no 

technical cooperation in the design and development process from advanced aviation 

nations in the 1970s (Samuels & Whipple, 1992, pp. 14-15).173 However, Mitsubishi 

Heavy Industry (MHI), the body in charge of F-1 development, cooperated with Rolls-

Royce in inventing the process of the engine bay, as a part of the deal in which F-1 

models used Rolls-Royce/Turbomeca Ardour engines. Furthermore, most of the 

avionics equipment for the F-1 used parts imported from other countries; for example, 

Japan imported the inertial navigation system (INS) from Ferranti Ltd, the British 

aerospace company (M. A. Lorell, 1995a, pp. 61-62). This meant that not only had 

Japan utilised a European developed engine, but it was one possessing a similar 

exterior design to the SEPECAT Jaguar aircraft (Junmo Kim, 2005, p. 62; Air Force 

Technology, 2019c).  

Although Japan worked with European countries in much of the F-1 

development, cooperation with the US was still essential in some technical areas, and 

in particular, US technical support was crucial in the success of the Fly-by-Wire system, 

which was developed by Japanese engineers (National Research Council, 1994, p. 79). 

Indeed, a large portion of F-1’s avionic systems was originated from US technology 

(U.S. DOS, 1973a). 

As another case, the F-4 license production agreement, with a total contract value 

 
avionic systems, and weapon systems. For comparison of two versions, see, FAS (1999b).  

173 The main contractor for the development of F-1 was selected in 1973, and it was 

officially delivered to JSDAF in 1978 after the first test flight in 1975 (Air Force Technology, 

2019b). However, there is some critical assessment of Japanese F-1 fighters (Nakamura & 

Dando, 1993, p. 178). Chinworth has strongly criticized F-1 fighters, saying ‘the plane was 

useless for any real combat from the first day it was deployed’ (Chinworth, 1992, p. 135).  
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of 7 million dollars, between the Japanese Government and the US Government, was 

made on April 4, 1969 (U.S. GAO, 1975a, p. 20). The reason for the F-4EJ licensed 

production agreement was to fill the strategic power vacuum in air defence during the 

transitional period in which the F-15 would be introduced (FBIS, 1980a, p. 63).174  

For F-4EJ coproduction, Japan had responsibility for nearly 100 per cent of the 

production of airframes, avionics, and engine components (D. R. King & Nowack, 

2003, p. 310). In actual practical terms, McDonnell Douglas (MD) and other US 

companies had contracts with 45 Japanese enterprises to provide technical assistance 

(FBIS, 1980a, p. 51). In particular, while production of the F-4EJ engine was the 

responsibility of Ishikawajima Harima Heavy Industry (IHI), technical support in 

design and development of the engine came from US companies (MD and General 

Electronics (GE)) (FBIS, 1980a, p. 147). The other transferred knowledge were wire 

bundle manufacturing, titanium machining and forming, and flight and fire control 

system integration (National Research Council, 1994, p. 122; U.S. DOS, 1975d).  

The other representative case for America’s proactive cooperation stance was 

system integration technology transfer. America forbade the transfer of both system 

integration technologies and design capability in the previous co-production programs 

such as F-104 and F-86 licensed production since these technologies are crucial parts 

in aircraft development. However, in the case of F-4 licensed production, the US 

Government allowed support for system integration technology (M. A. Lorell, 1995b, 

p. 24). The rationale for this transfer was that the system integration technology applied 

 
174 At that time, the F-86 and F-104 fighters were operating in Japan. The F-86 was 

scheduled for retirement in 1980, being considered too outdated. Though the F-104 fighter 

was a supersonic aircraft, it was inferior to the latest fighters of neighbouring powers, in terms 

of electronic equipment and its altitude-limited mobility (Chinworth, 1992, p. 102). 
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to the F-4 was one generation behind the technology applied to the latest fighter. 

However, transfer relating to the domains of design-related data and technology and 

inertial navigation system remained strictly prohibited (U.S. DOD, 1977b). 

In summation, concerning Japan’s indigenous development effort of T-2/F-1 

aircraft, the US Government did not strongly persuade the GOJ to stop the program. 

From the US perspective, Japan’s indigenous development of F-1 was not a critical 

factor for maintaining interoperability in operating air assets, since most avionics and 

weapons systems of F-1 were derived from the US and the capability of the aircraft 

could not match front-line fighters at that time (U.S. DOS, 1973a). In these regards, 

according to Lorell, Japanese aerospace companies and Government put the stressing 

point of F-1 development, in not the successful development of a supersonic fighter, 

but the accumulation of know-how and acquisition of learning experiences (M. A. 

Lorell, 1995b, p. 62).175  

As to the F-4 technology assistance, there was a concern of the transformation 

of the characteristics of JSDF from a defensive to an offensive posture since F-4s have 

all-weather combat capability and increased air-to-ground attack ability. However, the 

US assessed that Japanese defence policies and military build-up aimed at increasing 

effectiveness of collective defence such as anti-submarine missions (DNSA; U.S. 

DOD, 1969; U.S. DOS, 1966, 1973a). 

 
175  Basically, the F-1 fighter was a modified version of the T-2 trainer, which was 

developed in the 1960s. Hence, its combat capability was assessed to be inferior to those of 

aircraft of relatively similar specifications (M. A. Lorell, 1995a, pp. 60-62). For example, 

while Japanese F-1 was equipped with INS, all-digital cockpit system, indigenous developed 

Fire-control system, and had limited combat radius (556 km), F-5E which was developed in 

the mid-1975 had more advanced radar system (off-boresight and doubled searching range) 

and complex avionic systems (GPS, INS, electronic counter measure devices) and extended 

combat radius (1,405km) (Air Force Technology, 2019a, 2019b). 
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5.4.1.2 Space Launch Vehicles 

In 1964, the GOJ established the Institute of Space and Astronautical Science 

(ISAS) to begin developing rockets in earnest. The goal of ISAS during the 1970s was 

to develop a solid fuel-based space-launchable rocket (CIA, 1966; U.S. DOS, 1965).176  

However, the US expressed severe concerns about Japan’s attempt to develop 

indigenous rockets that used a solid-propellant system (Krige et al., 2013, pp. 189-191; 

Watanabe, 2003).177 Their main concerns relating to the ISAS rocket development plan 

were: (i) the high possibility of Japanese independent ballistic missile development; 

(ii) the possibility of technology developed by academic institutions being transferred 

to China, under conditions of weakening governmental control, and (iii) the fact that 

this development could be instrumental in decreasing Japanese dependence on 

America’s defence commitment to undesirable levels, and, consequently, lead to the 

deterioration of Washington’s influence in Asia (Suzuki, 2016; U.S. DOS, 1967).178  

For these reasons, the US Government decided to cooperate with Japan on a 

rocket development process in order to dispel security concerns, maintaining their 

 
176 The SLV development in Japan began in the 1950s (Yasunori, 2003). However, the 

most critical factors for Japan’s space development plan were the Soviet Sputnik launch 

(1957), Chinese nuclear testing (1964) and independent SLV launching (1970) (Krige et al., 

2013, p. 189; Sheehan, 2010, p. 44). 

177 There are two rocket engine systems: liquid rockets and solid rockets. The liquid 

rocket system uses fuel and oxidizer as the propellants, stored separately in liquid states. By 

contrast, in the solid rocket system, the propellants were designed to be stored in a solid 

cylinder in a mixed state. The merit of the liquid rocket engine is that it is cheaper than the 

solid rocket system. However, liquid rockets tend to be heavier and more complex because of 

the pumps and storage tanks; therefore, it is necessary to inject the fuel before launching the 

liquid propellant rocket. In the case of the solid rocket, it is much easier to handle and can sit 

for years before firing. NASA, Explanations on Propulsion system. For more detailed 

discussions, see, NASA homepage (https://www.grc.nasa.gov/www/k-12/rocket/rocket.html). 

178 It was also acknowledged that the possibility of selling missiles developed by ISAS 

to other countries, such as the Ukraine, was examined by GOJ in the 1960-70s (Saitou, 1992). 

https://www.grc.nasa.gov/www/k-12/rocket/lrockth.html
https://www.grc.nasa.gov/www/k-12/rocket/lrockth.html
https://www.grc.nasa.gov/www/k-12/rocket/srockth.html
https://www.grc.nasa.gov/www/k-12/rocket/rocket.html
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influence over Japan and preventing Japan from developing indigenous ballistic 

missiles.179 In other words, Washington thought that technical assistance in space R&D 

to Japan could help America to achieve its overall goals of preserving the closest 

bilateral partnership between the US and Japan and strengthening Japan’s non-

communist position in East Asia (U.S. DOS, 1967). 

Discussions on space rocket technology cooperation between Japan and the US 

began in earnest in the mid-1960s. It is considered that the development of an 

indigenous space capability was one way for Japan to gain international prestige 

(Suzuki, 2013, p. 100). Hence, the GOJ considered obtaining space technology as a 

vital means of restoring its lost international status after World War II; therefore, the 

nation actively sought ways to secure technology related to space projectiles, and 

subsequently, the US recognised the need to control them appropriately.  

As a result of these two countries’ recognition of technological cooperation 

necessities and restrictions, two government signed a space cooperation agreement in 

1969 (JAXA, 1969). The US and Japan made it clear that technology transferred under 

the agreement must be used only for peaceful purposes (U.S. NSC, 1975c). 

Furthermore, the US stated that it would provide Japan with Thor-delta rockets using 

a liquid propellant, although NASA and DOS strongly opposed this agreement (Krige 

et al., 2013, pp. 197-200). In addition, the US would deliver hardware technology to 

support the development of Japan's next space launch vehicles, N-type and Q type. 

 
179 In the late 1960s, the US DOD evaluated Japan’s missile and nuclear armament 

development capability. According to their analysis, Japan could develop nuclear-armed 

IRBM by the late 1970s. The expected capability of potential Japanese nuclear IRBM would 

carry 3,000 pound warhead and render the line of Beijing-Shanghai, Manchurian industrial 

complex, and the Soviet Far East important targets (U.S. DOD, 1969, pp. II-15-II-16). 
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During the negotiation process, U. Alexis Johnson, the former US Ambassador to 

Japan, related the benefits of the GOJ to the Japanese Prime Minister, Sato. The 

following is an extract: ‘[I]t went far beyond what we had offered any other country, 

and it had required much arm-twisting to extract it from Washington, especially the 

Defence Department, which took a very dim view of any other country possessing 

rockets.” (U. A. Johnson & McAllister, 1984, p. 487). 

The primary purpose of the US agreement was to prevent the Japanese 

advancement of nuclear armament and Ballistic Missile development based on solid-

fuel technology (U.S. DOS, 1967). In addition to these aims, America also orchestrated 

the missile development prohibition of third-party countries, such as China, by 

preventing the transfer of launcher related technology from Japan. Thus, hardware and 

technologies relating to these restrictions were specified in detail as part of the 

technical cooperation agreement. While licensed production could be permitted for 

hardware, the US imposed significant restrictions on the provision of information 

related to design, development, and production (JAXA, 1969).180  

With the US-Japan space agreement in place, Japan began efforts to develop its 

space launcher, the N-1, with America’s technical support. Considering the above 

objectives, Washington had taken a meticulous approach in choosing technologies to 

support Japan. Firstly, America created the Technical Advisory Group (TAG), 

consisting of DOS, DOD, NASA, and the Office of Munitions Control (OMC). After 

 
180 From the 1969 agreement, cooperation in space rocket development between the 

US and Japan evolved and Japan established the National Aeronautics and Space Development 

Agency (NASDA). This organisation aimed to effectively manage their domestic civil space 

technology research groups under the Government and improve technical cooperation between 

themselves and the US (Suzuki, 2016). 
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a thorough internal review, the final model selected in October 1970 was the MD Thor-

Delta 58 version (Berner, 2005, pp. 3-5; Krige et al., 2013, pp. 201-202). Besides, 

Japan could obtain relevant technologies regarding rocket motors and engines, which 

was the baseline for SLV development. For example, Japanese firms could 

manufacture the MB-3 engine under licensed production and the LE-3, the second-

stage motor, with American assistance (Pekkanen & Kallender-Umezu, 2010, p. 115). 

In 1975, with US technical support, Japan successfully completed the development of 

the N-1 SLV, which was launched in 9th September 1975.181  

In 1972, the development of the N-2 launcher was initially discussed, as an 

upgrade version of the N-1 launcher. Japan had set a goal to develop this rocket to 

carry objects weighing 500kg into geostationary orbit by the 1970s (Lele, 2013, p. 99). 

During the negotiation between the U.S and Japan, serious controversy arose within 

the US about the scope of technical assistance for the development of Japan’s N-2 

rocket stage (Krige et al., 2013, pp. 202-204).  

In response to this Japanese plan, NASA expressed its position that technical 

support would be difficult to provide since related technologies were not part of the 

1969 US-Japan agreement. Additional entreaties by Japan were essential to allow for 

an alternative N-2 rocket development strategy, which entailed purchasing hardware 

or assembling key parts in Japanese companies, instead of receiving technical data and 

assistance.182 By doing this, the GOJ assumed that they could alleviate Washington’s 

 
181  The LE-3 motor was a key element in Japanese indigenous rocket motor 

development. By adopting the LE-3 motor technology, Japanese engineers developed the LE-

5 motor, which was the first indigenous liquid motor.For more detailed history of N-1  SLVs, 

see, JAXA  homepage (https://global.jaxa.jp/about/history/nasda/index_e.html). 

182  NASA believed that the ability to transport 300kg may be possible by using 

technology applied to the existing N-1 rocket, but a more advanced technology was needed to 

https://global.jaxa.jp/about/history/nasda/index_e.html


237 

 

anxiety about Japanese technical independence in the space program.   

Concerning this demand, NASA reiterated its position that it was possible to sell 

hardware, but other necessary conditions in the build were challenging to 

accommodate. Despite NASA’s opposition, however, the DOS imposed on NASA that 

it must proactively cooperate with Japan, and eventually, in 1973, America decided to 

assist in upgrading the Japanese N-1 rocket, namely the N-2, with the capacity to carry 

250 kg into GSO (Logdson, 1992, p. 297). 

Table 5-15 US Technical Assistance in Japanese SLVs 

Category N-1 N-2 

Vehicle Integration McDonnell Douglas McDonnell Douglas 

1st Stage 

Airframe McDonnell Douglas McDonnell Douglas 

Main Engine Rockwell Rockwell 

Strap-on boosters Thiokol Thiokol 

2nd stage 

Airframe McDonnell Douglas McDonnell Douglas 

Engine Rockwell Aerojet 

Reaction Control System TRW Aerojet 

3rd Stage 

Airframe McDonnell Douglas McDonnell Douglas 

Engine Thiokol Thiokol 

Fairing McDonnell Douglas McDonnell Douglas 

Guidance and Control 
Honeywell,  

McDonnell Douglas 
McDonnell Douglas 

Source: Berner (2005, p. 5) 

 

The above table shows 1970s U.S-Japan technology cooperation in the 

development of the Japanese space launcher. The detailed supplied equipment from 

America to Japan for the N-2 SLV included: nine strap-on boosters for the first stage 

rocket, an ablative cooling thrust chamber for the second stage, an expanded fairing 

system, and a large capacity motor for the third stage (Krige et al., 2013, p. 203). 

 
achieve the goal of transporting as much as 500kg (Krige et al., 2013, pp. 202-204). 
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Contrary to N-1’s radio guidance system, the N-2 applied a more advanced INS under 

the permission of the US (Pekkanen & Kallender-Umezu, 2010, pp. 115-116).  

Despite constructive space technology cooperation between the two countries, it 

is an undeniable fact that the US was protective of its cutting-edge technology. For 

example, in developing the process of the N-1 launcher and its upgrade version, Japan 

wanted to license the Castor-II engine developed by Tihokol to improve its 

performance. However, the US notified Japan’s Nissan Motor Company after a review 

by the DOS, that it could be provided only in the form of a ‘resultant end product’. In 

addition, regarding the N-1 launcher using the Castor-II engine, the US was adamant 

that no performance improvements were permissible above the US-designated 

performance level (U.S. DOS, 1974a).183 Moreover, specific technologies applicable 

to the development of intercontinental ballistic missiles, such as design and re-entry 

technologies, were excluded from the technology transfer category (U.S. NSC, 1975b, 

1975c). This system was similarly employed in the N-2 version in order to restrict the 

potential development of ballistic missile capacity. For example, Japan could 

domestically produce projectile engines and boosters in recognition of US licenses. 

However, Tokyo should import the guidance system from the US (Lele, 2013, p. 99).184 

 
183 The detailed limitations are as follows: (i) the first stage: the DSV-3L-1/A/B Thor 

Booster with the MB-3 Block III engine, 170,000 LBS thrust at sea level, and 230 seconds 

burn time; (ii) the second stage: the DSV-3E-4, 12,800 LBS thrust, 270 seconds burn time; 

(iii) the third stage: DSV-3E-15 (TE-364-3), 10,000 LBS thrust and 44 seconds burn time. 

184 In 1970, the United States made a proposal for Japan to participate in the space 

station project, but Japan considered it a difficult proposition to participate in  space shuttle 

programs without the requisite of a mature technology (Krige et al., 2013, pp. 193-195). In 

1971, Japan dispatched top scientists to NASA to discuss this issue (U.S. DOS, 1972, p. 61). 
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5.4.1.3 Features of US’s MTT policies to Japan in the 1970s 

The 1970s were a critical turning point in Japan’s defence and arms procurement 

policies. The reasons were that America had requested Japan to strengthen its defence 

capabilities as a precondition for the return of Okinawa, as well as a reduction of US 

troops from Asia region under the Nixon doctrine. There were vigorous discussions 

regarding self-defence policies within the GOJ and society, and the GOJ gradually 

extended its defensive roles and areas from ‘Exclusive Defence’ to ‘autonomous 

defence’ concept.185  

In 1970, Japan announced its fourth five-year defence program which covers the 

period from 1972 to 1977. This aimed at preventing air and maritime attacks on 

Japanese territory by ensuring superiority in the air and sea (Ito, 1970, pp. 1032-1034). 

For this aim, Japan announced three-dimensional defence improvement project such 

as (i) strengthening air defence capability; (ii) protecting near sea areas and SLOC; (iii) 

improving capability of early warning and control (K.-s. Shin, 2007, pp. 140-141). 

After the accomplishment of the fourth five-year defence program, Japan established 

the National Defence Program Outline (NDPO) in 1976. The primary aims of the 

NDPO were building an appropriate defence capability to deter ‘small-scale 

encroachment’ from outside Japan’s territories, including sea and air space, under the 

concept of ‘Basic Defence Capability’ (Japanese MOD, 2013, p. 108).  

Based on this recognition of the security environment in the 1970s, Japan 

 
185 Five principles of ‘Autonomous Defence’ were announced under the Nakasone, a 

Director of the Defence Agency, in the 1970s. These principles were founded in maintaining 

the constitution and defending national territory, and supplementing Japan’s resources for 

national defence within the US-Japan security system. For the ‘Exclusive Defence’, see,  

Kobayashi (1968), and for the ‘autonomous defence’, see, American Embassy Tokyo (1971a); 

Samuels (2011, p. 35).  
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attempted to acquire indigenous aerospace technologies from the US. The 

representative cases were F-4EJ fighters, and N-type SLVs licensed production 

programs. In order to encourage Japan to take over the US’s defensive role in limited 

areas, the US allowed F-4EJ licence production. However, they strictly restricted in 

transferring design and system integration technology which could be a basis of 

Japan’s indigenous development of advanced weapon system. Moreover, to prevent 

Japan from obtaining ICBM capability by using solid propellant rocket, the US 

provided liquid rocket technology to Japan.  

From this perspective, America’s aerospace technology assistance policy toward 

Japan can be categorized as the third type of Table 4-8 since the US enabled Japan to 

access the majority of US-oriented technologies except for very critical areas.   

 

5.4.2 US’s Military Technology Assistance Policy to ROK 

5.4.2.1 Combat Fighters 

In the 1970s, the overall conventional military capability of South Korea was 

inferior to that of North Korea, with its military strength estimated to be only 50.8% 

of North Korea’s. Therefore, once the USFK withdrawal was decided, both the South 

Korean and US governments believed that it was necessary to take measures to 

consolidate ROK defence capability. As a result, the necessity of introducing a new 

fighter jet along with the modernisation of ground forces equipment emerged (ROK 

MND, 1994a, pp. 34-35). Schlesinger, the Secretary of Defence, emphasised that he 

fully recognized that ROK lacked deterrent power and confirmed that the US 

Government would accept additional requests from them for F-4E and F-5 combat 
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fighters (National Archives of Korea, 2008, p. 67).186   

The ROKAF capability in the 1970s was as follows. The F-86, which had been 

in service from the time of the Korean War, was outdated and difficult to repair. The 

F-5 A/B, which was introduced in 1965, was unable to compete in mobility and 

avionics with DPRK’s newest Mig-21 fighter.187 Thus, it required the introduction of 

an advanced fighter to counter the potential Mig-21 threat. Consequently, the F-4 

fighter was supplied by the US to ROK (Park, 2016, pp. 135-136).  

Table 5-16 Comparison of F-5A, F-4, and Mig-21capability 

 F-5A F-4 Mig-21 

Service 1954 1963 1956 

Maximum 

Speed 

925 mph  

(Mach 1. 4) 

16,000 mph 

(Mach 2.0) 

13,000 mph  

(Mach 2.0) 

Service Ceiling 50,500 feet 60,000 feet 50,000 feet 

Range 558 miles 1,300 miles 600 miles 

Avionics - 
FCR, RWR,  

ECM, INS* 

Jay Bird Radar & 

RWR 

Armament Max. 6,200 lbs bomb 12,500 lbs bomb 500 & 250 lbs bomb 

* FCR: Fire-Control Radar, RWR: Radar Warning Receiver, ECM: Electronic Counter 

Measures, INS: Internal Guidance System 

Source: Military Analysis Network (www.fas.org) 

In the 1970s, ROK pursued a method of acquiring fighter jets based on licensed 

production or co-production, at least on the condition of domestic assembly production. 

 
186  This assessment was evidenced by wargame simulation. According to the 

simulation outcome the US Pacific Command conducted, South Korea and USFK alone could 

not defeat North Korea’s an all-out invasion without additional foreign and US support, 

although it was not an official view or the finding of the American policymakers. Particularly, 

the wargame expected that ROK’s airpower would be completely destroyed within 30 days of 

war initiation (Headquarters CINCPAC, 1978, pp. 157-159). 

187 DOD selected the F-5 A/B as a model for the Military Assistance Program (MAP) 

to support America’s allies. Although the F-5 A/B had a reasonable air-to-ground combat 

capability, air-to-air ability was restricted (https://fas.org/man/dod-101/sys/ac/f-5.htm).   

https://fas.org/man/dod-101/sys/ac/f-5.htm
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For example, from the early 1970s, ROK asked for co-production of the F-4, which 

was a current force, and wanted to domestic assembly production of the F-16, which 

was the candidate for the follow-on fighter (American Embassy Seoul, 1974b).188  

The demand for F-4 co-production began in 1974 when Cho Joong-Hoon, 

president of Korean Air Line (KAL), in connection with the purchase of F-4E fighter 

jets, asked the US ambassador to assist negotiations with the US DOD to establish a 

joint assembly and maintenance plant (ROK MOFA, 2006, frame no. 7-8).  

On July 26, 1974, ROK officially requested that the target amount of F-4E 

fighter jets should constitute at least three squadrons; one squadron to be imported as 

finished products, and two squadrons to be obtained through co-production in ROK. 

The goal of this request was to secure overhaul and maintenance capabilities and 

fostering the aircraft’s on-site industry (ROK MOFA, 2006, frame no. 11).  

The US DOD’s position on this issue was that there was a problem from a policy 

standpoint; specifically, if the three F-4E squadrons were provided with technological 

support, this could affect the balance of military power on the Korean Peninsula. 

Considering this matter, the US government robustly contended that only one F-4 

squadron would be available for South Korea (American Embassy Seoul, 1974a). 

Additionally, certain restrictions that were in force on funding in connection with the 

support of the ROK military modernisation plan would be infringed upon (ROK 

MOFA, 2006, frame no. 21-22).  

Another attempt to acquire advanced aircraft technology was via F-16 domestic 

 
188 Regarding ROK’s request on F-4, the US expressed that ‘the matter is extremely 

involved and too many issues are at hand for the USG to move on short notice. America’s 

decision on the provision of one F-4 squadron was made promptly’ (U.S. DOS, 1974b, 1974c). 
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assembly production (American Embassy Seoul, 1978c). ROK started its air force 

modernisation plan following ‘The First Force Modernisation Plan’ from 1975, to 

replace the F-5 A/B and F-86. The fundamental objective of this plan was to acquire 

the competitiveness capability vis-à-vis DPRK’s air force, preferably with further 

enhanced ability. Under this consideration, the ROK Government selected the F-16, 

which was undergoing the process of development, in 1975 (Um, 2012, pp. 102-105). 

The basic strategy for this objective was, by introducing F-16s, to secure the 

requisite technical skills through assembly production in the early stages, and then 

eventually localising some parts, to thus secure domestic maintenance capabilities 

(Park, 2016, p. 144). In the early stages of this proposal, the Pentagon shared a positive 

stance on F-16 sales to ROK, and in June 1977, when Brown, the Secretary of Defence, 

visited Seoul for the annual Security Consultant Meeting (SCM), he expressed 

‘approved in principle’ (Keefer, 2017, pp. 384-385). However, the US postponed the 

decision of selling F-16s to ROK until the late 1970s, despite running the risk of loss 

of confidence from their ally (American Embassy Seoul, 1978b). Furthermore, 

regarding the co-assembly production, ROK sought to pursue, the US Ambassador 

explained that this could make the F-16 sale question a more complicated one 

(American Embassy Seoul, 1978c).  

The official argument about delayed F-16 delivery was around the limitations on 

the allocated budget for security assistance (American Embassy Seoul, 1978a). 

However, the actual underlying reason was that the Soviets were concerned about F-

16 delivery to ROK in respect to the late 1970s ‘Conventional Arms Control’ 

discussion held between Moscow and Washington. Also, the decision to sell F-16s 

seemed less urgent in the sense that the US believed that the ROKAF was superior to 
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North Korea’s in quality, if not in quantity (CIA, 1978c).189  

In line with this, US DOS placed ROK’s ground force modernisation as the 

highest priority (U.S. DOS, 1978a). When President Carter and Secretary of Defence 

Brown visited ROK in June 1979, Brown strongly insisted that ‘ground force 

improvements receive first priority in the ROK budget; … costly acquisitions such as 

F-16s and submarines receive careful consideration” (Headquarters CINCPAC, 1980, 

p. 402). The implicit meaning of this remark was that establishing defensive 

capabilities should be given priority by enhancing ground forces equipment and assets 

rather than by purchasing advanced combat fighter for offensive roles (Headquarters 

CINCPAC, 1980, p. 404).  

The US Government, therefore, made alternative provision, instead of supplying 

F-16 to ROK, thinking it better to provide other forms of military aid and thus 

hopefully avoiding any ‘tit for tat’ response with North Korea acquiring Mig-21 or 

Mig-23 fighters (U.S. DOS, 1978b, 1978c). 190  Officially, however, the US 

Government continued to give Seoul the signal that Washington's decision to provide 

F-16s remained unchanged (American Embassy Seoul, 1978c). 

 

 
189 According to William H. Gleysteen, the US ambassador to ROK, the issue of F-16 

sale was not a theme at the ‘Conventional Arms Control’ Talk (American Embassy Seoul, 

1978b). However, although Brzezinski and Brown argued that selling F-16s would not provoke 

the Soviets to supply Mig-23s to North Korea, US President Carter and the ACDA thought 

differently, thinking that Korean Peninsula stability would be jeopardized by doing so (Keefer, 

2017, p. 386). 

190 The US DOS had six alternatives regarding ROKG’s F-16 requests: (i) suggesting 

F-5Es or F-4s, (ii) restating the earlier agreement in principle, (iii) holding the request, but 

reaffirming the earlier agreement in principle, (iv) agree to legal process under the 

congressional approval of the transfer legislation, (v) approving the sale of 18 F-16s now, and 

considering a further sale later, (vi) fully accepting South Korea’s request now. 
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5.4.2.2 Surface-to-Surface Missiles (SSMs) 

From 1971, ROK began the development of missiles under the name of the 

‘Aerospace Industry Project’ (Nuclear Threat Initiative, 2016). President Park issued 

a confidential missile development program, and the ADD received an official order 

to develop both short and long-range SSMs in 1974 (J.-b. Park, 2011, p. 28; CIA, 

1978d, p. 8). 

ROK’s primary motive for developing missile capabilities was to match those of 

DPRK, without reliance on US assistance, as at that time North Korea obtained Frog-

5 rocket artillery capable of reaching Seoul from the northern part of Military 

Demarcation Line (MDL) (Bermudez, 1999, pp. 3-4). In contrast, ROK had no 

expedients to counter Pyongyang’s threat. From the South Korean viewpoint, the most 

effective and expedient way of responding to the North’s threat was to change the 

model of the Nike-Hercules missile from surface-to-air to surface-to-surface.191  

The US Government considered ROK’s missile development as a stepping stone 

to nuclear armament (CIA, 1978d). Namely, America’s policymakers, particularly, 

DOS officers, viewed the program as the development of nuclear-capable ballistic 

missiles. From the standpoint of DOS, delivering significant technologies to ROK 

could result in catastrophic consequences. This assessment is well described in the 

following remark (U.S. DOS, 1975c, p. 2):  

 
191 DPRK received Frog-5 rocket artillery from the Soviet Union in 1965. In 1971, 

China proposed to provide technical assistance to Pyongyang to develop advanced weapon 

systems including missiles (Bermudez, 1999, pp. 3-4). DPRK’s introduction of Frog rocket 

artillery (range: 40km) was a severe threat to South Korea because the the artillery can attack 

Seoul city directly. Contrary to North Korea, the distance between MDL and Pyongyang is 

150km, so ROK did not have any instrument to attack Pyongyang directly.  
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“President Park … is embarked upon an ambitious program to develop 

advanced weapons systems which will be “strategic” in the context of the 

Korean Peninsula. … advanced missiles the ADD has been directed to 

supervise production of a prototype nuclear weapon. We believe that 

SSM's, even without nuclear warheads, could be destabilizing in the 

hands of the present ROK leadership, and would risk serious and rapid 

escalation arising from the low level naval and other incidents which are 

chronic between North and South Korea. Linkage of nuclear weapons 

development to an advanced missile capability would have the most 

serious strategic implications given the ROK’s geographic location.” 

 Hence, DOS staunchly refused ROK’s requests for assisting ROK’s missile 

development program since preventing ROK from approaching sensitive technologies 

is one of the feasible ways to prohibit missile development (U.S. NSC, 1975a). Due to 

this DOS’s obdurate position, the issue of missile technology assistance to ROK 

became a controversial issue within the US intergovernmental discussions. 

Through ROK’s desire to acquire necessary technical knowledge on Nike-

Hercules SAM maintenance capabilities from America, ROK MND requested that the 

US establish a maintenance depot (American Embassy Seoul, 1974c). This issue 

created relatively less controversy, so the US provided technical assistance to ROK’s 

military contractors, Gold Star Precision Industries Ltd (now LIG), to secure their 

maintenance capabilities under US supervision (Mistry, 2003, p. 90).192 

The year 1975 marked a significant turning point in ROK’s independent 

development of missiles. In February of that year, the Korean-type SSM development 

began very sluggishly due to some opposition from the US Government. There were 

 
192 The main reason of this decision was that the USG did not provide maintenance 

service without timely responsiveness in the early 1970s (American Embassy Seoul, 1974c).  
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two offers related to ROK’s missile development program; (i) the sale of small-scale 

propellant production facility from Lockheed Propulsion Company, and (ii) the 

proposal of missile capability extension program from McDonnell-Douglas (MD).193  

Compared to the maintenance depot establishment, requests of MD and ROKG 

for rocket propellant production facility and personal training program of rocket motor 

design were enormously controversial between DOS and DOD in 1975. The basic 

posture of DOS was a rebuff of ROK’s intent because the allowance of these requests 

gave the wrong signal to the ROK Government that the US approved Seoul’s missile 

development, and this could result in instability in the Korean peninsula (U.S. DOS, 

1975c, pp. 2-3). 

Contrary to DOS’s objection, DOD strongly supported this request based on both 

practical and strategic considerations. As to the practical concerns, ROK’s independent 

propellant production was a compulsory capability in order to maintain Seoul’s force 

preparedness because various munitions and missiles, including TOW anti-tank 

missile, HAWK SAM system, and AAM, were used by ROK armed forces (SIPRI, 

2019). Regarding the strategic estimations, DOD insisted that supplying propellant 

production facilities would not contribute significantly to Korea’s ability to develop 

missiles (U.S. DOS, 1975c). In addition to this analysis, Sneider, the former US 

ambassador to ROK, insisted that selling propellant production would enable the US 

 
193 When it comes to the MD’s proposal, they contained proposals to provide support 

for the modification of the Nike-Hercules missile into an SSM and to assist the design to 

extend its range to 240 kilometres. During the ensuing negotiation process, Seoul strongly 

demanded that Korean engineers should participate in the design process. Regarding this 

request, a representative of the US company responded that the US Government’s policy 

stance would strictly prohibit the release of missile-related technology, so such participation 

in the design process would be difficult (Ahn, Kim, & Cho, 2016, p. 152). 
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to more effectively investigate and monitor South Korean missile development and 

status (National Archives of Korea, 2008, p. 368; Um, 2012, p. 139).  

Amidst the vigorous internal debate conducted by the US Government, 

Washington decided to (i) sell paraphernalia for developing ROK’s SSM, including 

propellant production facilities, equipment for missile range static, flight tests, and 

vibration tests and (ii) provide the opportunity for participation in the missile design 

process to South Korea (American Embassy Seoul, 1975a, 1975b, 1975c, 1975d).194  

However, both DOD and DOS banned the attempts for extending the missile’s 

flight range and restricted the transferring technology for propellant production. In the 

same vein, both the Department of the Army and the US Missile Command denied 

ROK’s request for Nike-Hercules surface-to-surface kits and the lists of related 

technologies (Headquarters CINCPAC, 1976, p. 433).195 Furthermore, the US repeated 

their attempts to ban IBM from selling computers that could help the development of 

ROK’s indigenous missile (American Embassy Seoul, 1977a).  

Therefore, Seoul needed to seek an alternative means for acquiring the related 

technologies including command and guidance systems, as they wished to extend the 

flight range and increase the accuracy of the original version of the Nike-Hercules 

 
194 The negotiation between MD and ADD eventually secured a final contract in July 

1975, which included the provision that Korean technicians could participate in the missile 

design process; the MD requested the US DOS approve the contract, emphasising that the 

contract did not include a technology transfer clause and only offered missile design (Ahn et 

al., 2016, pp. 152-153). 

195 Concerning missile improvement plan, the Secretary of Defence strongly argued 

that ‘neither [the] DOD nor the State supported the MD proposal to improve the surface-to-

surface capability of the Nike-Hercules system’ (Headquarters CINCPAC, 1976, p. 432). 

Merle Peters, the former McDonnell-Douglas Far East Marketing Manager, had the opinion 

that the US Government had no intention to allow range extension and accuracy enhancement 

in South Korea’s missile project (American Embassy Seoul, 1976). 
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missile, thus necessitating tracking radar and onboard guidance system modifications. 

Since obtaining such technologies from the US was impossible, an alternative 

approach selected by ADD scientists was to hire solid-state electronics, rather than to 

utilise the original method via vacuum tube technology (CIA, 1978d, p. 9).   

To meet this requirement, ADD contacted France as an alternative partner for 

technological cooperation. Although South Korea had already obtained a small-scaled 

solid-fuel propellant mixer from Lockheed in 1975, so as to secure the technology for 

propellant manufacture, they also made contracts with a French company to satisfy the 

clauses ‘OJT (On the Job Training)’ and ‘Learning by Doing’ (Mistry, 2003, p. 91).196 

In the process of development, ROK made significant advancements in the fields 

of rocket motors, airframes, control systems, and onboard guidance systems, by 

adopting French assisted technology such as propellent production (CIA, 1978d, p. 9). 

For ROK, France was thereby a default partner in missile technology due to the US 

not approving the transfer of related technologies.  

To conclude, regarding ROK’s missile development efforts, the primary concern 

of the US DOS was that ROK’s SSM project could initiate a missile competition on 

the Korean Peninsula (Cordesman, 2016, p. 29). Particularly, ROK’s missile capability 

enhancement program was considered to be a part of the process of developing nuclear 

weapon arsenals as a ‘strategic option for ROK vis-à-vis DPRK. Therefore, Seoul’s 

missile capability was deemed sufficient to potentially escalate a low-intensity dispute 

into a high-intensity conflict (U.S. DOS, 1975c). 

 
196 This was a part of a strategy to acquire as much information as possible and to 

conduct practical training by participating in the direct processing of raw materials and 

propellant production (National Archives of Korea, 2008, p. 6; Um, 2012, pp. 161-163). 
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Hence, the US tried to control ROK’s indigenous development by preventing 

missile technology assistance from the US-origin companies and armed services. 

Besides, during the development period, Richard Giles Stilwell, as the Commander-

in-Chief of the United Nations Command (CINCUNC) in Korea, visited ADD to force 

the current missile development program to be stopped (B.-j. Park, 2010).  

In response to this negative and coercive posture of the US, in 1977, Sneider, the 

US ambassador to ROK, sharply criticised the response of the US DOS to ROK’s SSM 

development ‘as being short-sighted’. Moreover, he expressed concern in the 

weakening US-ROK security alliance relationship, caused by America’s strict 

restrictions on ROK’s missile project, which did not allow for proper substitutions. 

The following well illustrates his opposition to the DOS’s decision: ‘We are then faced 

with challenging the credibility and good faith of our ally. …In any case, not all “new 

ADD missile programs” should be considered automatically as being inimical with 

U.S. interests. … The question of destabilization is certainly a critical one, but it needs 

fully review’ (American Embassy Seoul, 1977a). 

As a result of these vigorous discussions within the US Government bodies, 

while the US accepted ROK’s proposal for reverse-engineering the Nike-Hercules 

surface-to-air missile into a surface-to-surface missile, its maximum range would be 

limited to 180km, as under US supervision (Daalder & Terriff, 1993, pp. 221-223).  

From 1978, the ROKG started flight test of the newly designed US-oriented 

missiles. On June 3, 1978, an indigenously developed ROK’s SSM was successfully 

tested (Ahn et al., 2016, pp. 265-267). The specifications of the newly developed 

Korean missile involved a two-stage solid-fuelled propellant, a range of 180 km, a 
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maximum 500 kg payload, and a high explosive warhead (CSIS Missile Defense 

Project, 2017a; Nuclear Threat Initiative, 2014). According to the CIA’s evaluation, 

with the assistance of a French company, South Korea’s NHK-1 SSM was almost 

completely redesigned in rocket motors, airframes, and an onboard solid-state 

command guidance system (Hayes & Moon, 2011). 

 

5.4.2.3 Features of US’s MTT policies to ROK in the 1970s 

In the 1970s, the military modernisation plan of ROK began to be initiated by 

complex situations both inside and outside the country. The foremost driving factor 

was the sense of weakening of America’s security commitment during the 1970s, 

whilst another factor was concerns about DPRK’s rapid military modernisation 

(American Embassy Seoul, 1977c). Instead of the US’s troop withdrawal, hence, they 

agreed to support the ‘five-year force modernisation plan’ as a compensation (Levin 

& Sneider, 1982, p. 27). However, The US and ROK had different views on the weapon 

systems and equipment that America would support. While the US thought that DPRK 

could be deterred through US naval and air forces support and Seoul’s reinforced 

ground combatant via transferred equipment,  ROK wanted an additional requirement 

to build up its independent war capability and deterrence against the North through 

naval and air force expansion (Seo, 2015, p. 218).  

And then, the ROK Government started the Yulgok project from 1974 by 

investing around 31 per cent of total defence budget (J. C. Choi, 1998, pp. 181-182). 

In this project, Seoul stressed as a top priority the need to strengthen their early 

warning and air defence capabilities (Office of Force Planning, 1994, pp. 34-47). In 
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particular, President Park designated the year of 1978 as the target date for completion 

of ‘basic projects’ (American Embassy Seoul, 1977b).  

Although ROK established an ambitious blueprint for the indigenous 

development of the aerospace asset, it would not be an achievable task unless the US 

provided appropriate technical assistance, as discussed in Chapter Four. Moreover, the 

US rarely supported Seoul’s aerospace industrial capability because they thought that 

it could result in the sub-regional instability by collapsing military balance between 

two Koreas (Headquarters CINCPAC, 1980, p. 414).  

Hence, the US provided F-4 state-of-the-art class fighters to ROK as the off-the-

shelf condition at that time to respond promptly against North Korea’s threat. In 

addition, Washington strictly restricted ROK’s SSM development program. They just 

allowed ROK to obtain limited maintenance capability of various US-oriented missiles. 

This indicates that the US’s security assistance aimed at not ROK’s indigenous 

defence development capability, but the preservation of sub-regional BoP. Hence, the 

character of America’s aerospace technology transfer policy toward ROK could be 

classified into type one of Figure 4-2 since the US just permitted limited technical 

assistance and focused on providing off-the-shelf items.  

 

5.5 Chapter Conclusion 

This chapter scrutinises the patterns and rationales of America’s military 

technology assistance in the 1970s toward Japan and ROK. As a security guarantor in 

the Asia-Pacific region, the US fulfilled its responsibilities through military presences 

in allies’ territory and security assistance programs, such as delivering advanced 
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military equipment and supporting allies’ self-reliance defence capability. 

For the technical assistance program, Washington allowed Tokyo to produce F-

4EJ and N-type SLVs under license production and supported F-1 fighter in-house 

development. In the case of ROK, contrary to the Japanese case, the US provided F-

4D/E and F-5E/F fighters as end products and strictly restricted Seoul’s SSM 

development. 

These America’s differentiated MTT patterns toward Japan and ROK could be 

explained by applying a new analytical framework (Figure 4-2 in Section 4.3.3). The 

systemic constraints and the US’s role expectation for each allied country served as 

independent and intervening variables that led to different aspects of aerospace 

technology support for Japan and ROK in terms of alliance management. 

Firstly, as analysed in Section Two, the international security environment of 

1970 was very stable, named as the détente period. Indeed, the two superpowers’ 

overall material capabilities were considered as equal in terms of strategic power. 

Moreover, they consulted in various areas, such as strategic arms reduction and 

restriction on conventional arms transfer, to moderate the risk of nuclear 

confrontations. The security situation in the Asia-Pacific region was also stable due to 

the relatively concrete bipolarity in the region. On one side was the Soviet Union, and 

on the other side was the US-Japan alliance. China took a more favourable posture for 

the pro-alliance of US-Japan.  

As an IV, in the 1970s, the stable regional security environment affected that 

America maintained or restrained an overall level of transferred aerospace technology 

to its weak allies. The aim of these postures was not to harm the regional and sub-
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regional stability by preserving the status quo between its weak allies and designated 

adversaries. This policy supports the notion of the US application of the offshore 

balance strategy (see, Chapter Three). 

Secondly, it was inevitable that the US had different role expectations to Japan 

and ROK since their respective economic and military strengths and the threats they 

faced were dissimilar, as discussed in Section Three. As a result of examining three 

criteria (Section 4.3.2), Japan was required by the US to take responsibility for the 

defence of its mainland as well as deterring Soviet Union advancement in the Far East. 

Also raised was the need for cooperation to protect maritime transportation routes in 

Southwestern Asia. On the other hand, with ROK less economically and militarily 

developed compared to Japan, its role was limited to deterring North Korea's 

expansion on the Korean peninsula. From these assessments, the US requested 

operational and tactical roles to Japan and ROK, respectively.  

As an ITV, these differed role expectations influenced America in discerning the 

standards in determining aerospace technology assistance to Japan and ROK. 

Conforming to the objectives of alliance management, either encouraging its allies to 

share defence responsibility or preventing the regional confrontation in order to 

maintain BoP at regional or sub-regional levels (as discussed in Chapter Two), the US 

took more cooperative attitudes toward an operational partner rather than a tactical one. 

Based on these analyses, the types of America’s MTT policies in the 1970s 

toward Japan and ROK can be characterised as ‘Advanced Cooperation’ and ‘Direct 

Aid’, respectively, as shown in the below Figure 5-1. 

 



255 

 

Figure 5-1 Analytical Framework for Military Technology Cooperation 
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Under the stable regional security environment in the 1970s, the foremost 

objective of America in the Asia-Pacific region was maintaining persistent regional 

BoP, although they gradually reduced their military presence in the region. From this 

perspective, the US had to focus more on managing its regional allies by using 

aerospace technology assistance programs in order to secure their defence commitment 

and replace their power vacuum. In other words, as discussed in Chapter Two, although 

the US should support these countries’ capability of defence article manufacturing to 

share the burden of defence responsibility, the level of clients’ defence industrial ability 

advancement should be controlled appropriately in order not to provoke their 

counterparts and possibly spark regional arms races. 

As for Japan, despite its sufficient economic and military capabilities, Japan had 

a passive attitude toward involvement in security-related activities. The US has eased 

regulations on aerospace technology transfer with the aim of encouraging passive 

Japan to take a more active part in the US strategy in the Asia-Pacific region. This is 

to say that Washington expected Tokyo to act as an operational partner who prevented 

the Soviet from expansion in the area and supported LDCs economically.  
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America considered high-tech defence technology assistance as an effective 

instrument to persuade Japan to fulfil an operational role and obtain ‘leverage over 

Tokyo’ (U.S. DOS, 1974e).197 Reflecting this assessment, as shown in the below table, 

compared to western countries, Japan had the largest number of agreements related to 

licensed productions of aerospace equipment with the US; it reached 94 cases and 

constituted 30 per cent of the total agreements up until the mid-1970s.    

Table 5-17 US License Agreements in Aerospace equipment, as of 1975  

Countries 
Aircraft Missiles Support Equipment 

Parts End-Prod. Parts End-Prod. Radar/Sensor Gyroscope 

Japan 79 3 4 1 4 3 

Italy 58 4 3 2  2 

England 55 3  1  3 

Germany 28  5  2  

France 23  3  3 1 

Israel 22     2 

Total 265 10 15 4 14 11 

Source: U.S. GAO (1975a, p. 23) 

 

From America’s perspective, practically, the most feasible missions for Japan 

were ASW in the area around Japan (U.S. DOS, 1974e, pp. 4-5). Hence, Washington 

allowed Japan to license production of state-of-the-art class F-4 EJ with intensive 

technical assistance. In addition, the US strongly supported Japan’s SLVs development 

since the US wanted to not only draw upon Japan’s military role by fulfilling its 

political desires, namely restoring its international prestige,198 but also prevent Japan’s 

 
197  In order to achieve this aim, Washington considered the following methods; (i) 

strengthening bilateral security consultation, (ii) fostering complementarity in America’s 

strategic concepts and weapons system, (iii) maintaining Japan’s reliance on the US for the 

acquisition of state-of-the-art military assets such as aircraft and telecommunication items 

(U.S. DOS, 1974e, pp. 4-5).  

198  The US policymakers deemed space technology assistance as ‘the most visible 

forms of cooperation’, and thus, ‘should be encouraged to the extent possible within limits 

imposes by security consideration’ (U.S. NSC, 1971, p. 12). 
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development of ICBM by intentionally controlling Tokyo’s already well-established 

technological development of space technology. 199  Thus, the US provided less 

sophisticated Delta-58 rocket technologies to Japan. By doing so, Japan was able to 

acquire advanced liquid propellant technology from the US, and at the same time, this 

provided the foundation for the continuous development of the earlier solid propellant 

technology.200 

Concerning South Korea, the US was somewhat less ambitious in expanding 

Seoul’s role in its Asia-Pacific strategy and considered ROK’s military build-up 

prospects in terms of a deterrence capability against DPRK. Since ROK’s military 

modernisation beyond North Korea’s military status could cause regional instability, 

the US expected ROK to have a correspondingly limited role in the Korean Peninsula. 

This is to say that the US expected ROK to act as a tactical partner who preserved sub-

regional BoP, namely the status quo in the Korean Peninsula.201 

Thus, the US actively supported the modernisation of South Korea’s ground 

forces and encouraged domestic production of equipment through technical support. 

However, the transfer of aerospace-related equipment and technology, such as state-

of-the-art fighter jets and missiles, were strictly controlled and supported in a limited 

 
199 According to French newspapers, since 1978, Japan surpassed France in the size of 

its space budget and the number of launched satellites (FBIS, 1980b).   

200 Instead of these potential benefits, Japan was compelled to comply with US control, 

which laid the groundwork for supervising Japan's missile development and forestalled 

possible instability in the region (Campbell, Beckner, & Yuki, 2003, p. 12; Krige et al., 2013; 

Pekkanen & Kallender-Umezu, 2010, p. 114). 

201  The US remarked that their aims for assisting ROK’s defence industry were 

“Strengthening Korean Self-Defence capabilities without creating unnecessary problems for 

all of our security interests and simultaneously provide the ROK with the necessary 

reassurance about the permanence of the US commitment to its defence” (American Embassy 

Seoul, 1978d). 
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manner, taking into account many factors. 202  Furthermore, the US Government’s 

stance on the South Korean missile development program was subject to the avoidance 

of potential nuclear armament proliferation, and therefore Washington limited its 

support accordingly.203 However, when North Korea’s superiority in air assets became 

apparent, the US was determined to provide more advanced F-4 and F-5 E/F fighters 

to South Korea in order to restore the military balance in the air.  

To conclude, in the 1970s, the patterns of America’s aerospace technology 

assistance could be fitted in the new analytical framework this research suggested. In 

other words, the US provided aerospace technologies to its Northeast Asian partners 

in the context of alliance management. Notably, as described in Section 4.3.3, while 

Washington enabled Japan, as an operational partner, to access highly advanced 

aerospace technology, they provided limited aerospace technologies to ROK, as a 

tactical partner. The following chapter will research America’s technology assistance 

behaviours in the 1980s which was at the time a relatively unstable security 

environment. 

  

 
202 The other cases are that while Japan acquired technical support and assistance from 

the US on the Nike-Hercules project (McDonnell Douglas), F-4 Aircraft fire control 

(Westinghouse), Sparrow missile (Raytheon), and Hawk missile (Raytheon), South Korea only 

received assistance in the modification of the Sidewinder missile (air-to-air, Philco Ford) and 

the army tank (Teledyne) (U.S. DOS, 1975e). 

203  In can be added that the CIA did not believe that ROK had any intention of 

developing nuclear armament in the 1970s; however, America still viewed South Korea 

suspiciously at that time regarding their nuclear ambitions (Hayes & Moon, 2011). 
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Chapter 6. Supportive Provider: the US in the 1980s 

6.1 Introduction 

Compared to the 1970s, the security environment at the global level in the 1980s 

markedly changed from détente to a second cold war situation, and complexity in 

interactions among major actors in the Asia-Pacific region increased due to China’s 

strategic ambiguity, Moscow’s expansion, and Japan’s re-armament. Considering these 

matters, America also adjusted its overall foreign and defence policies and necessitated 

regional partners’ defence contributions with the beginning of the Reagan presidency. 

According to the US DOD, ‘the development of a more rational ‘division of labor,’ 

under which our NATO allies and Japan will be asked to join us in contributing more 

to common defense will be major thrust of defense policy’ (U.S. DOD, 1981b). 

Under these conditions, Washington took a more proactive stance in military 

technology assistance program toward client states. To Japan, the US offered the F-15 

co-production program, co-development of the F-2 fighter and technical assistance in 

Japanese indigenous developed H-1 SLVs.  In the case of South Korea, the US enabled 

Seoul to participate in the co-assembly production of the F-5 E/F, F-16 provision, and 

some limited joint research programs for SSM development.  

Pertaining to these circumstances, this chapter aims to reveal the rationales of 

America’s decisions on these technical assistance programs in the 1980s. To achieve 

this research objective, this chapter is organised as follows. The first section deals with 

the status of the regional security environment as an IV. By clarifying regional polarity 

in this region, the grounds of America’s proactive and cooperative attitudes on defence 

technical assistance are uncovered. The second section will investigate the changes in 
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America’s role expectations in defensive role distribution for ROK and Japan. The 

baselines for these calculations are material capabilities, discrepancies in threat 

perceptions, and US force deployment in the two countries’ territories. The third 

section of this chapter discusses America’s practical technical assistance in the 

development of the defence industrial capability of both Japan and ROK. The 

concluding section summarises the overall argument of this chapter. 

 

6.2 Global and Regional Security Environment 

It is the prominent task of identifying the condition of regional stability as an IV 

which can affect the direction of America’s MTT policies. To clarify the regional 

power structure, the outline of this section is as follows: the first section summarises 

the global security environment. Secondly, the regional polarity in the 1980s is 

researched via interactions among regional major powers. Based on these analyses, in 

turn, the evaluations are made on regional stability in the 1980s.  

 

6.2.1 Global Security Environment 

In the 1980s, as in the 1970s, overarching international stability was maintained 

through equally distributed material capabilities between two superpowers. This 

assertion is supported by the fact that the US evaluated the overall strategic balance 

between Washington and Moscow as ‘essentially stable’ (Carlucci, 1988, p. 24).  

However, the US’s benign attitude in foreign policy during the Détente period 

revised after 1979. Gaddis Smith characterised this change as a return to the 
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‘Containment Doctrine’ (Skidmore, 1989, p. 147). The underlying reasons for the 

changes were the progress of Soviet expansion and heightened crises in Afghanistan, 

Southeast Asia, and Iran (Brown, 1980, p. 2; Amuzegar, 1995; Hahn, 2017).  

Moscow’s intrinsic attitude towards America was a ‘deep hostile’ one in the 

1980s (CIA, 1984g). Moreover, the outcome of the Vietnam War, the success of 

subsequent communisation in Southeast Asia, emboldened Moscow to pursue an 

offensive arms build-up by increasing their military expenditure and to expand its 

influence over the third world (Busch, 1997, p. 451; Steinberg, 1990, pp. 675-677).204  

In real terms, arms races between superpowers are customarily vigorous affairs. 

As can be seen in Table 6-1, the development of the Soviet’s strategic military forces 

was significant during the 1980s (Risse-Kappen, 1991; U.S. DOD, 1987c, pp. 27-31).  

Table 6-1 Comparison of US-Soviet Strategic Forces, 1977-1986 

 The USSR The US 

ICBMs & SLBMs 3000 850 

SSMs 140,000 16,200 

Tank 24,400 7,100 

Submarine 90 43 

Artillery 28,200 2,750 

Source: U.S. DOD (1987c) 

 

Specifically, the USSR operationalised fifth-generation ICBM, namely an SS-25 

road-mobile version, and proceeded to develop the SS-18 Mod 4 ICBM, which could 

destroy US hardened missile silos and facilities (U.S. DOD, 1987c, pp. 23-44).205 The 

 
204  The one of hindrances recognised by Washington was the vulnerable economic 

conditions of developing countries, which rendered them potentially easy targets for the USSR 

(Weinberger, 1985, p. 223). In 1984, particularly, while the Soviet’s proportion of total arms 

delivery to third world countries was 30 per cent (Grimmett, 1986). 

205 The Soviet Union had a plan to introduce the latest strategic class of submarine, 

DELTA IV, which could carry the newly developed 16 SS-N-23 SLBMs. This SLBM could 
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Soviet’s armament tendency included not only strategic forces but also conventional 

weaponry. From the 1980s, the USSR also began to stress the development of military 

technology to narrow the technological gap against the Western Bloc (Adamsky, 2008, 

pp. 262-272; U.S. DOD, 1987c, pp. 105-124). 

The Reagan Administration adopted a new approach to counter Soviet military 

expansion, called ‘Peace through strength’ (Cha, 1999, pp. 170-171). This was 

conceived through the notion that he presided over a ‘vastly weakened America’ 

(Stubbing, 1985, p. 851). In the same vein, Weinberger, Secretary of Defence, strongly 

argued that the basis of America’s defence policy should not depend on theories, such 

as the positive expectation of USSR motivations, but be a consequence of Moscow’s 

foreign behaviour and military capability (Weinberger, 1987, p. 23).  

Besides, President Reagan stressed nuclear superiority against the Soviets (Jervis, 

2002). In the NSDD-12, therefore, he ordered strategic weapons modernisation (The 

White House, 1981). This directive aimed to (i) ‘redress the deteriorated strategic 

balance’ and (ii) be ‘resilient to Soviet attempts to negate our progress’.  

Reflecting Reagan’s idea and direction, the DOD decided to increase the defence 

budget. Indeed, America’s defence outlays rose from 5.6 per cent of GNP in 1981 to 

7.4 per cent of GNP in 1987, and the defence R&D expenditures also increased from 

$ 20.97 billion in 1981 to $41.96 billion in 1987 (Koubi, 1999, p. 537; Posen & Evera, 

1983, p. 3; Stubbing, 1985, p. 850). Based on this increase in financial support, there 

were enormous improvements in US offensive military capability between 1981 and 

 
contain 10 MIRV-ed nuclear warheads, which were capable of very advanced accuracy. The 

USSR tried to produce MIRV and succeeded in the late 1970s. Thus, Moscow could introduce 

MIRV in their ICBM in the 1980s. See, Center Arms Control and Non-Proliferation (2017). 
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1985 (Walsh, 2007, pp. 50-54). Furthermore, this phenomenon resulted in not only 

strategic force development, such as the new ICBM introduction and SDI (Strategic 

Defence Initiative) project, but also conventional force strengthening, such as the 

development of the smart bomb (B. B. Fischer, 2006, pp. 490-505).206  

Despite these hard-line policies against the Soviets, the Reagan Administration 

also opened the possibility of dialogue with Moscow. On the principle of negotiation, 

the US stressed the ‘strict reciprocity’, as described below (The White House, 1983): 

“To engage the Soviet Union in negotiations to attempt to reach 

agreements which protect and enhance U.S. interests and which are 

consistent with the principle of strict reciprocity and mutual interest. The 

Soviet Union is in the midst of a process of political succession.” 

The representative arms control case was the Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces 

(INF) treaty of 1987, and this agreement aimed to eliminate each side’s IRBM from 

the European continent (Risse-Kappen, 1991).207  

In summation, the existence of severe arms competitions between two 

superpowers was a salient feature of the global level security environment in the 1980s, 

with both countries increasing competition through military expenditure in advanced 

weapon systems. In other words, while the international structure was bipolarity, which 

indicated a stable security environment as Neorealism insists, the contextual 

interpretation of the phenomena was increasing tension between two superpowers. 

 
206  The United States completed the development of Minuteman III ICBM and the 

Mark 12 A warhead, which can deliver hardened target kill capabilities (Walsh, 2007, p. 51). 

207 When the USSR located the newly developed SS-20 in Eastern Europe in the 1980s, 

America also dispatched the Pershing II missile in Western countries, as a coercive diplomatic 

instrument. This arms competition in Europe led to regional instability, and consequently, the 

two superpowers eventually agreed to remove their IRBM from Europe (U.S. DOS, 2017). 
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The next section investigates the circumstance of regional power distributions 

by adopting criteria which are elucidated in Section 4.3.1. 

 

6.2.2 The Status of the Regional BoP  

6.2.2.1 Identifying Regional Actors 

A few essential factors were at play in the evolution of the East Asian security 

environment in the 1980s. They were (i) the Soviet’s enormous military presence in 

this region, (ii) the unpredictability of a strategic triangle relationship, (iii) the 

strengthened US-centric alliances and (iv) the increased Japan’s overall military 

capacity (Levin, 1983). Concerning this assessment, as in the 1970s, the US considered 

itself, the USSR, China, and Japan as major regional actors in the Asia-Pacific region.  

Table 6-2 Power Comparison among Regional Actors, 1979-1990 

Year 
GDP* COW CINC** 

US Soviet China Japan US Soviet China Japan 

1979 2,627.3  901.6  263.7  1,055.0  13.7 16.7 12.0 5.4 

1980 2,857.3  940.0  306.2  1,105.4  13.3 16.9 11.9 5.4 

1981 3,207.0  906.9  289.6  1,219.0  13.8 16.9 12.0 5.1 

1982 3,343.8  959.9  283.9  1,134.5  13.0 17.1 11.9 5.2 

1983 3,634.0  993.0  304.8  1,243.3  13.3 17.2 11.9 5.1 

1984 4,037.6  938.3  313.7  1,318.4  13.6 17.0 11.6 5.1 

1985 4,339.0  914.1  309.8  1,398.9  13.7 17.6 11.4 5.1 

1986 4,579.6  850.7  300.5  2,079.0  13.5 17.5 11.4 5.0 

1987 4,855.2  800.1  327.1  2,532.8  13.4 17.3 11.2 4.9 

1988 5,236.4  782.7  407.8  3,071.7  13.4 17.1 11.3 5.0 

1989 5,641.6  780.2  456.3  3,054.9  14.8 13.7 11.4 5.2 

1990 5,963.1  788.0  394.6  3,132.8  14.1 13.0 11.2 5.1 

* US Current Dollar (Unit: $ Billion)  

** The Percentage of Shared Power in the World (Unit: %) 

Source: UN Data, COW CINC Data 
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The above Table 6-2 gives rationales for America’s evaluation. Moreover, this 

comparison of national capabilities among regional actors demonstrates two features. 

Firstly, there are apparently different characteristics of national capability composition 

between Western and Communist nations. Whereas the Soviets and China rely on 

massive populations and military human resources as the basis of their national 

capability, the strength of America and Japan come from enormous economic strength 

and technological advancement. Particularly, concerning the successful development 

of the Japanese economy, the US evaluated that this could be a threatened source to 

the Soviets since there was a possibility of the transformations in Japan’s position from 

economic power to military power in the region under US support (U.S. DOD, 1981a). 

The second feature is that the status of power distribution among the strategic 

triangular relationship of the US, the USSR, and PRC, represented the US favoured 

circumstance. In other words, COW CINC statistics demonstrate that the overall 

capability of each country was almost similar, namely power has been evenly 

distributed among them. However, in terms of economic power, the US’s GDP grew 

markedly by about 250 per cent from 1979 to 1990, and this indicates that the US was 

overwhelmingly superior to the Communist counterparts in economic capacity. 

Contrary to the US, the Soviet’s declined in both overall material capability and 

economic capacity. The economic growth of the other major regional actor, China, was 

also notable phenomena in this region. There was a small fluctuation in China’s fortune 

in the 1980s, but the overall GDP growth rate reached around ten per cent per year. 

To conclude, in the 1980s, there were four polar actors who can exert its 

influence in the Asia-Pacific region, and overall power distribution condition was more 

favourable to the US-side than the Soviet. 
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6.2.2.2 America’s Regional Policy 

The Asian region was prominent in America’s strategic thoughts from the late 

1970s (U.S. NSC, 1979). From the beginning of the Reagan administration, the 

revitalisation of America’s defence commitment toward Asia accelerated, and in 1983, 

the American NSC reported their revised Asia policy. According to this report, US 

policymakers assessed the Asian security environment as being relatively unstable due 

to a ‘dramatic shift in regional alignment’ and ‘less favourable’ military balance in the 

region. In addition, this report insisted that a change to America’s strategy in Asia was 

‘seriously overdue’ and that significant evolvement in its Asian military strategy was 

paramount (American Embassy Beijing, 1979; U.S. NSC, 1983a).  

Reflecting on this assessment, President Reagan referenced Washington’s 

relationship with Asian countries, stating that ‘we are a nation of the Pacific Basin’, 

and ‘I foresee much greater and closer cooperation and relationship between America 

and the nations of East Asia, and look forward to it because I think that is the new 

frontier in the world’ (The Reagan Library, 1983a).  

Thus, the US increased its military personnel in the region from 251,000 in 1981 

to 339,000 in 1989, making US military presence in the Asia-Pacific theatre effectively 

on a par with the strength of troop dispatches to the Europe-NATO theatre (U.S. GAO, 

1989b, pp. 14-15; 1991b, p. 3). This indicates that Asia was not just a simple element 

in America’s efforts regarding the global BoP, but occupied a prominent place in the 

superpower’s strategic thinking (U.S. NSC, 1983a). 

Moreover, the issues of arms reduction and non-proliferation of WMD and 

ballistic missiles were the secondary important security issues for the US Government 
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in the 1980s (U.S. NSC, 1987b). For example, America was particularly concerned by 

the activities of China and North Korea who attempted to transfer related technology 

or military assets to other regions, such as Egypt (U.S. DOS, 1990; U.S. JCS, 1985).  

These global security environments led the US to consolidate its relationships 

with its Asian allies, and encourage its alliance partners to be involved in proactive 

defence activities and burden-sharing (American Embassy Tokyo, 1988). The NSC 

expressed a typical remark that exemplified the viewpoint on Japan in 1984 (U.S. NSC, 

1984):   

“While there are a variety of reasons not to press the Japanese for direct 

force contributions for the defence of the Gulf, we could argue for more 

offsets from Japan to defray the cost of what we are doing to protect the 

oil resources. This could include more Japanese forces for defence of the 

Pacific and/or having Japan share the economic burden of improving base 

structure in the Gulf and helping to procure adequate supplies for U.S. 

forces which might be deployed in the region.” 

In addition, concerning the non-proliferation efforts, the US recognised the 

significance of overseas bases as a means to prevent nuclear proliferation and 

contribute to regional stability through alliance partnerships (Brown, 1980, pp. 27-28). 

However, according to the Reagan Doctrine, notwithstanding these evaluations 

on the importance of the Asia-Pacific region, there was an undeniable fact that this 

region was still a relatively low priority for the Reagan administration due to various 

urgent issues worldwide. For example, the Reagan doctrine placed the utmost priority 

on critical issues that supported the anti-communist movements in Nicaragua, 

Afghanistan, Angola, and Cambodia (U.S. DOS, 2009; U.S. NSC, 1987b).  
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6.2.2.3 The Soviet Union’s Military Deployment 

The strategic interests of the Soviet Union in Asia were to increase its influence 

and obtain supremacy via rapprochement with China and prevent of the domination of 

the US and Japan (CIA, 1984h, p. 5). Notably, for the latter issue, the Soviets 

considered the US strategy as one that created ‘an American lake’ in the Pacific 

(American Embassy Tokyo, 1985b).  

Thus, the characteristics of the Soviet’s military deployment changed; 

accordingly, instead of focusing on quantitative strength as in the 1970s, in the 1980s, 

the Kremlin pursued qualitative improvements in both strategic weapons and 

conventional armaments (Headquarters CINCPAC, 1984, pp. 82-85). More explicitly, 

they deployed strategic weapons, such as the SS-20 IRBM, which could reach 

Japanese territories in the Far East region, with the number of deployed missiles 

constituting approximately one-third of the total Soviet IRBM. A total of nine strategic 

submarines, including the DELTA III (these included three more recently added in the 

1980s), were assessed to be active in the region. Furthermore, Moscow decided to 

markedly increase the number of strategic bombers from 15 in 1980 to 80 in 1983. For 

instance, the Soviets deployed strategic bombers, such as nuclear-capable TU-22 

BACKFIRE, to near northern Japanese territories.  

Regarding their tactical air forces, the Kremlin improved its airpower 

qualitatively by deploying the third generation of aircraft in the Far East. For example, 

most deployed fighters were the Mig-23 and Mig-25 class, and a newly developed 

aircraft, the Mig-31(3rd Gen.), was introduced to Sakhalin Island. Additionally, the 

USSR dispatched the highly advanced FENCER bomber as a threat to all Japanese 

territories and ‘adjacent sea lanes’ in the region. 
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6.2.2.4 The China Factor 

6.2.2.4.1 China’s Military Posture and Defence Policy 

Although China accomplished incredible economic development in the 1980s 

(Table 6-2), Beijing also recognised their circumstances and limited material capability 

when compared to the two superpowers. Hence, there were discernible patterns in 

China’s defence expenditure during the 1980s. 

Table 6-3 China Defence Expenditure (Official Statistics), 1979-1990 

(Unit: Billion Current RMB / %) 

 ’79 ’80 ’81 ’82 ’83 ’84 ’85 ’86 ’87 ’88 ’89 ’90 

Def. 

Exp. 
22.3 19.3 16.8 17.6 17.7 18.1 19.1 20.1 21.0 21.8 25.2 29.0 

Inc. 

rate 
33.0 -15.0 -15.0 5.0 1.0 2.0 6.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 15.0 16.0 

Source: Shambaugh (2002, pp. 188-189) 

 

The above table shows the trend of China’s official defence expenditure in the 

1980s.208  In the early 1980s, the top priority in budget allocation was towards the 

economy, due to the recognised low possibility of war between Moscow and Beijing, 

so there were considerable reductions in China’s defence outlay (Robinson, 1982, pp. 

241-242).209 After that and until 1988, China’s overall defence expenditure increased 

steadily, and from the late 1980s, the rate of defence outlay increment dramatically 

sored up to 16 per cent per year.  

With the experience of the war against Vietnam in 1979, China acknowledged 

the importance of conventional force modernisation and began to study the Western 

 
208 There are some limitations in calculating China’s official defence expenditure due 

to Beijing’s complex budgeting and financing systems (Shambaugh, 2002, pp. 194-222). 

209  In the mid-1980s, Chinese policymakers thought that there was little risk of an 

immediate major war with Moscow (Cheung, 2009, p. 54). The US DIA contended similar 

assertion based on PRC’s limited defence expenditure (U.S. DIA, 1984a, pp. 5-6). 
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war experiences such as the Falklands War in 1982 and Libya bombardment in 1986 

(U.S. DIA, 2019, p. 2). In line with this consideration, Beijing had a plan to reduce 

military personnel by one million in order to improve military equipment qualitatively 

(Gallagher, 1987; U.S. JCS, 1987a). 

Moreover, China succeeded in the testing of ICBM and SLBM in 1980 and 1982, 

respectively (Christensen, 2011). The flight range of the newly introduced ICBM was 

approximately 6,000 nautical miles (Wang, 1984, pp. 1041, 1046). This indicates that 

China’s ICBM could reach the eastern part of America (U.S. DIA, 1984b, p. 71). 

When it comes to military strategy, China imposed self-restrained military 

policies, through the ‘people’s war under modernisation’ doctrine between the late 

1970s and mid-1980s, and the ‘local and limited war’ doctrine from 1986 (Cliff et al., 

2007, pp. 19-20). The former strategy focused more on manpower defence than 

advanced technology, as in the case of a foreign invasion of China territory (Chu, 1994, 

pp. 186-187). The latter strategy considers the change of geopolitical condition; 

explicitly, the possibility of limited war with the Soviet Union in restrictions of both 

geographical boundary and political aims instead of total war. The characteristics of 

this strategy were that China would not respond passively or defensively against 

external threats, but rather adopt relatively active and offensive operations toward the 

expected threat (Cliff et al., 2007, p. 20). 

In summary, China’s defence strategy and capability have progressively changed, 

based on their economic growth in the 1980s, from a totally defensive, continent-based 

defence strategy with ill-equipped conventional forces, to an aggressive one, a 

proactive defence strategy with advanced strategic forces. 
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6.2.2.4.2 Strategic Triangular Relationship 

As discussed in Section 4.3.1, China’s stance in the relationship with the US and 

the Soviets is critical in the assessment of regional stability. It is well illustrated in the 

two superpowers viewpoints on China. In the 1980s, the US considered China as a 

vital partner in preventing Soviet expansion in the region, while from the Soviet point 

of view, China was a key target state to overcome the US containment policy.210 

America’s China policy aimed to prevent Beijing from normalising relationship 

with Moscow (The White House, 1983, p. 5). Washington evaluated that the Sino-

Soviet relationship was deteriorating, regardless of Moscow’s effort for reconcilement 

between the two governments (CIA, 1984e). The rationales of this assessment were (i)  

the continued hostility between PRC and the USSR due to border conflicts and (ii) the 

increased competitions between them for obtaining diplomatic superiority in various 

peripheries such as India and Vietnam (CIA, 1985e, p. 18; Garver, 1991; Horn, 1987; 

Feeney, 1982, p. 146). Under these circumstances, a quasi-alliance relationship 

between the US and China persisted from the 1970s, to deter Soviet aggression in the 

Asia-Pacific region (CIA, 1985a).  

To maintain this relationship, the US agreed about restricting the provision of 

advanced weaponry to Taiwan on August 17, 1982 (Office of Historian). America also 

had a benevolent approach toward selling advanced military assets and transferring 

aircraft technology to China, despite it being a communist country. 211  This was 

 
210  Many Soviet policymakers remarked about China’s importance. Andropov 

described China as ‘our great neighbour,’ and Chernenko contended that ‘we always keep open 

the door to constructive talk with China’ (FBIS, 1985, pp. 30-31). 

211  The US set up CHINCOM for restricting trade between Western countries and 

China in the early 1950s. Under this restriction, PRC rarely obtained or imported advanced 
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exemplified when Alexander Haig visited Peking and announced that the US 

considered China as a friendly country, and would sell them advanced weapons 

systems to check Moscow’s expansion (Gwertzman, 1981).212 

Moscow also thought that reconciliation with China was essential in terms of 

economic growth and ensuring their security (Matuszewski, 1989, pp. 8-10; Young, 

1988, pp. 322-326). To that end, Moscow had plans for removing ‘three obstacles’ that 

China insisted.213 Indeed, The Kremlin removed around 500 nuclear-capable IRBMs 

and SSMs from the Far East region in the late 1980s, and in 1988 announced that it 

would reduce a quarter of its military personnel from along China’s border (Garver, 

1989, p. 1138). Following these endeavours, bilateral trade volumes significantly 

expanded in 1983. The increased rates of each country’s import volume from their 

counterparts were 116 per cent in the Soviet Union and 87 per cent in China. 

Furthermore, in December 1984, they agreed on cooperation in the fields of economy, 

science, and technology exchange (Mei, 1985, p. 75). Also, China sold a critical 

material, electronic-grade silicon, to the USSR, although America worried that this 

item could help increase Soviet military strength (CIA, 1984c). 

Therefore, China’s stance towards the US as well as the USSR has altered from 

pro-America to ambiguous since the mid-1980s because Beijing thought that they had 

 
technologies. According to Cain, there was more restrictions on technology and commodity 

trade to China than the Soviet Union in the 1950s (Cain, 1995, p. 51). 

212 China expressed an eagerness to acquire America’s advanced aircraft technology. 

The DOS had a favourable attitude toward this request and commenced a couple of cooperative 

programs, such as the “Peace Pearl” project for upgrading avionics of Chinese F-8 II fighters 

(Shambaugh, 2002, p. 230; U.S. National Intelligence Office, 1985). 

213  Three obstacles China has claimed are as follows: (i) Moscow’s invasion of 

Afghanistan; (ii) the Soviet tacit support of Vietnam’s occupation of Cambodia; and (iii) the 

Kremlin’s heavy military deployment (SS-20 IRBMs) in Mongolia. See, Young (1988, p. 324). 
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insufficient economic and military power (Chu, 1994, pp. 180-181). 

From the late 1980s, indeed, China expressed concerns about the US’s proactive 

policy in the Asia-Pacific region and the Soviets’ decline. Hence, China recognised the 

necessity of improving its relationship with Moscow to preserve the BoP in the region 

(Tsyganov, 1999, pp. 304-305). In line with this assessment, China realised that ‘the 

U.S. was not necessarily a reliable or pliable partner’ without Soviet expansion in both 

the global and regional context (Hummel, 1991, pp. 166-167). As a result, China 

strengthened its relationship with the USSR both economically and diplomatically 

after 1982, pursuing an ‘independent foreign policy’ (CIA, 1985b; Hummel, 1991, p. 

166), and, in 1987, China and the Soviets sat at the table to resolve their territorial 

disputes (Levine, 1989, p. 55; Garver, 1989, p. 1137).214  

In addition to China-Soviet rapprochement, Beijing’s expansionism and growing 

anti-Americanism were other anxieties in US Asian policy. 215  In fact, the US 

concerned about China-Taiwan conflict, China’s aggression against Vietnam, and 

criticism of America’s Middle East policies (U.S. NSC, 1983a).  

In summary, the mid-1980s could be regarded as a cardinal point in the strategic 

triangular relationship between Washington, Beijing, and Moscow. The reason for this 

assessment is that China’s positive viewpoint on the Soviet increased from that time, 

while the relationship with the US degraded. 

 
214 For America’s evaluations on China-Soviet rapprochement, see, CIA (1984a, 1984e, 

1984f, 1985b); for academic analysis, see, CIA (1987a); Levine (1989); Yuan (1998). 

215 There were a couple of specific problems in rapprochement with China such as the 

refusal to sell armament to Taiwan could decrease America’s prestige (CIA, 1982a; U.S. NSC, 

1982d). However, some scholars stress the threat of the USSR in the 1980s to legitimate of the 

US-China rapprochement (Christensen, 2011, pp. 222-224). 
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6.2.2.5 The US-Japan Relationship 

Japan’s geopolitical significance in US strategic calculations increased from the 

beginning of the 1980s. In the early days of President Reagan’s office, the White House 

assessed the importance of Japan in America’s Asia policy as follows:  

“The fact that the American position in Asia is as strong as it is today is in 

large part the result of the strength of our ties with Tokyo. The Japanese 

are developing a more positive approach to their defence obligations, 

provide key bases for US forces, and are also playing an increasingly 

importance role as a source of economic assistance to key developing 

countries. These cooperative aspects of our relationship are of vital 

importance to the United States” (The White House, 1982b).216  

The foundation of this assessment was that the US considered Japan as a key 

factor for preserving strategic stability in Asia and ‘staunch member of the West’  

(Alagappa, 1988; American Embassy Tokyo, 1979c; Pyatt, 1988; U.S. DOS, 1987b).  

As discussed in Section 5.2.2, although Japan progressively changed its stance 

in defensive activities from passive to proactive based on Moscow’s advancement in 

the Far East region and the doubts of America’s disengagement position in Asia region, 

Tokyo had underestimated Moscow’s strategic airpower until the early 1980s 

(American Embassy Tokyo, 1979d; U.S. NSC, 1983a, p. 2; Gibert, 1982, pp. 78-79).  

However, Japan’s optimistic interpretations on the Kremlin changed from 1983, 

when the Soviets attacked a Korean Airlines flight 007. The accident had reinforced 

that Japan acknowledged the perils of the Soviet’s Far East military presence, and it 

helped to increase domestic consensus on easing the opposition on Japan’s 

 
216 Similarly, John H. Holdridge, an Assistant Secretary of State, argued that “we … 

treat Japan in our consultations on the same basis as our NATO allies” (U.S. DOS, 1982c).  
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involvement in collective defence activities (U.S. DOS, 1984b, 1987d). In reaction to 

this recognition, in 1985, Tokyo set up a military build-up plan to incorporate expanded 

defensive roles, such as defending the homeland and securing SLOC to cover 1,000 

nautical miles from its territory, and stressing points were anti-submarine and air-

defence capabilities, as shown in the below table (U.S. DOD, 1981a). 217 

Table 6-4 Japanese Sea Lane Self-Defence Forces Acquisition Plan 

 Japanese Goal 1982 1988 (Plan) 

ASW Surface Ships 60 54 60 

ASW Helicopters N/A 51 60 

Submarine 16 14 15 

P-3Cs N/A 25 72 

F-15s 10 Squad. 76 138 

E-2Cs 1 Squad. 8 9 

Source: U.S. DOD (1984) 
 

These variations in Japan’s defence posture led to the alterations in the role 

distributions between Tokyo and Washington. Contrary to the 1970s, from 1981, 

Japan’s responsible area has expanded from the previously limited domain of home 

islands and their near seas, and air boundary to 1,000 nm area of SLOC (U.S. DOS, 

1983c). Correspondingly the US altered its position to a ‘supporting role’ and limited 

their operation area to that what Japan could not cover due to constitutional restrictions 

(U.S. DOS, 1988c). Regarding this change, Brzezinski’s viewpoint was that ‘[T]he 

US/Japan security relationship is undergoing significant transition from protector and 

protected to a working alliance with operational responsibilities shared between the 

two, although not equally’ (American Embassy Beijing, 1979).  

 
217 The US DOD reported that ‘still enabling the geographic reach of the JSDF to be 

expanded to cover most of the critical areas in Northeast Asia. Over the past decade these 

horizons have gone from within about 100 nm of the Japanese main islands to regular 

operations at distance of over 1,000 nm form Japan today’ (U.S. DOD, 1981a). 
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6.2.2.6 Korean Peninsula 

6.2.2.6.1 Military Balance between Two Koreas and North’s Ambition 

After the contentious discussions of Carter’s ‘Koreanisation plan’, America tried 

to evaluate the accurate military balance in the Korean peninsula. Although ROK’s 

defence expenditures and procurement outlay surpassed DPRK’s budget in the 1980s, 

this did not mean that the military power gap between two Koreas was dramatically 

narrowed, as ROK was merely building a foundation for catching up with the North’s 

military capability (ROK MND, 1989, p. 203).218   

Table 6-5 Order of Battle Comparison between North-South Koreas, 1987 

Force Equipment North Korea South Korea 

Ground 

Artillery 7,220 4,040 

MRLs 2,0550 40 

Tanks 3,370 1,330 

APCs 1,610 940 

Air 

Advanced Jet 206 (Mig-21/23) 272 (F-4E/D, F-5E/F, F-16) 

Jet 505 (Mig-15/17/19) 153 (F-86, F-5A/B) 

Bomber 83 0 

Navy 

Surface combat 3 27 

Patroal/Missile attack 400 95 

Amphibious 129 34 

Submarine 64 7 

Source: (U.S. National Intelligence Estimate, 1987) 
 

Thus, as shown in the above Table 6-5, the US’s evaluation about the military 

balance in the Korean peninsula was sceptical toward ROK since DPRK had enough 

capability to ‘upset the rough military parity’ via numerical advantageous in the ground 

 
218 The CIA also estimated that DPRK’s military power outnumbered the South’s by 

about three to two (U.S. National Intelligence Estimate, 1987, p. 7). ROK MND had more 

pessimistic viewpoints on that matter and estimated that the US-ROK allied force capability 

reached approximately 70% of the North’s military power in the 1980s (Kwak, 1990, p. 113). 
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and tactical air forces  (U.S. DIA, 1983; U.S. DOS, 1983b).  

In addition to this power disparity in the Korean peninsula, the US concerned 

that Moscow’s provision of advanced arms to Pyongyang, which could lead to an arms 

race in the region. Indeed, DPRK acquired from the Soviets advanced SAM and 

aircraft, mainly Mig-21s and possibly Mig-23s, even though sophisticated avionics 

and devices were not included.219 The motive behind the Soviet Union allowance of 

this security assistance was to counter the American deployment of F-16s in Northern 

Japan (Misawa Airbase), and ROK’s procurement of the F-16s in 1986 (CIA, 1985f).  

As another destabilising factor in the Korean peninsula, the US intelligence 

office identified suspicious activity in North Korea’s relating to the development of 

nuclear armament. From the 1960s, DPRK acquired and accumulated nuclear-related 

technologies under the Soviet’s assistance, 220  and it led to the creation of a secret 

nuclear reactor for uranium fabrication and subsequent conversion in 1985. Moreover, 

the US had clear evidence of DPRK’s plutonium reprocessing trials since 1987, as 

conducted in the Yongbyon Nuclear Research Centre (CIA, 1988; U.S. DOS, 1985b).  

Hence, South Korea gravely concerned about the North’s nuclear ambition (U.S. 

DOS, 1985b),221 and America also considered it a threat to regional instability based 

on visible indications of Pyongyang’s nuclear armament (U.S. DOS, 1991). 

 
219 America supposed that the Soviet Union intended to strengthen military ties with 

DPRK to counter US-Japan-China strategic cooperation in the region (Haselkorn, 1984). 

220 In the 1970s, North Korea had obtained nuclear-related technology from the Soviets 

through a specialist training program from the 1960s (Hautecouverture, 2017, p. 8). In 1980s, 

DPRK approached to Libya to acquire nuclear armament capability (CIA, 1983, pp. 7-8). 

221 Regarding this ROK’s anxiety, Minister of ROK Science and Technology expressed 

that ‘nuclear weapons in the hand of North would be such a psychological blow to the ROK 

that even assurance of US protection would not restore public confidence’ (U.S. DOS, 1985b).  
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According to CIA analysis, DPRK’s objective for acquiring a nuclear option was 

that Pyongyang would gain political or military leverage against various target cities 

such as Seoul, Washington, Moscow, and Beijing. This leverage would (i) be a great 

‘equalizer’ to deal with Seoul’s development of conventional military power and 

nuclear infrastructure; (ii) provide bargaining power vis-à-vis both Beijing and 

Kremlin; (iii) help to negate Washington’s nuclear umbrella; and (iv) amplify America’ 

potential costs and casualties in defending South Korea (CIA, 1983, pp. 7-8). 

  

6.2.2.6.2 US-Korea Relationship 

During the 1980s, the relationship between ROK and the US was re-established. 

The reason for this was that the US strategic planners considered Seoul as a ‘key 

element’ in their overall strategy in Northeast Asia (U.S. DOS, 1982b). The CIA also 

remarked that the Korean peninsula was ‘an area where the direct interests’ of major 

regional actors lay, such as the US, the USSR, and China (U.S. National Intelligence 

Estimate, 1987). The other consideration for the necessity of supporting ROK was that 

Washington thought ROK as indispensable for Japan’s survivability (Detrio, 1989).  

Washington’s cardinal approach to defence commitment toward ROK changed 

from the late 1970s. President Carter suspended the decision on US troop withdrawal 

from Seoul and strengthened America’s defence commitment via the combined 

defence planning mechanism such as CFC (U.S. DOS, 1982b, 1982d).  

The Reagan Administration also aimed at reconciling the bilateral alliance 

system. At the 1981 summit, President Reagan reassured its security commitment to 

ROK by cancelling a previous USFK withdrawal plan and suggesting the assistance 
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plan for Seoul’s military modernisation. As symbolic gestures, Washington allowed 

the selling of F-16 fighters to ROK (Cha, 1999, p. 174; U.S. DOS, 1979, 1982d). These 

behaviours were considered to be evidence of America’s intention to remain an Asian 

power and strengthen its defence commitment in the region (Gibert, 1982, p. 83).  

However, Reagan also strongly insisted ROK’s defensive responsibilities in 

front of the 2nd Infantry Division, which was deployed in the Korean peninsula:  

“[T]he self-doubts of the 1970’s are giving way in America to a new era of 

confidence and a sense of purpose. … We Americans bear a heavy burden. 

Others must do their part. The people of Korea, the Republic of Korea, are 

certainly doing their share. Yet, if freedom is to survive, if peace is to be 

maintained, it will depend on us. Our commitment to Korea exemplifies 

this heavy responsibility” (The Reagan Library, 1983b).  

With the economic success and development of Seoul, there were several 

modifications in the US-ROK alliance relationship. The pivotal variations were the 

changes of America’s position in defending ROK from a leading role to a supporting 

one and the termination of FMS financial support (Korean Presidential Archives). 

Concerning the former matter, this stance was first considered in 1985 when the two 

governments discussed ways to improve the command and control system of the CFC. 

For example, South Korea took over the position of deputy chief of logistics within 

the CFC from the US in 1989 (ROK MND, 1994b, pp. 108-109, 159-160). Moreover, 

in the 1980s, Roh Tae-woo, as a presidential candidate, made a pledge to reverse the 

operational control which had previously been passed to the US during the Korean 

War (K.-h. Kim & Kang, 2010). 222  

 
222 The debate on OPCON had begun within the American Government in 1976 under 

‘NSSM 226: Review of US Policy toward the Korean Peninsula’ (U.S. NSC, 1976a, 1976b).  
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In the 1980s, in addition, the US had been asking for economic burden sharing 

with ROK; for instance, in the 17th SCM in 1985 the US requested that WHNS 

(Wartime Host Nation Support) should be presided over by the ROKG. After ongoing 

discussion between the two governments, Seoul began to support a part of the budget 

for USFK deployment from 1989 (this was to the tune of $ 45 million and $ 70 million 

in 1989 and 1990, respectively) (ROK MND, 1994b, pp. 108-114). 

 

6.2.3 The Evaluations on Regional Stability in the 1980s 

In the 1980s, six main actors existed in the Northeast Asia region. Based on the 

material capability, four regional major powers, namely regional polar actors, 

Washington, Moscow, Beijing, Tokyo, were competing and cooperating not only in the 

Northeast Asia region but also in Southeast Asia, while two minor regional actors, 

Seoul and Pyongyang, contended in the Korean peninsula.  

This is to say that, following the criteria for defining regional polar actors (see, 

Section 4.3.1.2), as in the 1970s, the interactions among four polar actors were key 

determinants for defining regional stability in the 1980s.  

In brief, the feature of each polar actor’s involvement and patterns of interaction 

among them in Far East region can be characterised as follows: Firstly, the US 

increased its military presence and attempted to strengthen security ties with Japan and 

China in order to contain the USSR in the Eurasian continent. Secondly, the Soviet 

Union, as an opponent part of the US side, also tried to normalise relationship with 

 
However, this matter soon sank into obscurity following a reassessment of North Korea’s 

threat level in the 1970s (K.-h. Kim & Kang, 2010). 
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China to break Washington’s containment policy and increased strategic force level in 

the region. Thirdly, China’s attitudes on two superpowers were characterised by 

strategic ambiguity. Particularly, while Beijing’s position was more pro-American in 

the first half of the decade, this attitude gradually altered by increasing bilateral 

relations with Moscow. Moreover, Beijing made an enormous effort on military 

modernisation and adopted a relatively offensive defence strategy. Lastly, Japan 

conceded the evidence of Soviet threats and accepted proactive defensive role 

distribution with its patron state, the US. To implement its expanded defence 

responsibility, Japan established long-term arms procurement programs. 

The Korean peninsula was in a relatively stable condition due to America’s solid 

defence commitment to Seoul and the rapid qualitative modernisation of ROK forces, 

even though the North occupied numerical superiority in the comparison of military 

forces. However, the problem was that the North had an ambitious plan for acquiring 

nuclear capability via third countries, and tacit historical Soviet support in order to 

offset America’s nuclear umbrella and ROK’s advancement in defence capability. 

As discussed in Section 4.3.1, at the regional level, the superpower-centric 

alliance should be considered as a pole in the process of calculating regional BoP 

structure. Considering this standard and the attributes of the security environment in 

Northeast Asia, there were four polar actors, the US, the USSR, PRC, Japan. However, 

the regional polarity transformed from concrete bipolarity, the Soviet Union vis-à-vis 

US-Japan-China, in the 1970s to implicit tri-polarity, US-Japan alliance, Moscow, and 

Beijing, in the 1980s. The reason for this is that China should be considered as one 

pole since Beijing, contrary to the 1970s, maintained strategic ambiguity and kept a 

certain distance from both sides throughout the 1980s (Chai, 2002, pp. 134-135). 
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Furthermore, there were two apparent blocs, the US-Japan alliance and the Soviets. 

Furthermore, there existed a qualitative arms race between regional actors in 

both strategic forces and conventional forces. 223  The two superpowers deployed 

advanced weapons systems, including new types of strategic submarines, advanced 

IRBM, cutting-edge bombers and combat fighters. Another significant destabilising 

factor was North Korea’s nuclear ambitions. Although that attempt was never realized 

in the 1980s, they gradually accumulated related technologies through various routes.  

In summation, reflecting the definition of ‘regional stability’ (Section 4.3.1.1), 

in the 1980s, the security environment should be construed as an unstable condition 

since the changes in the regional BoP structure was to a tacit tri-polar BoP system 

because of Beijing’s enigmatic posture between two superpowers 

America’s MTT policies would be affected by the changes in a regional BoP 

system as an IV. According to the discussion on the impact of IV (Section 4.3.1.3, 

Table 4-2), in the 1980s, America altered its attitudes on MTT policies from restrictive 

position to a proactive stance in order to form the US-favourable BoP structure. 

Namely, by improving clients’ military capability via transferred aerospace technology, 

the US can achieve its long-term security objective in the regions, including 

preservation of sub-regional BoP and a deterrent to Soviet’s expansion.  

The following section investigates America’s role expectations on Japan and 

ROK, respectively, by applying the logic of Section 4.3.2.  

 
223 The key feature of arms race is competitive growth of defence expenditure between 

rivalries (M. D. Wallace, 1979, pp. 12-13). In addition, some scholars argue that qualitative 

arms race is more dangerous than quantitative arms race. See, H. Brooks (1975); Lewis (1990). 
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6.3 US’s Regional Policies and the Role of Alliance Partners 

The objective of this section is clarifying America’s role expectations on Tokyo 

and Seoul, as an essential criterion for America’s MTT policy decision, in the 1980s. 

Under the increased uncertainty in the region in the 1980s, the US faced to hypocritical 

difficulties of managing alliances in order to achieve their dual aims: (i) maintaining 

regional stability and (ii) avoiding the risk of entrapment. Therefore, researching the 

US’s perceived importance of regional alliance partner is a momentous task.  

 

6.3.1 US’s Perception of Japan  

6.3.1.1 Economic Strength and Defence Industrial Capability 

Since the late 1960s, Japan’s rapid economic development continued in the 

1980s, and the Japanese GDP nearly tripled within a decade. 

Table 6-6 Japan's Economic Condition, 1980-1990 

Year GDP * 
GDP  

growth** 

Energy  

Consumption*** 

Electric Power  

Consumption**** 

1980 1105.4 2.8 2,950 4,718 

1981 1219.0 4.2 2,864 4,754 

1982 1134.5 3.3 2,841 4,697 

1983 1243.3 3.5 2,824 4,961 

1984 1318.4 4.5 3,018 5,185 

1985 1398.9 5.2 3,005 5,328 

1986 2079.0 3.3 3,021 5,328 

1987 2532.8 4.7 3,044 5,640 

1988 3071.7 6.8 3,243 5,905 

1989 3054.9 4.9 3,351 6,237 

1990 3132.8 4.9 3,551 6,806 

* current Billion US$, ** annual %, *** kg of oil equivalent per capita,  

**** kWh per capita 

Source: World Bank Datat_Countries and Economies (https://data.worldbank.org/country) 

 

With regard to these statistics, as shown in the above table, Washington assessed 
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Japan’s capability that ‘only Japan among our Asian allies has the economic potential 

of playing a significantly greater security role’ (U.S. DOD, 1981a). 

The basis of this economic development was advanced technological capability. 

For instance, Japanese developed technologies of electronics and composite materials 

which were highly connected with the development of cutting-edge aerospace defence 

equipment such as are airborne early warning (EW) systems, ASW articles, space 

exploration goods, and supercomputer (Kesavan, 1984, p. 22). Furthermore, Japan’s 

space technology advancement enabled them to become the third country to ‘put a 

satellite into solar orbit’ following the US and the USSR (McIntosh, 1986, pp. 61-62). 

These advancements were accomplished not only through America’s 

technological cooperation since the 1950s, but also the GOJ’s intensive investment.  

Table 6-7 Japan's Defence Budget and R&D Expenditure, 1981-1990 

(Unit: current a trillion Yen) 

  ’81 ’82 ’83 ’84 ’85 ’86 ’87 ’88 ’89 ’90 

Total 

Budget 

Amount 24.0 25.9 27.5 29.4 31.4 33.4 35.2 37.0 39.2 41.6 

Rate of GDP 0.9 0.9 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.9 0.9 0.9 

R&D 
Amount 0.25 0.29 0.31 0.36 0.50 0.58 0.65 0.73 0.83 0.93 

Rate of DB 1.0 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.6 1.7 1.9 2.0 2.1 2.2 

Equip. 
Amount 5.4 5.8 6.8 7.7 8.2 9.0 9.7 10.4 11.0 11.4 

Rate of DB 22.5 22.4 24.8 26.3 26.2 26.9 27.5 28.1 28.0 27.4 

Source: Statistic Breau of Japan (2012) 

 

As shown in Table 6-7, although annual incremental defence expenditure was 

fixed to approximately 1 per cent of GDP, in the late 1980s, Japan had the fifth-largest 

defence expenditure in the world and the second rank among non-nuclear powers (U.S. 

DOS, 1988c). Moreover, the rate of augmentation in the defence R&D budget doubled 

from 1.0 per cent of defence expenditure in 1981 to 2.2 per cent by 1990.  
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From these assessments, it is clear that in the 1980s, Japan had already found a 

technological basis for indigenous manufacturing of advanced military equipment, 

albeit there were some limitations.  

By virtue of Japanese technological development, the trend of technological 

cooperation between the US and Japan changed by the early 1980s from a pattern of 

unilateral transfer from America to Japan to mutual exchanges. The US DOD insisted 

that Japan had a sufficient technological capability to complement the US defence 

R&D, and President Reagan put forward defence technology exchange as an agenda 

item in the US-Japan summit in 1983 (U.S. DOC, 1983).  

Washington,  hence, wanted to Japan ease restrictions on arms export principles 

in order to acquire their full cooperation in technology, and Japan suitably amended 

laws that had prohibited the outflow of weapons, as well as technologies related to 

defence equipment production. This, by 1985, granted the US exceptional authority to 

access Japan’s advanced technologies; Japan allowed the exportation of three 

technologies requested by the US in 1986 (U.S. DOD, 1985a; U.S. DOS, 1987b).224  

Incidentally, this enhanced technological cooperation in the defence field 

conformed to a couple of America’s political goals. The first concerned the US 

Government’s expectation of Japan’s active participation in the defensive mission role 

in the region (Weinberger, 1984, p. 276). The second concerned keeping their political 

leverage over Japan; by doing so, America (i) increased ‘interoperability’ between the 

 
224 The US could access technologies including (i) technology in the actual possession 

of the Government, (ii) technology originally provided by the US under the license and 

technology assistance agreement, which had been improved by either the GOJ or the private 

sector, and (iii) technology developed independently by the private sector (G. D. Hook, 1996, 

p. 53). As the first case, the seeker of shoulder fired missile was selected (U.S. DOD, 1985a).  
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two countries, by persuading the purchase of US defence articles, and (ii) created 

defence industry cooperation that discouraged indigenous defence asset development 

in Japan (The White House, 1982a). The reasoning behind this was that a highly 

developed Japanese defence industry capability could reduce America’s influence on 

Japan and weaken their alliance relationship, although America concerned the outflow 

of advanced technology from Japan to the Communist bloc (U.S. NSC, 1982a).   

 

6.3.1.2 Shared Threat Perception and America’s Expectations 

The Soviet Union’s military expansionism in the Asia-Pacific region was clearly 

evident by their air and naval activities (see, Table 6-8). 225  Reflecting on the 

visualisation of Soviet threat in the region, the US and Japan established ‘JSDF-USFJ 

Joint Planning Committee (JPC)’ in the late 1970s and conducted joint studies on some 

issues in order to ensure the efficient allied operations from 1979 (Joint Staff Council, 

1979).226 Furthermore, there were three major military roles that the US requested of 

Japan in the 1980s, namely: (i) defending their territory against small-scale attack, the 

most fundamental role, in accordance with agreements with the US in 1978; (ii) 

responding to Soviet military activities in the Northeast Asian region; and (iii) 

contributing to the defence of SLOCs passing through the Southwest Asian region. To 

 
225 Japan assessed that, in the mid-1980s, the total activities of the USSR near Japanese 

maritime and air territories reached 535 and 355, respectively. In particular, Soviet military 

aircraft flew near Japanese territory lines, normally between the Korean peninsula and Japan’s 

coast, with the number of recorded activities reaching 269 (Holland, 1988, p. 16). 

226  The research areas are as follows: (i) analysis related to coordination centre 

requirement, (ii) common standards regarding preparedness condition, (iii) intelligence 

cooperation, (iv) procedures and processes related to joint operation plans, (v) the conduct of 

joint USF-JSDF exercise and training, (vi) logistics and logistics support, (vii) other subjects 

as mutually determined (Joint Staff Council, 1979, pp. 3-4). 
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realise this role distribution within the alliance system, the two governments together 

researched various issues, including (i) Japan’s role in a Far East regional crisis, (ii) a 

coordinated joint action to counter an armed attack situation against Japan territories, 

and (iii) a cooperative defence on SLOC. These issues were concluded in 1982, 1984, 

and 1986, respectively (G. D. Hook, 1996, pp. 47-53; U.S. PACCOM, 1985).227  

Based on this expected Japanese defensive responsibility, the US wanted 

JASDF’s participation in deterring Soviet military activity in the region, including 

undertaking AEW and combat patrol missions. For example, when the US allowed the 

selling of E-2Cs and F-15s to Japan, they expected Japan to notify them of any detected 

Soviet aircraft movement via E-2C, and also for them to counter Soviet T-26 Backfire 

bombers with US fighters (G. D. Hook, 1996, pp. 49-50). More specifically, the NSC 

members discussed the role of JSDF as follows (U.S. NSC, 1983a, p. 3):  

“We need therefore to begin talking with this problem; e.g., Japanese 

procurement of AWACS; increased F-15 buys; Japanese assistance in fleet 

defence (a politically acceptable “defensive” role), while we conduct 

offensive strikes at the source of Backfire attack.”  

The below Table 6-8 shows Japan’s contribution to burden-sharing with the US 

in terms of proactive participation in defence activities within their territory. 

Table 6-8 JSADF Scrambles, 1979-1990 

Unit: times 

Year ’79 ’80 ’81 ’82 ’83 ’84 ’85 ’86 ’87 ’88 ’89 ’90 Total 

No. 636 783 939 929 675 944 898 825 848 879 812 604 9,772 

Source: Japanese MOD (2018b) 

 
227 The US DOS denoted that there were no clear embodied role distributions between 

two governments, but America’s expected contribution of JSDF was in logistical task to deter 

attack on Japan’s territory and protecting Northwest pacific sea lanes (U.S. DOS, 1981a). 
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During the 1980s, the annual number of JASDF responses against potential 

enemy aggressive activities in the air exceeded 800 recorded incidences, except for in 

1983 and 1990. In effect, hostile military aircraft had approached or intruded into 

Japanese airspace almost every day, and thus military activities in the region were brisk. 

Indeed, in December 1987, JASDF F-4 fighters fired warning shots to Soviet Tu-16 

bombers to block Soviet’s invasion of territorial airspace (G. D. Hook, 1988, p. 385).  

Table 6-9 US-Japan Joint Military Exercises, 1980-1990 

Year JGSDF JMSDF JASDF Unified Total 

1979  3 11  14 

1980  3 10  13 

1981 3 6 12  21 

1982 4 5 10  19 

1983 3 5 12  20 

1984 5 8 10  23 

1985 7 7 13 1 28 

1986 7 7 12 1 27 

1987 7 7 16 1 31 

1988 7 9 13 2 31 

1989 6 8 9 1 24 

1990 3 7 8 1 19 

Total 52 75 136 7 270 

Sources: Various version of Japan’s Defence White Paper recited from Katzenstein and 

Okawara (1993, p. 93) 

 

The above Table 6-9 demonstrates these specific statistics. The US and Japan 

conducted extensive joint military exercises in the 1980s. The portion of joint air asset 

activities reached almost 50 per cent of the total number of exercises during the 1980s 

and represented nearly 28 per cent and 20 per cent overall when also considering 

maritime forces combined drills and ground forces joint exercises, respectively.  

Whilst America and Japan did not specify the target state when they conducted 

these joint exercises; it was implicitly recognised that these activities aimed to prepare 
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for Soviet aggression (Haberman, 1986). However, the US thought that ‘the increasing 

level of US-Japan joint exercise implied a growing [Japan’s] willingness to aid US 

forces in interdicting Soviet Pacific advances in wartime’ (U.S. DOS, 1989a, p. 2).  

America’s request for Japan’s participation in defence of SLOC, including the 

Southwest Asia region, was down to a desire to share the security role of the US in the 

Asia-Pacific. However, due to increasing instability in the Middle East, the US 

transferred more power to that region, moving the 7th Fleet to the Persian Gulf. For 

this reason, the US tried to make Japan’s airpower and ASW capability an essential 

deterrent to Soviet military expansion in the Southeast Asia region (Cha, 1999).228  

This assessment was given as follows: ‘To implement our strategy in the 

Northwest Pacific, we rely principally on the self-defence effort of our allies to meet 

regional security requirements. ... The nature of the threats to regional security 

demands that our allies, particularly Japan, devote the resources necessary to carry out 

their self-defence roles’ (Weinberger, 1984, p. 41). 

Thus, when Reagan began his presidency, he strongly pressed Japan to achieve 

sufficient defence capabilities to defend Japanese territories and SLOC, including a 

range of 1,000 nautical miles in the air and sea (The White House, 1982a). Prime 

Minister Suzuki accepted the defence responsibility of sea lane protection within 1,000 

nautical miles from the Japanese coastline (Yamakage, 1997, p. 285).  

However, notwithstanding intensified security cooperation between two 

governments and Japanese military build-up reinforced by the US, Washington also 

 
228 For instance, the Soviet naval facility in Cam Ranh Bay in Vietnam was the largest 

overseas naval base of the USSR, with various established installations, including missile 

loading and intelligence gathering equipment, and strategic bombers (CIA, 1984h, p. 11).  
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worried about the probability that Japan has an offensive capability which could cause 

anxiety among regional actors. Regarding this matter, the US DOS noted as follows:  

“… considering the 1,000 nm concept, it is essential to bear in mind what 

Japan will not do: that is, project military force of any kind of beyond 

1,000 miles or develop offensive capabilities even within that range of its 

homeland. Nor is it intention to encourage Japan to do so ... The emphasis 

is on anti-submarine warfare … capabilities, and neither we nor GOJ 

contemplates Japanese operations in Southeast Asia water or beyond. The 

agreed definition of 1,000 miles is itself circumscribed in such a way to 

stop at the Bashi-channel” (U.S. DOS, 1982e) 

“[w]e are also mindful of the views of friendly countries in the region, … 

but would be concerned if Japan were to develop offensive capability or 

play a regional security role” (U.S. DOS, 1988c)  

In addition to the strengthened military cooperation between the two countries, 

President Reagan argued the need for Japan’s increasing diplomatic and economic role 

in the Asian region (Reagan, 1987, p. 1909). For instance, the DOD thought that Japan 

should contribute to defending ROK as ‘a matter of joint concern’ since the survival 

of ROK was the precondition of protecting Japan.229 However, the recommended way 

of assistance was indirect method such as economic aid  (U.S. DOD, 1980). 

Meanwhile, under Prime Minister Ohira, the GOJ conceptualised ‘comprehensive 

security’ based on their economic strength, in order to determine a balanced defence 

posture between domestic pacifism and the US-Japan alliance (Tow, 2001, pp. 47-48). 

One feasible way of accomplishing comprehensive security was ‘overseas 

development assistance (ODA)’, so the GOJ gave Southwestern Asian countries huge 

 
229 When a KAL airline was shot down by Soviet military aircraft in 1983, the US tried 

to form a joint investigationary team consisting of the US, ROK and Japan (U.S. NSC, 1983b). 
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amounts of financial support to weaken Soviet influence (Islam, 1993, p. 322). Indeed, 

in the 1980s, Japan had increased the amount of ODA to Southeast Asian countries, 

including Indonesia, Malaysia, Philippines, and Thailand, by nearly eightfold, from 

$ 260 million in 1977 to $ 2,118 million in 1989 (Islam, 1993, pp. 348-349). In 

response to the Japanese alternative approach in defence burden-sharing, America 

adopted a positive perspective in principle (The White House, 1982a).   

 

6.3.1.3 USFJ Force Structure 

The below Table 6-10 shows detailed changes in USFJ in the 1980s. The 

composition of the USFJ was Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Forces, which made 

up about 5, 15, 50, and 30 per cent, respectively. 

Table 6-10 America's Forces in Japan, 1979-1989 

 Total 
Army Navy Marine Corps Air Force 

Per. % Per. % Per. % Per. % 

1979 46,207 2,498 5.4 6,840 14.8 22,499 48.7 14,370 31.1 

1980 46,004 2,423 5.3 7,248 15.8 21,953 47.7 14,380 31.3 

1981 46,196 2,364 5.1 6,982 15.1 22,677 49.1 14,173 30.7 

1982 51,015 2,481 4.9 8,709 17.1 25,452 49.9 14,373 28.2 

1983 48,711 2,489 5.1 7,288 15.0 24,525 50.3 14,409 29.6 

1984 45,761 2,646 5.8 7,504 16.4 20,643 45.1 14,968 32.7 

1985 46,923 2,422 5.2 7,433 15.8 20,897 44.5 16,171 34.5 

1986 48,104 2,264 4.7 7,645 15.9 21,524 44.7 16,671 34.7 

1987 49,783 2,145 4.3 7,983 16.0 22,483 45.2 17,172 34.5 

1988 49,680 2,095 4.2 7,366 14.8 23,676 47.7 16,543 33.3 

1989 49,861 2,048 4.1 7,063 14.2 24,780 49.7 15,970 32.0 

Sources: U.S. DOD (Various Years) 

The overall number of USFJ military personnel slightly increased during the 

1980s by 3,000 officers. Moreover, the US maintained the role of the 7th Fleet and 3rd 
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Marine Amphibious Force in Japan as follows: the role of the 7th Fleet was ensuring 

regional security throughout the Pacific region and to some extent covering the Persian 

Gulf region; the 3rd Marine Corps, deployed in Okinawa, had the responsibility to 

rapidly respond to any contingent situations in Asia region (U.S. DOS, 1988c).  

Furthermore, the US insisted that the mission area of USFJ, mainly naval and air 

units, could be expanded to the Indian Ocean and Persian Gulf region, as a way of 

securing Japan (U.S. DOS, 1980, 1981a). This remark indicates that the main 

objectives of the USFJ were stabilizing the region and defending Japanese territorial 

independence by ensuring its power projection capability. 

 

6.3.1.4 Japan’s Expected Role: Operational Partner 

Summarising above discussion, Japan could be considered as an economic great 

power at the global level, but, in military perspective, they did not reach such 

conditions due to domestic constitutional restriction and the culture of anti-militarism. 

However, they had a firm foundation for in-house manufacturing capability for 

sophisticated and state-of-the-art class defence assets, such as advanced fighter jets. 

In addition, Tokyo realised that Soviet threats were not just against the US pacific 

forces but also directly against Japanese security due to the Soviet’s vigorous 

militarised activities such as committing violations of territorial air and maritime 

spaces. Based on this increased threat perception, Japan accepted expanded defensive 

roles such as defending the SLOC to a 1,000 nm distance from Japanese territory, 

supporting logistics for USFJ’s activities in both Indian Ocean and Persian Gulf region, 

countering Soviet’s military behaviours, and becoming a regional economic supporter 
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(U.S. DOD, 1981b; U.S. DOS, 1981a).    

Lastly, the primary role of USFJ was safeguarding America’s involvement in any 

contingencies in the region. It was clarified by facts that the main component of 

deployed forces are marine corps and air fleets.  

From these factors, one may conclude that, in the 1980s, Japan was considered 

as ‘operational partner’ within the US geostrategic calculus in the Asia-Pacific region. 

In other words, as discussed in Section 4.3.2.2.3, Washington expected Tokyo to be 

responsible to an appropriate level of defence-burden such as deterring Soviet’s 

expansion at the region and protecting SLOC including the Southeast Asia region.   

 

6.3.2 US’s Perception of South Korea  

6.3.2.1 Economic Strength and Defence Industrial Capability 

In the 1980s, there were two factors that induced America to try to shed new 

light on ROK in terms of geostrategic importance: (i) America’s increased economic 

and political interests in the Asia-Pacific region; and (ii) ROK’s economic achievement 

(Detrio, 1989, p. 7). For instance, in terms of trading volume with the US, South 

Korea’s economic position had been increased from 9th in 1982 to 7th in 1988 (The 

Reagan Library, 1983a; U.S. DOS, 1989b). In order to keep the pace of economic 

development, ROK laid out technology-based industrial development plans from 

the1980s.230 The below table illustrates ROK’s economic development in the 1980s.  

 
230 From the mid-1980s, ROK entered into third phase of its economic development, 

which was focusing on transformation of industrial basis from labor-intensive (first phase) and 

heavy and chemical industry (second phase) to ‘capital and skill intensive’ industries (U.S. 
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Table 6-11 ROK's Economic Condition, 1979-1990 

Year GDP * 
GDP  

Growth ** 

Energy  

Consumption*** 

Electric Power  

Consumption*** 

1979 66.6 8.6 1064 881 

1980 65.0 -1.7 1082 914 

1981 72.4 7.2 1046 972 

1982 77.8 8.3 1096 1028 

1983 87.0 13.2 1169 1141 

1984 96.6 10.4 1257 1250 

1985 100.3 7.7 1302 1340 

1986 115.5 11.2 1477 1480 

1987 146.1 12.5 1580 1674 

1988 197.0 11.9 1761 1921 

1989 243.5 7.0 1857 2095 

1990 279.3 9.8 2167 2373 

* current Billion US$, ** annual %, *** kg of oil equivalent per capita, 

**** KWh per capita 

Source: World Bank Data_Countries and Economies (https://data.worldbank.org/country) 

 

Regarding Seoul’s technical advancement, according to the US assessment, 

Seoul has plenty of capacity to develop its microelectronics, computers, and advanced 

telecommunication devices under strong government support, and they could provide 

the majority of international microelectronics by the late 1980s. As a representative 

example, in 1985, ROK manufactured 256K Dynamic Random Access Memory 

(DRAM) (New Delhi, 2013; U.S. DOS, 1985c). 

In addition, under this rapid economic growth, while ROK’s proportion of 

defence budget in annual GDP decreased from 6.4 per cent in 1981 to 4.0 per cent in 

1990, defence outlays in 1990 reached almost three times that made in 1981.  

Since the 1970s, furthermore, Seoul had laid the technological foundations for 

 
DOS, 1985c; S.-h. Chun, 2018). 
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indigenous manufacturing capabilities for the majority of requirements for defence 

articles.231 Based on accumulated defence technology, ROK set the goal of defence 

industry development in the 1980s intending to establish the means to produce 

sophisticated and advanced weapons systems such as indigenously developed tanks 

and SSMs (ROK MND, 1989, p. 210).232 Accordingly, as shown in the Table 6-12 

ROK’s defence R&D investment also increased, with around 2 per cent of its defence 

outlay allocated to R&D every year, although there were some fluctuations.  

Table 6-12 ROK's Defence Budget and R&D Expenditure 

(Unit: a million Won) 

  ’81 ’82 ’83 ’84 ’85 ’86 ’87 ’88 ’89 ’90 

Def. Bud. 
Amount 2,087 2,680 3,178 3,274 3,306 3,689 4,158 4,745 5,520 6,015 

Rate of GDP 6.4 6.2 5.7 5.3 5.2 4.9 4.5 4.3 4.3 4.0 

R&D 
Amount 64.2 39.4 71.8 41.9 64.6 73.4 90.8 97.9 81.0 114.6 

Rate of DB* 3.1 1.4 2.3 1.3 2.0 2.0 2.2 2.1 1.5 1.9 

* Defence Budget 

Source: Korean White Paper (Various Years) 

 

Based on these investments and ROK’s industrial improvements in steel 

fabrication, extensive machine tool capacity, and sophisticated electronic devices, 

ROK’s defence industrial potential was enough to manufacture ground force 

equipment and naval ships for coastal defence (U.S. DOS, 1983b; CIA, 1982c). 

Moreover, the US steadily supported ROK’s defence industry development via 

transferring technology data packages (TDP) and collaborative research projects.233 

 
231 DPRK could produce the majority of their defence equipment domestically, except 

for sophisticated aircraft equipment, whilst ROK’s defence industrial foundation was in the 

nascent stage and therefore could not be viably compared with the North’s (U.S. DOS, 1982b).   

232 The other representative targets of this goal were the Korean style rifle, various 

versions of artillery such as 60 mm, 155mm, and 155mm self-propelled guns, small scale 

littoral combat ships, and electronic warfare devices for large scale battleships. 

233 The US assumed that ROK objectives in developing their defence industry were to 
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Table 6-13 Transferred TDPs from the US to ROK 

 Artillery Amm.** 
Elec. 

/Comm.*** 
Mobility 

General 

equip. 

Air 

force 

Naval 

force 
Total 

’79 7 44 51 9 34   145 

’80 25 83 11 13 12   144 

’81 13 44 2 2 25  1 87 

’82 2 39 4 3 8   56 

’83 7 6 7 2 7   29 

’84 1 5 1  6  4 17 

’85  4  2 4 1  11 

’86  3   2 1  6 

Total 55 228 76 31 98 2 5 495 

* Data not available between 1987-1990 /  

** Ammunition / *** Electronics/Communications 

Source: Koo (1998, p. 53) recite from Park (2016, pp. 187-188)  

 

Transferred TDPs, however, as can be seen in the above table, were mainly 

materials for relatively less sophisticated equipment such as ammunition, artillery, 

mobile equipment and general supplies (military uniforms and parachutes). In contrast, 

the transfer of technical data related to the Air Force and Navy was very low, with only 

two and five cases, respectively. 

These statistics reveal that the US strictly restricted technology transfer of 

complex and highly developed fighters and warships to ROK. It means that Seoul had 

little experience in aircraft manufacturing until the mid-1980s (U.S. DOS, 1983b). 

Nevertheless, ROK was able to accumulate limited aerospace technological 

know-how through US support. For example, the experiences of 500MD coproduction 

(1976) became a basis of Korean aerospace companies winning F-4E maintenance 

contracts (Nolan, 1986, p. 73). Furthermore, with the beginning of the F-5 E/F co-

 
obtain maintenance capabilities for their equipment and increase the manufacturing ability of 

an advanced military asset to at least match the North’s (American Embassy Seoul, 1979b).  
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assembly project, the US assumed that ROK could acquire various technologies from 

the US, such as the fabrication of major airframe components and engine parts (CIA, 

1982b, p. 3).234 By doing so, ROK could obtain the capability to export aircraft spare 

parts to the US aerospace companies (American Embassy Seoul, 1979b).  

Moreover, America loosened its strict control regarding aerospace technology 

transfer to ROK from the late 1980s. The two governments signed an MOU for 

technological cooperation in the defence industry and joint research on guidance 

systems for the SAMs in 1988 and 1989, respectively. With these agreements, Seoul 

could establish the legal foundation for conducting joint R&D with America on 

cutting-edge defence equipment, following the examples of Israel, Egypt, and Japan 

among non-NATO countries (ROK MND, 1989, pp. 156, 334).  

 

6.3.2.2 Shared Threat Perception and America’s Expectations 

Washington thought that Seoul would remain as ‘one of the US’ staunchest allies’ 

and persist in playing ‘an extremely vital role in protecting US interests in Northeast 

Asia’ (U.S. DIA, 1983). The ROK Government was pleased because those remarks 

were considered as America bolstering its defence commitment. In 1983, at the 

disclosed session of the Korean National Assembly Budget and Settlement Committee, 

the Minister of Defence, Yun Sung-Min, stated the improved security relationship 

 
234  Specifically, three Korean aerospace companies, Korean Air Lines (KAL), 

Samsung, and Daewoo, participated in various aircraft  manufacturing. For instance, KAL 

participated in co-assembly production of F-5 and MD-500 helicopter. Samsung took part in 

engine repairment, overhaul, part production. In 1989, Samsung became a subcontractor for 

manufacturing a number of parts for the F/A-18. Daewoo manufactured a couple of airframes 

for F-16 and wings for Lockheed’s P-7A (Kelley, 1990c, pp. 4-5).   
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between two government to be as follows: “[A]s the Republic of Korea has been 

moved up to the category of ‘vital’ strategic interest to the U.S., the Korean peninsula 

has become an area of ‘life or death’ concern, which in turn means that the U.S. will 

defend the ROK at all costs, ‘even at the expense of a nuclear war’” (American 

Embassy Seoul, 1983). 

With the experiences of Afghanistan, however, Washington and Moscow agreed 

that ‘“regional conflicts are bleeding wounds”, not only for the nations involved but 

for the wider international community’ (U.S. DOS, 1988a, p. 3). In other words, 

regional major powers had similar interests in preserving the military balance between 

two Koreas (U.S. National Intelligence Estimate, 1987). Thus, the USSR did not 

deliver any sophisticated military equipment to North Korea from 1974, and China 

had equally negative viewpoints on North Korea’s adventurism (U.S. DOS, 1982a). 

Considering the regional actors’ coherent strategic interest in the Korean peninsula, 

America did not favour any radical changes in the power parities in the area and crisis 

escalations, notwithstanding the US’s firm defence commitment toward ROK (U.S. 

DOS, 1988a, pp. 5-18).  

As to the case of preventing crisis escalation, the representative case for this 

assessment is America’s response to a series of armed attacks on South Korean 

leadership. In 1983, President Chun and cabinet members experienced a bombing 

terror when they visited Burma. This attack was apparently instigated by North Korea. 

In response to this severely increased tension between the two Koreas, America rapidly 

dispatched the 7th fleet and AEW capable assets for defending ROK, and the chief of 

CFC decided to increase the level of DEFCON (Defence Readiness Condition) from 

level four as the usual security condition, up to level three indicating a situation of the 
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heightened risk of militarized conflict. However, in 1976, when the North Korean army 

killed two American soldiers at Panmunjom, American leadership had decided to 

adjust the DEFCON level to two as the condition of preparing for war (Ham, 2010). 

America’s different responses to the North’s aggression, seven years apart, imply that 

Washington’s interest was focused more on preserving stability and preventing 

escalation in the Korean peninsula in the 1980s than it had been in the 1970s.  

As for the case of preserving military balance, the air force development 

tendency in the two Koreas was another piece of evidence for America’s strategic 

calculation. DPRK acquired advanced military aircraft from traditional communist 

partners China and the Soviet Union. Specifically, they introduced Mig-21s from 

Beijing and Mig-23s from Moscow in 1982 and 1985, respectively (CIA, 1985c; 

Headquarters CINCPAC, 1984, p. 82). Moreover, Pyongyang introduced the state-of-

art class jet fighter, the Mig-29s, in the late 1980s (ROK MND, 1989, p. 180).235  

DPRK, however, did not just procure such assets but obtain technology for 

manufacturing and assembling know-how of Mig-21s, including airframes and 

engines, to some extent from China. Moreover, the US assumed that the Soviets would 

 
235  DPRK’s efforts to acquire advanced military aircraft began in the early 1980s 

through their traditional alliance partner, China, and third parties such as Libya as a mean of 

Soviet indirect back-up. North Korea imported 40 Mig-21 aircraft from China in 1982; this 

was the first advanced aircraft introduction into DPRK after ceasing Soviet military assistance 

since the 1970s (Headquarters CINCPAC, 1984, p. 82). In addition, the Soviet’s policy of 

prohibitions on advanced military aircraft assistance to DPRK has changed since the mid-

1980s. Before that time, Pyongyang tried to maintain their military superiority over Seoul from 

the early 1980s by cooperating with Libya, and the CIA assumed that these approaches were 

to acquire advanced military aircraft such as Mig-23s and to maintain a favourable military 

balance when direct military assistance from the Soviet Union was decreasing. Particularly, 

North Korea had two options for acquiring Mig-23s from Libya; (i) exchanging hardware 

(end-product of Libya) and software (maintenance capability of DPRK) between North Korea 

and Libya, and (ii) delivering a small number of Mig-23s to allow reverse engineering. Instead 

of applying a direct delivery of defence assets, the Soviets mediated between DPRK and Libya 

to counter the strengthened relationship between China, the US, and Japan (CIA, 1983). 
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transfer the related technology of Mig-23s in the late 1980s (CIA, 1984b, 1985c). 

America’s assessment of North Korea’s airpower was that they had sufficient 

capacity to conduct an offensive mission, based on numerical superiority over the 

South. However, their operational ability was restricted due to their limited number of 

all-weather fighters and a majority presence of older generation fighters (U.S. DOS, 

1983b). Contrary to the other military forces, moreover, the airpower (in terms of 

numbers) gap between the two Koreas narrowed from 2 to 1 North to South in 1975, 

to 1.5 to 1 in 1983. Based on these assessments, the US evaluated that ROK’s air 

defence capability would not be inferior to the North’s since Seoul received advanced 

versions of air defence articles, such as the unique all-weather capability models of the 

F-4 Phantom and the F-16 Falcon in the late 1970s and 1986, respectively (U.S. DOS, 

1983b). Hence, the US thought that the US-Korea alliance could offset the North’s 

numerical superiorities in airpower by introducing qualitatively improved assets.236  

Furthermore, the US Congress, unlike Israel and Egypt, tended to overlook the 

importance of ROK in America’s Asia policy (U.S. NSC, 1982c). Thus, since the mid-

1980s, discussions about reducing security assistance for Seoul began in earnest within 

the US Congress. The rationales of this assertion are threefold (C.-J. Lee, 2006, p. 133): 

(i) moderated tensions in the Korean peninsula between major powers, Washington, 

Moscow, and Beijing; (ii) self-refrained postures of the Soviets and China in arms 

delivery to DPRK; (iii) increased ROK’s material capability. 

As a result of this deliberation, the Nunn-Warner Amendment was accepted by 

 
236 However, the US recognized the perils of Moscow’s additional provision of Mig-

23s in the mid-1980s. According to CIA analysis, if the Soviets provide two regiments (80 

aircraft), ROK’s qualitative advancement would be sharply decreased (CIA, 1985c). 
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President Bush in 1989. In line with these evaluations, although the US Government 

was well aware of North Korea’s favoured military balance circumstance in the Korean 

peninsula, America’s security assistance program could not meet the need of ROK 

because of restrictions on budget and congressional process. The initial aimed support 

levels from the DOS and DOD in FY 1984 was $ 250 million and $ 300 million, 

respectively. However, the DOD assumed that it would be around $ 210 – 220 million, 

due to congressional restrictions (U.S. NSC, 1982b). 

In addition to these appraisals, there was a rhetorical announcement on ROK’s 

defensive role expansion within America’s global strategy. In 1983, the US Secretary 

of State remarked that Seoul’s international role within the US-Korea alliance would 

increase due to ROK’s economic growth (U.S. DOS, 1983d). Furthermore, America 

expected that ROK had a mentor’s role in LDCs in the region (U.S. DIA, 1983). 

However, America suppressed ROK’s proactive participation in its global 

containment policy against the Soviets. For example, President Chun, in his early 

presidency, expressed that ROK could contribute to deterring Moscow’s expansion in 

the region by acting out a ‘strategic role’. Regarding this remark, America judged that 

this suggested radical change in defence relationship to ‘strategic partnership’ with 

South Korea was ‘significantly disadvantage[ou]s’ (U.S. DOS, 1982b). 

 

6.3.2.3 USFK Force Structure 

Reflecting on America’s assessment of security circumstance in the region, the 

US slightly strengthened its military presence. These changes in US military presence 

statistics were because of several armed attacks caused by DPRK and the Soviets, as 
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discussed in the above section, and to protect the Seoul Olympic Games in 1988 

(Detrio, 1989, p. 8). Table 6-14 shows the changes in the number of USFK in the 1980s. 

Table 6-14 USFK Military Personnel, 1979-1989 

Year Total 
Army Navy Marine Air Force 

Number % Number % Number % Number % 

1979 39,018 30,389 77.9 269 0.7 45 0.1 8,315 21.3 

1980 38,780 29,647 76.4 285 0.7 78 0.2 8,770 22.6 

1981 38,254 28,486 74.5 311 0.8 125 0.3 9,332 24.4 

1982 39,194 28,359 72.4 333 0.8 136 0.3 10,366 26.4 

1983 38,705 27,304 70.5 638 1.6 56 0.1 10,707 27.7 

1984 40,785 29,221 71.6 373 0.9 133 0.3 11,058 27.1 

1985 41,718 30,051 72.0 399 1.0 62 0.1 11,206 26.9 

1986 43,133 31,132 72.2 391 0.9 405 0.9 11,205 26.0 

1987 44,674 31,567 70.7 394 0.9 1,201 2.7 11,512 25.8 

1988 45,501 32,044 70.4 395 0.9 1,443 3.2 11,619 25.5 

1989 44,461 32,072 72.1 394 0.9 509 1.1 11,486 25.8 

Source: U.S. DOD (Various Years) 

In particular, whilst the proportion of ground forces in the entire USFK 

decreased from 80.3% (1978) to 70.4% (1988), the ratio of air force representation 

increased from 17.6% (1977) to 26.9% (1985). Significantly, as shown in Table 6-14, 

over the 1970s and 1980s, the USAF accounted for the highest proportion of the 

military in 1983, following several militarised attacks by North Korea. More 

specifically, the US decided to dispatch cutting-edged F-16 fighters and A-10 close 

support units to enhance their deterrent capability against DPRK (U.S. DOS, 1982d). 

Washington’s interpretation of the role of the USFK was to deter North Korean 

aggression, and this contribution could help Northeast Asian stability (U.S. DOS, 

1983a). In other words, the aim of deploying an enormous ground force was as a 

stabiliser not at the regional level but specifically on the Korean peninsula.   
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6.3.2.4 ROK’s Expected Role: Tactical Partner 

Following the above estimations on three criteria, ROK was a ‘tactical’ partner 

who contributes to maintaining sub-regional BoP. In the 1980s, South Korea achieved 

great economic success and also established a technological basis for indigenous 

defence industrial development of less sophisticated armaments from the 1970s. On 

the basis of these developments and America’s security assistance programs, ROK 

could build a qualitative-based military capability against DPRK, even though it would 

not itself reach the level of self-reliance.  

However, there were discrepancies between the US and ROK regarding the 

perceived threat level of North Korea’s military capacity and aggressive intention. The 

US policymakers supposed that the US-ROK alliance could successfully deter or 

counter any surprise attack by North Korea. In contrast, the ROK Government had 

great apprehensions on those matters due to the current imbalanced military capability 

between two Koreas and North’s nuclear ambition. In order to relieve the ROK anxiety, 

the US slightly increased deployed military personnel, mainly ground forces, and 

dispatched advanced military aircraft such as F-16 combat fighters and A-10 attackers.  

To summarise, the US considered ROK a ‘crucial element’ of preserving regional 

stability, in that Korean peninsula instability would invoke confrontations amongst 

major regional powers. In other words, the preservation of the military balance 

between the two Koreas was essential to America’s strategic plans.  

 

6.3.3 US’s Role Expectations and MTT Policies  

In the 1980s, America strongly insisted on being a Pacific power with ‘vital 
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security interest and economic interest’ in the East Asia-Pacific region (Weinberger, 

1985, p. 31). Thus, America’s strategic interests in the Asia-Pacific region were similar 

to those they had in the 1970s; that is, the preservation of favourable regional stability 

through deterring Soviet expansion, maintaining regional and sub-regional military 

balance, and securing sea communication and trade lanes in the region.  

To achieve these end goals, America attempted to strengthen the security 

relationship with its weak allies since the US recognised that defending this region was 

difficult without ally support (Carlucci, 1988, p. 83). Their basic approach to securing 

the region, therefore, was via role distribution within a bilateral alliance relationship, 

with themselves in charge of preserving regional stability and meditating tensions 

among regional powers. From these circumstances, defence burden-sharing had been 

a prerequisite condition for maintaining the regional BoP; namely, weak allies were 

expected to take on more responsibility for defending their territories and contribute 

to America’s global strategy. By following the criteria of Section 4.3.2, each American 

ally could be classified into two groups, as shown in the below table. 

Table 6-15 The Expected Role of Japan and ROK, 1980s 

Criteria Japan ROK 

AOR Asia-Pacific Korean Peninsula 

International Status Regional Major Power Minor Power 

Counterparts Soviet  North Korea 

Deployed Forces 

(Objective) 

Marine Corps and Air 

Forces 

(Power Projection) 

Ground Force 

(Defending ROK) 

Defence  

Burden-Sharing 

Countering Soviet 

Expansion 
Deterring DPRK 

Role Expectation Operational Tactical 

US Strategy Buck-Passing Limited Balancing 

MTT Policy Proactive Support Limited Support 

Source: Author 
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As defined in Section 3.3 and Section 4.3.2.3, the US applied discerning 

strategies to implement a defensive role distribution with its weak allies. This was to 

preserve favourable regional BoP systems at the regional and sub-regional levels and 

avoid the risk of entrapment. Namely, in the 1980s, while the US utilised a buck-

passing strategy to Japan as an operational partner so as to share the responsibility of 

deterring the Soviet expansion, they employed a limited balancing strategy to ROK as 

a tactical partner with the intentions of preventing DPRK’s aggressions and 

moderating ROK’s overwhelming armament desire against their counterparts. As a 

consequence, America’s technological assistance to Japan and ROK would be exerted 

in different ways; proactive support for Japan and limited assistance for ROK.  

The next section explores the actual interactions between the US and its regional 

allies in aerospace technology assistance negotiations and executions in the 1980s. 

 

6.4 The Patterns of the US Military Technology Cooperation 

This section investigates the patterns of America’s aerospace technology 

cooperation with Japan and ROK in the 1980s. In particular, Washington’s opinions 

and reactions toward both countries are scrutinised with regards to the targeted 

weaponry procurement processes of Japan (F-15, FS-X, H-SLVs) and ROK (F-5E/F, 

F-16, NHK-II). 
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6.4.1 US’s Military Technology Assistance Policy toward Japan 

6.4.1.1 Combat Fighters 

6.4.1.1.1 F-15 Co-production Program 

From the early 1970s, Japanese defence intellectuals set up a plan for procuring 

the next generation of fighter jets, as a substitute for outdated F-104Js (American 

Embassy Tokyo, 1973a), and the foremost consideration in the procurement was to 

obtain related technology from the suppliers.237 Through various discussion processes, 

Japan agreed with the US to co-produce the F-15s in June 1978 (U.S. DOS, 1984a).238  

At the time of the co-production decision for F-15 combat fighters, the US DOS 

aimed to achieve regional stability via Japanese military capability enhancement and 

ensure ‘inter-operability and standardisation of equipment and support system’ 

(American Embassy Tokyo, 1979d; U.S. DOS, 1980). The US policymakers thought 

that by suggesting the F-15, which was the latest model introduced into the USAF in 

1975, Japanese security concerns would be suitably addressed (U.S. DSAA, 1981).  

Both political and security concerns overshadowed economic reasons, such as at 

concerning increasing Japanese technological competitiveness in the aerospace area 

via advanced technology transfer (National Research Council, 1994, p. 43). With 

 
237 Japan began the process of coordinating with European airplane makers to acquire 

technologies and skills. However, the aircraft of that time which were under consideration, 

such as the Tornado, Mirage, and Viggen, were more performance-limited than the F-15 

suggested by the US (U.S. DOS, 1975a; U.S. GAO, 1982a, p. 7).  

238 According to the record of U.S. DSAA, ‘the Japanese Government could not justify 

domestically the purchase of F-15s from the U.S. unless part of the production took place in 

Japan, and that the U.S. would have to accept coproduction or no sale’ (U.S. DSAA, 1981). 

From the defence industrial perspective, the US-Japan F-15 agreement was providing several 

benefits to the US Government and aerospace firms such as expanding foreign sales and 

licensing and technical assistance fees. See, U.S. GAO (1982a, p. 7). 
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regard to this assessment, the U.S. DOS stressed the close relationship with Japan as a 

key ally in East Asia region, and the U.S. DOD underscored the importance of 

strengthening JASDF capability (U.S. DSAA, 1981, p. 4). More specifically, America 

emphasized that Japan’s acquisition of the asset was critical in accomplishing counter-

balance to Soviet aggression and related missions (U.S. DOS, 1980). 

Table 6-16 Japanese Force Modernisation Plan in the 1980s 

Assets Mid-1980s Mid-term Program US Requests 

ASW* Aircraft 5 P-3C 100 P-3C 125 P-3C 

Interceptor** 
10 squadrons 10 squadrons 14 squadrons 

110 F-15 187 F-15 - 

Submarine 13 16 25 

Destroyer 50 60 70 

Modified from Reeds (1983, p. 50) 

*Anti-submarine Warfare / ** The number of F-15 in 1984 

Source: Chinworth (1992, p. 53); Reed (1983, p. 50); K.-s. Shin (2007, pp. 181, 340) 

 

As can be seen in the above table, however, the USG wanted active Japanese 

participation in defensive role distributions via extensive defence article procurement 

to support the US’s defence activities and secure the SLOC.239  

Thus, the US DOD was more aggressive regarding co-production of F-15s with 

Japan, and the Pentagon held regular meetings with Japanese Government officials to 

review and approve Japan’s in-house production requirements. Consequently, two 

government agreed on the initial MOU in 1976 (U.S. GAO, 1982a, p. 7). 

Through the F-15 co-production program, Japan was able to receive various 

advanced technology from the US such as carbon and boron processing, titanium 

processing, titanium chemical milling, new profiles, siding presses, and new surface 

 
239 The US requested two caveats of the GOJ; (i) reconsider the internal defence budget 

limitation and (ii) the prompt achievement of a military build-up plan (Sado, 2017, p. 124). 
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and heat treatment under the licensed production agreement for the F-15. Also, many 

Japanese engineers were dispatched to the US to acquire F-15-related manufacturing 

skills (U.S. GAO, 1982a, p. 14). Another evidence of America’s intensive technical 

assistance was the F-100 engine case. During the co-production period, IHI, the main 

contractor of engine production for the Japanese F-15, took over the responsibility of 

engine manufacturing, from receiving the end-product, to knock-down kit assembly 

and license production. Eventually, IHI was responsible for 75% of the engine build 

(Kelley, 1992; National Research Council, 1994, p. 51).  

However, the restrictions on F-15 technology and critical information were more 

stringent compared to the F-4E/J licensed production. Whilst Japan wanted to acquire 

technology and data for the sidewinder missile, composite materials and the fire-

control system, the US determined to provide these items in a ‘black-boxed condition’ 

(Green, 1995, p. 83). Moreover, other ‘non-releasable’ items and technologies included 

design data, radar, electronic countermeasures, software, and source codes (National 

Research Council, 1994, p. 43). Besides, the overall work share of the F-15 production 

in Japan was just 70 per cent, which was the lowest level for approved domestic 

production under licensed production agreement with the US since the F-86 experience. 

Regarding this weakened technology transfer policy, Green named ‘the first collision’ 

and evaluated that Japanese leadership was shocked (Green, 1995, pp. 82-85).  

The rationale of these restrictions was due to regional major power’s anxiety. 

When the US discussed the problem of JSDF modernisation programs, including F-15 

procurement, with China, Washington mentioned that ‘we don’t favor a regional 

security role for Japan’ (American Embassy Beijing, 1979). 
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6.4.1.1.2 FS-X Co-development Program 

The discussion on the FS-X, as the successor to the F-1, began in the mid-1980s 

within the Japanese cabinet (U.S. DOS, 1985a). One of the rationales for this decision 

was the anticipated impact on Japan’s security when JSDF observed the newly 

introduced Soviet Mig-29s and Mig-31s near Japanese territory, particularly Sakhalin 

island in 1984 and 1985, respectively (CIA, 1985d, p. 5; Green, 1995, pp. 88-89).240 

This was a moment of realisation by Japanese policymakers of the reality and level of 

the Soviet threat.241 However, Japan and the US had differing views on the Japanese 

FS-X program in the second half of the 1980s.  

The GOJ wanted to develop FS-Xs indigenously, with a little foreign assistance 

for crucial parts such as engines and system integration. Indeed, in the 1980s, Japan 

had already accumulated plenty of knowledge on some crucial avionics systems, such 

as active phased-array fire-control radar, inertial reference systems, mission computers, 

and electronic warfare systems, through previous experiences of co-production 

involving the F-15 and licensed production of F-4 (M. A. Lorell, 1995b, p. 4). 

Contrary to Japan’s desire for indigenous development of FS-X, Washington 

thought that Japan’s plan for FS-X was unhelpful in asserting a collective defence 

effort against the Soviets. The reasons for this evaluation are twofold. Firstly, the 

indigenous development of FS-X could not keep pace with the anticipated 

 
240 The Mig-29s and Mig-31s were considered as 4th generation fighters which have 

advanced capability (See, Table 4-7), and total number of them in the Far East region was 

approximately 2,200 units. Although Japan already acquired F-15s as 4th generation fighters 

from the early 1980s, the number of F-15s they produced was around 100 units (CIA, 1985d). 

241 In order to respond to such perceived threats, Tokyo agreed to America’s plan for 

deploying nuclear-capable F-16s to Misawa Air Force Base (AFB) (U.S. DOS, 1985a). 
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development schedule. Secondly, the increment of development cost was conceived as 

an unavoidable problem (U.S. DOS, 1987c). 242  Moreover, the quality of any 

indigenously developed Japanese fighter could not be assured (U.S. DOD, 1989). 

Accordingly, from 1985 and for a couple of years, the DOD tried to persuade Tokyo 

to buy ‘off-the-shelf’ American combat fighters; such as the F-16 and F-18 (U.S. DOD, 

1989). The underlying aims of this American suggestion were to (i) suppress Japan’s 

efforts towards the indigenous development of a new fighter, (ii) encourage the GOJ 

to purchase an ‘existing or minimally modified US fighter,’ and (iii) restrict the 

technological know-how flow from America to Japan (M. A. Lorell, 1995b, p. 3). 

However, the US had already recognised difficulties in selling the F-16 as an off-

the-shelf product to Japan  since America’s coercive approach to the FS-X matter could 

appear detrimental to a strong security relationship with Japan (The U.S. House of 

Representatives, 1989).243  Hence, the DOD adopted a tactic of ‘pressuring without 

pressure’ in order to prevent Japan from indigenous development of follow-on F-1 

fighters (M. A. Lorell, 1995b, p. 17). This meant that Washington had limited 

bargaining power because of the necessity of Japan’s role in containing Moscow in the 

Asia-Pacific region.  

As time progressed, the US Government suggested an alternative approach that 

 
242 These concerns were realised in the mid-1990s, even though the F-2 development 

was conducted under the US-Japan co-production program. For example, the first test flight 

of prototype version was carried out in 1995 with a two-year delayed schedule from the 

original plan (U.S. GAO, 1995b, p. 3).  

243 As Dick Cheney, the Secretary of Defence, argued in 1989, only one-third of world 

countries who have no capability to produce advanced military aircraft would buy the F-16 

end-product. Moreover, at that point in time, the developed countries capable of manufacturing 

their own combat fighters had purchased military aircraft through either licensed production 

or co-production over the past ten years (The U.S. House of Representatives, 1989).  
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was more sympathetic to the indigenous development option, one of which involved 

FSX co-development by modifying the F-16 (U.S. DOS, 1987c). This option satisfied 

both governments to some extent; (i) Washington could hold Japan under its influence, 

and (ii) Tokyo could pursue an in-house development process.244 

The US DOD stressed that the US-Japan co-development agreement on the 

Japanese FS-X program could contribute to (i) increase interoperability, (ii) enhance 

defensive cooperation against the Soviet Union, (iii) establish the ground for future 

defence technology exchange, and (iv) strengthen Japanese defence capability via 

prompt replacement of the ageing F-1 fighter (U.S. DOD, 1989).245 Eventually, both 

governments agreed on FS-X co-development in 1987 and that the baseline of the FS-

X would be the F-16 block 40 version.246  

In the same vein, the US had a more benign attitude on F-16 technology transfer 

to Japan. Contrary to previous F-16 co-production programs with Western European 

countries in the 1970s, the FS-X co-development project with Japan required greater 

levels of technical data and technology transfer.247 The US, therefore, allowed Japan 

 
244  Whilst Japan’s basic posture on FS-X production was for strictly indigenous 

development, national leadership did not want the FS-X development problem to worsen its 

relationship with America (American Embassy Tokyo, 1985a). 

245 Some American leaders strongly concerned about the America’s loss of economic 

competitiveness in aerospace area via technology transfer. As a representative case, the US 

Congress raised the issue of weakening the competitiveness of the US aviation industry 

following technology transfer toward Japan (Mann, 1989). 

246  Regarding task distribution, the portion of work share was determined between 

Japan and the US as 60 per cent and 40 per cent, respectively. This estimation of work share 

is calculated based on R&D budget distribution. While Japanese companies MHI, KHI, and 

FHI, received 60 per cent of total R&D budget, the rest of the expenditure went to US 

participants. Lockheed Fort Worth Company (LFWC) and General Electrics were main 

contractors of the program ((M. A. Lorell, 1995b, p. 1).  

247 The apparent distinctions between a co-production program and a co-development 

project are as follows; only operational, maintenance, and production data are provided to 

contractor countries in a co-production program, whereas Japan received greater levels of data, 
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to receive sensitive technical data. For example, the US agreed to provide system 

integration technology from General Dynamics to Japanese aerospace companies, and 

this technology allowed Japan to indigenously develop mission computers which 

could be used for integrating Japanese developed avionics systems such as flight 

control systems, radar, and inertial navigation (Kelley, 1990b, p. 22). Furthermore, the 

DOD had plans to negotiate the release of specific engine manufacturing data such as 

digital fuel control systems (Kelley, 1990b, pp. 22-24). 

Table 6-17 US Decision on Transfer Available TDPs for FS-X 

 Initial Review 

(As of May 1991) 

Re-evaluation Requested 

(In 1990) 

No. % No. % 

Reviewed Items 10,550 100 251 100 

Accepted 9,752 92 25 10 

Accepted but 

Modification needed 
251 2 26 10 

Denied 540 5 196 78 

No Decision 7 1 4 2 

Source: Conahan (1992, pp. 26-27) 

 

Table 6-17 shows America’s approval of F-16 TDPs transfer for Japan. As of 

May 1991, Washington approved the transfer of more than 10,000 TDP, about 95 per 

cent of the 10,550 items. Among them, the US classified about 800 items as being 

highly sensitive items. Subsequently, America determined to provide around 250 items 

as downgraded versions (rejected items: about 540). In 1990, MHI asked the US to 

reassess 250 items of previously denied TDPs; after this re-evaluation, Japan obtained 

an additional 51 TDPs, including engine test reports, pre-block 40 test data, canopy 

 
including design data, such as wind tunnel test data which can use for designing and 

developing wings (Kelley, 1990b, p. 22). For the detailed discussion on the US-Western 

European counties collaboration on F-16 co-production program, see, U.S. GAO (1977a). 
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test data, and wing test data. In the latter case, the rationale for America’s acceptance 

was that approved data was sensitive but outdated. In addition to F-16 TDPs, General 

Dynamics provided 520 items of supplemental data for FS-X development under the 

supervision of the Air Force (Conahan, 1992).  

By adopting US technical support, Japanese engineers could minimise the risk 

of failure and increase cost-effectiveness when they applied indigenously developed 

technologies and equipment in the FS-X development process. 248  The applied 

technologies for the FS-X, which originated from Japanese firms and research 

institutions, were partial stealth technology, advanced composites and metallics, and 

advanced avionics (Conahan, 1992, p. 11). As a consequence, Japan could manufacture 

a combat fighter that was almost a redesigned version of the F-16. This distinction 

meant that Japan joined an elite group of countries with regards to advanced combat 

fighter manufacturing capability (M. A. Lorell, 1995b, pp. 3-9).  

However, the US set up a ‘visible’ process for responding to Japan’s requests for 

technical data. There was a two-fold monitoring process; (i) a Technical Steering 

Committee, which was co-chaired by the two countries’ high-level military officers to 

evaluate Japanese requests, and (ii) US Government bodies, including Air Force 

technicians, DOD and DOC, to review the relevance of requested technology and data 

(Conahan, 1989, pp. 10-11; M. A. Lorell, 1995a, pp. 360-361).   

The below Table 6-18 shows which data was either approved or denied for 

transfer by the US Government. Some critical and sensitive technologies and data 

 
248 While the development cost of the Euro-fighter and Rafale reached approximately 

$10-12 billion, the Japanese Government spent around $3 billion in order to develop an 

indigenous combat fighter. See, M. A. Lorell (1995b, p. 9). 



314 

 

could be protected through these administrative processes, and typical exclusions 

covered radio, landing gear, radar, electronic warfare systems, an inertial navigation 

system, and a central mission computer (Kelley, 1990b, pp. 22-24).  

Table 6-18 US Decisions on Technology Transfer for FS-X 

 Approved Denied 

Manufacturing and 

Production Data 
Overall - 

Airframe Design and Performance Data 
Methodology and Studies for F-

16 design 

Avionics 
Avionics Interface Data for 

Japanese Mission Computer 

Design and  

Manufacturing Data 

Electric Warfare System 

Inertial Navigation System 

Mission Computer 

Software 

F-16 Fire Control Computer 

Software Source Code (Sanitized 

version) 

Flight Control  

Computer Software 

(Fly-by-Wire System) 

Engines 
Engine Performance and  

Cost Data 

Design and  

Manufacturing Data 

Source: Kelley (1990b, pp. 22-27); U.S. Congress (1990, p. 101)  

 

One of the critical rationales relating to this directive was that America worried 

about the possibility of losing its influence over Japan. Strategically, the Pentagon 

understandably worried that Japanese indigenous advanced military aircraft 

production could allow Japan to establish an independent security policy without any 

coordination with America and stimulate Japanese nationalism in the long-term. These 

concerning factors would have detrimental effects on regional stability (U.S. DOD, 

1989). On this topic, Cheney, Secretary of Defense, maintained that ‘[T]he most 

damaging impact … would be on the relationship as a whole, with Japan pursuing 

increasingly independent security policies’ (The U.S. House of Representatives, 1989, 

p. 62). Additionally, Carl Ford, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defence, argued that 

the rationale of a Japanese FSX co-production program was not intended for economic 
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benefit or technological flow-back from Japan, but for reducing the probability of an 

independent security policy establishment and indigenous military aircraft 

development (M. A. Lorell, 1995a, p. 374). 

Namely, the US policymakers were concerned about the reaction of regional 

actors, regarding Japan’s independent defence industrial capability. Specifically, they 

were mindful of China and ROK, since both had historical reasons for mistrust 

concerning any Japanese rearmament policy (M. A. Lorell, 1995a, pp. 373-374). The 

thought was, if the US could not control Japanese military build-up, security 

cooperation among regional actors could be weakened, and it would result in 

increasing regional instability. 

 

6.4.1.2 Space Launch Vehicles 

In 1979 and 1980, Japan experienced a series of failures in launching 

communication satellites into designated orbits via the Japanese developed N-1 SLV, 

which has been supported by US technical assistance. Furthermore, in investigating 

the causes of these failures, Japan’s participation in the inspection process was limited, 

and the US did not inform Japan as to the exact reasons for the failure due to security 

reasons (Watanabe, 2011, p. 1337; Zaborsky, 2003, pp. 90-191).  

Through these series of events, Japan conceded the necessity for the independent 

development of new SLVs and decided to embark on the development of H-1 types. 

However, it was difficult for Japan to develop the H-1 type independently, no matter 

how much accumulated technical know-how and skills it had acquired through the 

development experiences of the N-Type in the 1970s (Japanese Embassy Washington, 
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1980). According to Kyodo News, Japan needed to acquire ‘Aluminium Alloy Ingots’ 

to indigenously develop a second-stage extended tank, plus 100 other items for ‘full-

scale manufacturing facilities’. This request was denied by the US Government since 

these technologies and items were not a part of the ‘1969 US/Japan Space Agreement’ 

(American Embassy Tokyo, 1979a).  

Therefore, Japan once again asked the US for technical assistance in assembling 

its second-stage vehicle within Japanese territory,  for the following reasons: (i) Japan 

already acknowledge that production of Thor-Delta rockets, which were used to 

develop N-class SLVs, would soon be terminated in America; (ii) Japan had pre-

planned further satellite launch tests by the 1980s, using the N-launcher; (iii) Japan 

wanted to solve any problems expediently, due to their tight test schedule (Watanabe, 

2011, p. 1337). Moreover, Japan also was eager to buy alloy sheet without any 

conditions for technology transfer (Secretary of State, 1979a). 

When Japanese scientists and space engineers visited the US during October 22 

and 23, 1979, to explain Japan’s space project and request US assistance, America’s 

basic position was favourable in terms of technological cooperation with its ally. 

However, the US also argued that there was an additional negotiation to be made 

(Secretary of State, 1979a). Furthermore, the US sent several engineers to Japan to 

discuss Japanese SLVs development in January 1980 (American Embassy Tokyo, 

1979e). After these interactions between the two nations at the government level, the 

US-Japan agreement for the development of H-1 SLV was signed in 1980 (Japanese 

Embassy Washington, 1980).249  

 
249 France had shown keen interest in the US-Japan negotiation since they negotiated 

with Brazil on space technology. France wanted to determine its position based on the results 
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The specifications for the H-1 SLV, set by the GOJ, provided the ability to put 

500 kilograms of objects into the GEO, and to achieve this goal, America assisted in 

the process of the first-stage rocket development by allowing licensed production. 

Other parts of rocket components, such as the cryonic second-stage, the INS, and third-

stage solid-fuelled motors, were developed by Japanese engineers independently 

(Krige et al., 2013, p. 207).250 Table 6-19 shows the technical cooperation in H-1 SLVs 

development between Japan and the US. 

Table 6-19 US Technology Assistance in Japanese SLVs in the 1980s 

Category H-1 

Vehicle Integration  McDonnell Douglas  

1st Stage 

Airframe  McDonnell Douglas  

Main Engine Rockwell 

Strap-on boosters Thiokol 

2nd stage 

Airframe Japanese 

Engine Japanese 

Reaction Control System  TRW 

3rd Stage 

Airframe Japanese 

Engine Japanese 

Fairing Japanese 

Guidance and Control Japanese 

Source: Berner (2005, p. 5) 

 

The main objective of Japan’s desire to indigenously develop the H-II SLV was 

to consolidate their international prestige, and Japan's internal discussion on this 

development began in earnest in 1984. By accomplishing these developments, Japan 

 
of the US-Japan negotiations (American Embassy Paris,1979; Secretary of State, 1979d). 

250 The core of the H-1 was the second-stage rocket, which contained an indigenously 

developed guidance system and a LOX/LH2 propulsion system (Hiraki & Takenaka, 1980, p. 

970; Takamatsu, Imagawa, & Ichimaru, 1986). Regarding the INS system, Japanese engineers 

cooperated with Ferranti to gain the necessary knowledge for indigenous development. 
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could reach a pioneering position in space technology advancement within the Asia 

region, and this would enable Japan to support other Asian countries’ space activities, 

through holding international conferences under UN sponsorship (American Embassy 

Tokyo, 1979b). 251  Thus, the GOJ showed a very positive attitude towards the 

development of the new SLV, which was capable of carrying two-ton satellites to GEO 

(Watanabe, 2011, pp. 1337-1338). 

Interestingly, the US did not forcefully restrain Japan’s H-II SLV indigenous 

development. Instead, Washington focused more on the cooperation with Japan in the 

space arena, such as the SDI project, a space station program, and non-proliferation of 

ballistic missile technology.252 Notably, in the SDI project, the US was interested in 

the areas of Japanese advanced technologies encompassing radar dome materials, 

radar transmitting modules, real-time signal processing, optoelectronic and electronic 

device productions (Vogel, 1989, pp. 36-39).253 Japan developed these technologies 

 
251 Tokyo aimed to launch the H-II rocket for the first time in 1991, and began to invest 

an enormous budget in related technology development from 1984 (Watanabe, 2011, pp. 1337-

1338), and various Japanese companies took part in the process. MHI was in charge of 

developing the LE-7 engine and the systemic integration of propulsion and structure. Nissan 

Motor Company took the responsibility of solid fuel booster development, and Fuji and 

Kawasaki researched advanced material and structure integrating, respectively (U.S. GAO, 

1991a, p. 19). Japan’s budget for space and H-II development from 1984 to 1987 is as follows.  

Unit: a current billion Yen 

 1984 1985 1986 1987 

Space Budget 113 112.5 117.4 123.2 

H-II Budget 1.32 7.35 21.45 30.00 
 

252 The foundations of the US-Japan SDI cooperation were security and technology 

transfer related agreements such as 1954 Mutual Defense Assistance Agreement, 1983 

Agreement for the Transfer of Defense-related Technologies, and the Detailed Agreements on 

the Transfer of Military Technologies on 1985 (U.S. DOS, 1986).  

253 Some technical thresholds, such as particle beams and laser applications, were the 

main concerns of viability of SDI project among the participant countries. The US delegation 

tried to ease these concerns and emphasised that the Soviet’s advancement in these areas in 

order to encourage Japan’s involvement (American Embassy Tokyo, 1984; U.S. NSC, 1987a). 
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via the experiences of manufacturing US-oriented defence articles, particularly combat 

fighters and SLVs, and applied to their indigenous developed weaponry and SLVs.254 

Regarding SDI project participation, Japan’s main concerns were (i) the 

possibility of violations of the Japanese Diet Resolution on the military use of outer 

space; and (ii) the problem of transferring Japanese-oriented technology, which could 

be used in the military field by the third parties, who involved in the SDI project such 

as the UK, France, Israel (U.S. DOD, 1986a; U.S. DOS, 1986). However, the US 

Government persuaded the Japanese Government by stressing that Japanese 

participation in SDI would be helpful to the broader security interests such as the 

defence of NATO countries in the European theatre (U.S. DOS, 1987a).255 

 

6.4.1.3 Features of US’s MTT policies to Japan in the 1980s 

In the 1980s, the GOJ established a mid-term Defence Build-up Estimate plan 

for effectively accomplishing the objective of 1976 NDPO assets (K.-s. Shin, 2007, p. 

163; Sado, 2017, p. 143). According to the fixed plan, the primary purposes of this 

improvement strategy was to (i) defend the homeland from outside of their territory, 

and (ii) secure the sea lanes surrounding their territory. Thus, Japan’s prioritised 

armament areas were air defence and ASW capabilities (Holland, 1988, pp. 25, 82-86).  

 
254 IHI, MHI, KHI who were heavily involved in Japanese SLVs strongly supported 

Japan’s participation in SDI project (U.S. JCS, 1987b). In SDI project, Japan involved in the 

conceptual study of ‘Western Pacific theater architecture’ (U.S. DOD, 1990, p. B-3).  

255 The US congress were worried about the increment of Japanese competitiveness in 

high-tech products and the consequence of a weakening of the US superiority in the field. In 

response to this matter, the DOD insisted that the areas of Japanese involvement were more 

strictly restricted than the US firms (U.S. DOD, 1986b, 1987b). 
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These stressed points of force improvement are similar to those that required the 

defensive burden-sharing in the US (U.S. DOS, 1985a). In other words, Tokyo 

recognised the necessities of its expanded defensive role and shared perceptions of 

common threats. Regarding this circumstance, Hook evaluated that America’s 

‘offensive defence’ strategy was becoming intertwined in the Japanese defence 

policies due to the Soviet threat in the 1980s (G. D. Hook, 1988, p. 385). 

From this perspective, America’s aerospace technology transfer policy toward 

Japan had strengthened to some extent in terms of supporting Japan’s indigenous 

development of weaponry and SLVs, since not only Japan possessed relevant 

technologies but the US also could necessitate technical cooperation in those fields. In 

other words, America’s technical assistance to Japan grew in the 1980s in order to 

persuade Japan to expand its defensive role and exchange related technologies.  

As to combat fighter cases, the US’s allowance for technologies of F-15s was 

somewhat stricter than previous co-production programs, and America prevented 

Japan from attempting indigenous development. However, Washington proactively 

assisted FS-X projects from the late 1980s via permitting most of F-16 TDPs.  

Concerning H-type SLVs, even though the US took a reluctant posture on 

assisting H-1 type SLV development, America rarely intervened in the Japanese 

indigenous development of H-II SLV in the late 1980s. Instead, the US persuaded 

Japan to (i) participate in the SDI project to attain advanced Japanese space 

technologies and (ii) establish the MTCR to prevent the proliferation of advanced 

missile technologies through SLV development procedures and cooperation (Kelley, 

1990a; Zaborsky, 2003). 
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To summary, following the American pattern of technology assistance (Table 4-

8), US-Japan technical cooperation in the 1980s could be characterised as a mutually 

benefitted pattern since they intensively implemented joint R&D and exchanged 

related technologies.   

 

6.4.2 US’s Military Technology Assistance Policy toward ROK 

6.4.2.1 Combat Fighters 

ROK decided in August 1979 to produce the F-5E/F via licensed production to 

replace the obsolete F-86 aircraft, rather than awaiting the pending US F-16 sale 

decision. In ROK’s official request, Seoul asked for approval of a co-assembly 

production on home soil and requested 36 F-5Es and 32 F-5Fs (American Embassy 

Seoul, 1979d). There were a couple of practical calculations taken within the ROK 

Government about selecting the F-5E/F as a next fighter candidate. Seoul assessed that 

the choice of the F-5E/F could moderate America’s concerns about not only stability 

in the Korean peninsula, but also ROK’s real defence modernisation problem since the 

F-5E/F was not a newly developed aircraft and had an apparently limited capability in 

attacking over order lines due to a short combat radius.256 Furthermore, Taiwan had 

already received the approval of F-5 co-production from the US in 1976 (U.S. GAO, 

1977b). By doing so, ROK thought that their foremost objective, obtaining aerospace 

technology via assembly production, could be achievable.  

Regarding this request, Secretary Brown stated that ‘the U.S. Government will 

 
256 From the American decisionmaker’s view, main role of F-5E was air defence and 

the secondary role was close air support mission (Headquarters CINCPAC, 1980, p. 414). 
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consider a request sympathetically to co-assembly in Korea, a less sophisticated 

aircraft than the F-16’ in July 1978 (U.S. DOS, 1979),257 and the agreement on ROK-

US F-5E/F co-assembly government-to-government discussion was finalised within 

one year (Yu, 1980, p. 53).258  

The designated items and technologies within the co-assembly production of the 

F-5E/F were one year’s spare parts, 34 spare J-85 engines, hardware kits, avionics 

components, aircraft sub-assembly, and fabrication materials (Headquarters 

CINCPAC, 1980, p. 419).  

In practice, however, ROK’s direct participation in the assembly process was 

significantly limited. Of the total 68 aircraft purchased, 30 initial production units were 

assembled domestically in a semi-knock down (SKD) way. The problem of the SKD 

method was that South Korean engineers hardly obtained the manufacturing skills and 

technologies since they only participated in the process of assembling each part from 

pre-manufactured parts from America. In other words, this approach meant that South 

Korean aerospace companies and technicians did not have the requisite capability, not 

least because the equivalent component produced indigenously were incompatible 

with the necessary assembly process. 

For the remaining 36 aircraft, the US allowed ROK to participate in limited areas 

 
257 According to Major Christopher Hazard, the former the Directorate of International 

Program of USAF, the rationales and goals of UASF’s supporting ROK F-5 E/F co-assembly 

production were (i) long-history of US-ROK alliance, (ii) assisting ROK economic 

development via technology transfer, (iii) increasing supportability of the F-5 programs, (iv) 

minimising negative effects on American economy (Yu, 1980, pp. 47-48). 

258 The actual processes of decision on F-5E/F technology transfer were as follows: in 

1978, the ROKG asked the possibility of F-5 co-production to the US Government, and it was 

officialised in August 1979 between the two governments. The US president and Congress 

approved this program in October and December 1979, respectively (Yu, 1980, p. 53).  
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of manufacturing some components; although ROK aerospace companies could be 

involved in the engine manufacturing process, the most critical part of fighter 

development technology, the level of ROK’s participation was only 2 per cent 

involvement (Nolan, 1986, p. 71). Under these conditions, the contribution rate of 

ROK’s F-5 assembly production was only 21% (Park, 2016, p. 190). 

As another case of America’s security assistance in the aerospace area, Seoul 

attempted to acquire F-16s again in 1980, although there were a couple of changes in 

acquisition conditions such as introducing as condition of off-the-shelf and reducing 

the number of procurements. When President Chun visited America in February 1981, 

contrary to previous implicit repudiation, the US leadership confirmed the selling of 

F-16s to Korea without any opposition. The expected delivery schedule was between 

1985 and 1986 (Headquarters CINCPAC, 1982, p. 424).  

When America decided to sell the F-16 to ROK, China informed the US that this 

could undermine the stability of the Korean peninsula and in response, Washington 

announced the following: F-16 multi-role combat fighters would be delivered to ROK 

in the late 1980s, and would not serve as a threat to DPRK. Pyongyang’s airpower 

maintained an overwhelming numerical advantage over ROK’s airpower, and Seoul’s 

small-scale F-16 purchases were pursued with purely defensive objectives in mind, to 

replace the ageing F-86 and F-5A/B. Rather, the imbalanced military power between 

the two Koreas would be restored due to ROK’s purchase of F-16s, thereby 

contributing to the stability of the Korean Peninsula (U.S. DOS, 1981b). 

In the late 1980s, when ROK established the Korean Fighter Program (KFP), 

this project aimed at replacing outdated fighters (F-5A/B) and increasing domestic 
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aerospace manufacturing capability. The US Government had changed its attitude on 

coproduction programs for more advanced combat fighters such as F-16s and F/A-18s. 

As discussed in the previous section, from the early 1980s, North Korea introduced 

the highly advanced fighters including Mig-21s and Mig-23s, which were considered 

as superior to F-4s and F-5s in the ROK’s inventory. 

Considering this weakening balance in air asset, Seoul had a plan to purchase 

120 fighters via licensed production.259 Regarding the KFP, in 1989 SCM, the US and 

ROK reached a basic agreement on the licensed production to some extent. 260 

Although the US evaluated that ROK did not have the requisite technical basis to 

achieve high technological asset manufacturing capability, the decision to allow a 

fighter coproduction program did not aim at transferring design or development 

technology, but enable ROK to obtain the know-how of assembly production and 

manufacturing (Kelley, 1990c, pp. 1, 5). Specifically, the US allowed ROK to 

manufacture all F-16 airframes under licensed production except for the fuel tank, the 

canopy frame, the engine inlet, and the alloy for airframes (U.S. GAO, 1991c).261 

In summation, as illustrated in the F-5 co-assembly case, despite the lower 

complexity level when compared to the F-16, Seoul could only contribute around 20% 

 
259 The Mig-23s, which were acquired by DPRK in the 1980s, are considered as a more 

advanced fighter jets than F-4D/E. It indicated that the F-5E/F have relatively lower combat 

capability than DPRK’s one (Bolles & Perkins, 1979, p. 112 recited from Yu, 1980, p. 48). 

260 The delivery plan for 120 F-16s was divided into three steps; (i) providing 12 F-16s 

as off-the-shelf condition, (ii) delivering knock-down kits for 36 F-16s, and (iii) manufacturing 

in ROK under licensed production for 72 F-16s (U.S. GAO, 1991c).  

261  DOD had a negative attitude in the negotiation process. Particularly, DOD 

maintained that the ROKG should purchase new combat fighters via mix of FMS purchasing 

(48) and commercial license production (72). Moreover, DOD made a non-negotiable ‘FMS-

Must List’ that ROK should purchase from the US firms as end-product (Kelley, 1990c, p. 11). 
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of the total F-5 manufacturing process. Furthermore, there was also another 

technological problem with F-16 deliveries. The US prevented South Korea from 

obtaining the low altitude night targeting infra-red navigation system in the F-16, as 

the Pacific Commander thought that this equipment could increase ROK’s offensive 

and retaliatory capability against DPRK (Headquarters CINCPAC, 1984, p. 472). 

 

6.4.2.2 Surface-to-Surface Missiles (SSMs) 

In the 1980s, ROK’s SSM development process could be divided into two 

periods. The first period was from 1979 to 1980, during which time, the basic design 

of the missile was commenced based on the NHK-1. The second period was from 1983 

to 1987, where specific research and test launches were conducted in preparation for 

introducing the weapon to the Army (J.-b. Park, 2011, pp. 60-70).262  

A feature of the first period was the suppression of ROK’s already-developed 

missile performance improvement, under US supervision. America was concerned 

about ROK’s long-range missile development which could attack beyond 180km and, 

with an INS, could significantly increase its accuracy. The US judged that Seoul’s 

missile development could harm the stability not only of the Korean peninsula but also 

East Asia (American Embassy Seoul, 1979a). 

Particularly, the INS problem was a prominent controversial issue between the 

two governments, as ROK wanted to import INS technology from France to improve 

 
262 The development gap between 1980 and 1983 was caused by the US’s pressure and 

President Chun’s instructions. In particular, President Chun ordered the ADD to completely 

suspend missile development to secure legitimacy against the 12.12 military coup. See, 

Shorrock (1986); Suh (1982).  



326 

 

the accuracy of the newly developing missile over and above that possessed by the 

NHK-1Radio-Guidance system. 263  The reason for this was that the radio-guided 

system could be easily jammed (Mistry, 2003, p. 91). Thus, Ro, Minister of ROK MND, 

mentioned the possibility of INS mounting on the current missile project (American 

Embassy Seoul, 1979c). General Wickham, Commander of the USFK, responded that 

the INS issue is ‘of great importance and we believe it is essential that we set out the 

framework under which the United States Government is prepared to consider on case-

by-case basis assistance to future Korean missile research and development programs’ 

(Secretary of State, 1979b). 

Furthermore, the strong US regulation of improved range and accuracy implies 

the following intentions: The 180-kilometre range intended by the US was taking into 

account the ability to respond to threats from long-range multiple-launch artillery 

shells and multi rocket launchers (MRLs) and Scud missiles that DPRK had begun 

deploying in the late 1970s and 1980s (CIA, 1984d, 1987b). If ROK were permitted 

to develop a long-range missile, as planned by President Park Chung-hee, and 

consequently include Pyongyang as an attack target, it could invoke another 

militarized form of adventurism within ROK (Moltz, 2012, p. 140) 

Therefore, America decided to actively engage in the further performance 

improvement project of ROK SSM development since controlling a fully developed 

missile was difficult in practice. In implementing technical cooperation with ROK on 

missile development, Washington set guidelines and notified Seoul of the following: 

 
263  ROK contacted the US firm, Litton, to obtain INS technology and made an 

agreement on selling INS equipment and technology. However, the contract was cancelled 

since the DOS denied approval for exporting the technology. See, Ahn et al. (2016, p. 322). 
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(i) the US opposes adopting any missile component or system that increases its 

operational range beyond 180 km; (ii) the US objects to any effort of developing an 

INS which improves the accuracy of an NHK version; (iii) the US expects that current 

or future ROK acquired INS technology will not apply to any missiles which have the 

capability to fly over 180 km (Secretary of State, 1979c). In conjunction with these 

restrictions, the US suggested a joint research project on missile development, with the 

underlying intention to control ROK’s missile development phase.  

The below table compares the specifications between NHK-I and NHK-II.  

Table 6-20 Comparison of NHK-1 and NHK-II 
 

NHK-1 NHK-2 

Origin US Nike-Hercules SAM NHK-1 

Class SRBM SRBM 

Payload 500kg 490kg 

Range 180km 180-250km 

Propulsion Two-stage Solid Propellant Two-stage Solid Propellant 

First-Stage Four-small Rocket One-large Rocket 

Guidance Radio-Guidance INS 

Service 1978-1987 1987-Present 

Source: CSIS Missile Defense Project (2017a, 2017b) 

 

ROK’s missile development resumed in 1983 as a second phase, following the 

North’s Aung San terrorism incident (Jiil Kim, 2017, p. 100). The background of this 

decision was that ROK did not have adequate retaliatory capabilities against the 

North’s provocations, and had further recognised a lack of war deterrence capability.  

Accordingly, President Chun Doo-Hwan realized the need to quickly expand 

deterrence abilities against North Korea (Headquarters CINCPAC, 1984, p. 415).264 

 
264 President Chun said in a television address on 20th October that ‘there would be no 

armed retaliation against North Korea. ... should such a provocation ever recur, they should 

expect … a corresponding retaliation by force’ (Headquarters CINCPAC, 1984, p. 415). 
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NHK-2, which had been discontinued the performance improvement project in 1979, 

was selected as a means of achieving this objective (ROK MOST, 2008, p. 389).265  

ADD independently developed a mobile launcher, mobile fire control system, 

and a single-stage solid-propellant propulsion system under the implicit US-ROK 

missile agreement (Ahn et al., 2016, pp. 328-334). The existing NHK-1 launcher pad 

was developed in a fixed launch system and had low survivability; therefore, the NHK-

2 had a mobile launcher system for increasing survivability and manoeuvrability. 

Besides, due to the instability of NHK-1’s first-stage rocket structure consisting of four 

small rockets, NHK-2 had one large first-stage propulsion rocket; these advancements 

were successfully introduced due to the accruement of domestic R&D capability via 

gained NHK-1 development experiences. Hence, the main feature of NHK-2 

development in this period was that the indigenous development of various systems 

had been carried out with minimal US interference.  

 

6.4.2.3 Features of US’s MTT Policies to South Korea in the 1980s 

ROK’s second force improvement plan (FIP) began in 1982 and aimed at 

acquiring retaliatory capability and the ability to counter unconventional warfare by 

DPRK. It entailed an enormous investment in the procurement of defence articles such 

as tank component kits for indigenous development, Stinger missiles, F-16 fighters, F-

5 E/F co-assemblies, and SSM development (National Archives of Korea, 2007).266 

 
265 The ADD, who took charge of practical affairs on the development of NHK-1, also 

reported to the President that the NHK-2 was a feasible option in that it would be readily 

prepared for operation within the planned schedule (ADD, 2007, p. 59). 

266 Some of the more detailed statistics are as follows. ROK allocated around $6 billion 
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Washington decided to assist Seoul’s force modernisation since they evaluated 

that the South’s sole military capability would not deter the North’s aggression.267 

However, the level of ROK’s indigenous development was strictly restrained and 

controlled by the US because of US interests in reducing tensions in the Korean 

peninsula (U.S. DOS, 1987a). For example, the US’s technical assistance programs for 

combat fighters to the ROK fluctuated based on the assessments of North’s threat. In 

the early 1980s, the US allowed F-5 E/F co-assembly production as a mean of the 

limited technical assistance program, whereas, in the mid-1980s, the US provided F-

16 as off-the-shelf delivery in order to offset DPRK’s numerical superiority in the air. 

Finally, the US enabled ROK to the co-production of F-16s in the late 1980s because 

of DPRK’s qualitative advancement since the mid-1980s.  

In the same vein, Seoul’s SSM development was restricted in the early 1980s at 

the level of following specifications such as limited flight range (180km) and accuracy 

advancement. However, after the Pyongyang’s terrorist attack on ROK’s leadership, 

the constraint would be relieved to some extent.  

To conclude, considering the categorisation of the US’s technical assistance 

(Table 4-8), America’s aerospace technical assistance to ROK in the 1980s could be 

characterised as supporting limited development of ROK’s in-house manufacturing 

capability. 

 
to FIP for five years, from 1982 to 1986. The share of FIP expenditure between ground force, 

navy, and air force accounted for 50% ($3 billion), 20 % ($1.2 billion), and 24% ($1.5 billion), 

respectively (U.S. DOS, 1983b).  

267 The exact amount granted to support this military build-up was $163 million in FY 

1981, $166 million in FY 1982, and $210 million in FY 1983 (U.S. DOS, 1982d). 
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6.5 Chapter Conclusion 

This chapter aims to investigate the reasons for the discernible patterns in 

America’s MTT policy applications toward Japan and ROK in the 1980s. The observed 

phenomena of the US’s MTT policy applications were that (i) Japan received various 

cutting-edged technology via F-15 licensed production, F-2 co-development, and 

licence production of some parts for H-1 SLVs, and  (ii) ROK was allowed F-5 co-

assembly production, F-16 direct import in the mid-1980s, F-16 co-production 

program in the late 1980s, and joint R&D for NHK-II SSM.  

These variations in America’s MTT policy towards Japan and ROK can be 

analysed via the newly suggested analytical framework (Figure 4-2) this research 

demonstrated in Chapter Four. In the 1980s, increased instability in the Asia-Pacific 

region, as an IV, led the US to support regional partners’ defence capability actively, 

whereas Washington’s expectation of Japan and ROK in its regional strategy, as an 

ITV, determined the level of supported aerospace technologies to each country.  

As noted in Section Two, although the solid global bipolar structure had 

prevailed, in comparison to the 1970s, competition between the two superpowers 

became more vigorous, and it expanded to the peripheries, including Afghanistan, Iran, 

Africa. Regarding the military aspect, both superpowers attempted to modernise their 

strategic forces by expanding their military R&D budget in order to improve their 

strategic forces.268 Therefore, this international circumstance was named the Second 

Cold War (Dalby, 1990b; Wilfried, 2017). 

 
268 In the 1980s, the Soviet and the US accounted for around 80 per cent of worldwide 

military R&D expenditures (Koubi, 1999, p. 537). 
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Moreover, the regional bipolar structure also weakened due to (i) Beijing’s 

pursuit of strategic ambiguity between Moscow and Washington, (ii) America’s 

prolonged strategy of prioritising the European continent, (iii) strengthened Soviet Far 

East forces, (iv) concerns on Japan’s rapid military build-up, and (v) DPRK’s implicit 

nuclear ambition.  

Specifically, China’s strategic obscurity was the most critical factor for increased 

uncertainty of regional stability. Indeed, the strong relationship between America, 

China, and Japan as an anti-Soviet Union assemblage changed into a loosened 

connection. Although Beijing considered Washington as the sine qua non for 

protecting their territory and developing their economy, they positively responded to 

Moscow’s rapprochement endeavours.269 The primary objective of this rapprochement 

effort with Moscow was that China sought a way of obtaining a casting vote within a 

strategic triangular relationship between China, the Soviet Union, and America. In 

other words, Beijing wanted to increase its ‘room for manoeuvre’ and pursue an 

‘independent foreign policy’ by reducing tension with Moscow.  

Under this relatively unstable global and regional security environment, the US’s 

prescription for maintaining a favourable BoP in the region was to encourage alliance 

partnerships to intensify its defensive responsibilities, as a viable way of executing 

America’s offshore balancing strategy. In other words, Washington thought that the 

US-Japan and the US-ROK military ties were supplements of US-Japan-Sino trilateral 

entente in the 1980s (Rhee, 1988, p. 400). Thus, America had a more proactive posture 

 
269 Beijing accepted Moscow’s suggestion of resuming talks at the negotiating table in 

1979 to ease territorial disputes and they reached a basic agreement on an eastern borderline 

in 1987 (Yuan, 1998, p. 77), although the initial discussion did not last due to the Soviet 

Union’s invasion of Afghanistan in 1979 (CIA, 1984f, p. 23). 
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in aerospace technical cooperation with Japan and ROK than the 1970s since it was 

regarded the most useful incentive to encourage Tokyo and Seoul to take part in 

proactive defensive burden-sharing. 

In other words, as noted in Section Three of this chapter, America forced its allies 

to expand its security role in their AOR based upon each country’s overall capability 

and the perceived threat level (Section 4.3.2). America’s expected roles of each ally 

were rolled out to operationally contain the Soviet Union within the Eurasian continent, 

and tactically deterred DPRK provocation in the Korean peninsula. These operational 

and tactical objectives could be achieved via Japanese air and naval force advancement 

and ROK’s military modernisation, respectively.  

These differed role expectations acted as an ITV that America applied when 

assisting aerospace technology to Japan and ROK. Namely, the US took a more 

cooperative attitude to an operational ally than a tactical partner in order to pursue 

objectives of alliance management. Moreover, the preservation of regional BoP could 

be achieved by pursuing an intensified role distribution within asymmetric alliance 

systems and limiting its clients’ indigenous defence capability development.  

Figure 6-1 Analytical Framework for Military Technology Cooperation 

 

Regional Stability 

Stable Unstable 

Expected 

Role 

Operational Advanced Cooperation 
Reciprocal Cooperation 

(Japan) 

Tactical Direct Aid 
Limited Assistance 

(ROK) 
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As shown in Figure 6-1, by incorporating independent and intervening variables, 

American MTT policies in the 1980s toward Japan and ROK can be characterised as 

‘Reciprocal Cooperation’ and ‘Limited Assistance’, respectively. 

In the 1980s, although the regional stability had deteriorated, America’s primary 

security objective in the East Asia region was similar to the 1970s. That was preserving 

a favourable BoP at the regional and sub-regional level by (i) deterring the Soviet’s 

expansion and (ii) maintaining its influence over weak allies. In addition, two regional 

major powers, China and Japan, possessed a certain level of the economic and 

technical basis for indigenous defence industrial capability, which affected regional 

stability. Considering these factors, the US had to carefully but progressively establish 

aerospace technology transfer policy toward Japan and ROK.   

From Washington’s perspective, Tokyo, as an operational partner, had to deter 

and counter the activities of Soviet advanced military air assets such as the Tu-22 

strategic bombers and Mig-31s. Moreover, following America’s request, the Japanese 

attitude had changed from comprehensive security cooperation in the 1970s to 

collective security cooperation in the 1980s (Rhee, 1988, p. 399). This is the reason 

why America allowed Japan to obtain state-of-the-art class fighter technologies, 

including the F-15 and F-16. Moreover, the objective of Japan’s indigenous SLV 

development program was obtaining international and regional prestige through 

economic and scientific advancement. Hence, the US supported these Japanese aims 

in order to encourage Japan to become a regional economic supporter instead of the 

US. By doing so, Washington reduced the economic burden in supporting third world 

countries and prevented those countries from moving toward the Soviet bloc.  
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Contrary to Japan, from an American perspective, the threat Seoul faced was not 

severe because Pyongyang’s numerical superiority in the air could be offset via ROK’s 

qualitative superiority and America’s support. Therefore, ROK, as a tactical partner, 

was deemed a deterrent power against DPRK within the Korean peninsula. With 

regards to this point, the US had more strict standards for aerospace technology 

transfer to ROK than Japan. The reason was that the South’s aerospace capability 

significantly over that of the North could cause another tension in the region. As for 

the F-5 E/F assembly agreement, the underlying consideration of the US was F-5 E/F’s 

limited offensive capability based on short combat radius. In a similar vein, the US 

offered F-16 fighters as end-products to ROK when DPRK’s air force improvements 

became apparent. In addition, regarding ROK’s SSM development, although America 

assisted ROK’s SSM development in limited areas, the US strictly restricted the flight 

range of NHK-2 not to exceed 180 km. 270 The reason was that America did not want 

ROK to possess a long-range missile capability to attack Pyongyang directly.  

On the other hand, America attempted to control the client states’ indigenous 

development of aerospace technology to some extent by restricting the technical-

assistance level, regardless of the clients’ expected defensive role. The objective of this 

restraint was to prevent its alliance partners from implementing independent foreign 

and defence policies and subsequently cause regional instability.  

 
270 Washington evaluated that Seoul’s goal of SSM development was acquiring limited 

retaliatory capability against Pyongyang’s provocations. Moreover, ROK already obtained 

related technologies through the NHK-1 development experience in the 1970s. Considering 

this circumstance, the U.S. assessed that ROK’s capability of ballistic missile development 

was intermediate status in the early 1990s. According to US congress’s analysis, ‘Intermediate’ 

countries can make solid-propellant short-range ballistic missiles by using the method of 

reverse-engineering or modifying the existing missiles (U.S. Congress, 1993, p. 212).  
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In the case of the FS-X co-development program, America tried to persuade 

Japan to stop any indigenous development of its new fighter since Washington thought 

that this independent development of new fighter would cause various severe security 

problems. One of the assumed concerns was that Japan was outside America’s political 

and military influence. This was for the most undesirable because Japan’s independent 

foreign policy execution based on indigenous development capability of cutting-edge 

aerospace assets could lead regional actors to respond aggressively against Japan’s 

normalisation, both militarily and politically. Indeed, Tokyo’s military modernisation 

plan, which aimed to defend 1,000 nautical miles from its shore, could be interpreted 

by its neighbours as a threat factor.  

In conclusion, in the 1980s, the rationales and causal mechanism of America’s 

MTT policies toward Japan and ROK could be explained by using the alternative 

analytical framework presented in Section 4.3.3. While an unstable regional security 

environment in the 1980s led the US to a less strict position on aerospace technology 

cooperation, the levels of transferred technology were differentiated across ally states. 

However, Washington never forgot the top priority in MTT policies, which was 

preserving its influence over weak allies, so they prevented Japan from developing 

advanced fighters indigenously.  

The next chapter, as the conclusion section, summarises the overall argument 

and outcomes of this research.  
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Chapter 7. Conclusion  

7.1 Brief Summary of this Research 

The US has been a leading country in world politics since the mid-1940s, with 

its international status based on economic principles and military capability. 

Specifically, the basis of US material capabilities was highly advanced technological 

foundations, and this has enabled the country to become a dominant player in the 

provision of arms assistance (C. H. Ferguson, 1989, p. 123). Hence, the prominent 

defence industrial capabilities of the US not only ensured superiority over the USSR 

but also consolidated defence commitments for its client states in the Cold War period. 

From this perspective, America furnished security aid programs, such as the 

provision of highly advanced military assets and technological support, to its weak 

allies in order to defend a ‘free world’ against the expansion of communism.271 Within 

the programs, however, military technological assistance has not necessarily been 

equally distributed to its weak allies, and the reasons for such differentiated aid 

programs toward alliance partners are not easily explained or rarely researched.  

As described in Chapter One, this research has designed to uncover the 

fundamental rationales of America’s contrasting postures on military technology 

cooperation with its weak allies by applying a comparative case study method, in 

particular, ‘method of difference’, and adopting cases of aerospace technology 

cooperation. The specific cases considered in this paper are the US’s aerospace 

 
271 Since the mid-1960s, the measures of the US’ security assistance program changed 

from grant support, e.g. MAP, to credit assistance, e.g. FMS. This was due to various internal 

and external constraints, including the recipient state’s economic growth and America’s 

domestic restrictions in defence expenditure (U.S. GAO, 1975b, 1976a). 



337 

 

technology assistance programs toward Japan and ROK between the 1970s and 1980s. 

This research, therefore, appears to be the first study to compare the cases of ROK and 

Japan within the context of Northeast Asian policies in the latter Cold War period, 

since the majority of researches of US-Japan-ROK relationships investigate within the 

context of the possibility of cooperation.272  

In order to understand the logic of America’s decisions to employ these different 

policy adaptations, this dissertation has redefined the notion of ‘alliance management’, 

and clarified the aims of America’s offshore balancing strategy under the Cold War era.  

As one of the important contribution of this research, these findings shed new 

light insomuch that the US has a specific viewpoint on the ‘BoP’ structure at the 

subordinate international system levels and also recognises the necessities for 

managing its weak allies, as discussed throughout Chapters Two and Three. Firstly, in 

terms of offshore balancing strategy, the US tried to form US-favoured BoP structures 

at both regional and sub-regional levels, and this can be referred to as establishing 

intended military power equilibriums amongst regional major powers or between sub-

regional actors. This means that the status of regional or sub-regional BoP should be 

maintained as per America’s interests in the region. However, it does not merely 

indicate power parity among regional actors or relative superiority of US’s client 

nations against their counterparts. The reasons for this assessment are that the US’s 

 
272 For the US-Japan relationship and Japan’s defensive role during the Cold War, see, 

Holland (1988); G. D. Hook (1988); Horie (1980); Ito (1970); McIntosh (1986); Nishihara 

(1983); Orr (1988), For the US-Japan security cooperation after the Cold War, see, Ashizawa 

(2003); Cossa (2004); Cronin (1996); Green (1995); Hickman (1993); G. D. Hook (1996); C. 

W. Hughes (2005, 2007, 2017); C. Johnson (1993); Liff (2015); Logdson (1992); Samuels 

(1991); Samuels and Whipple (1992). For the US-Japan relationship and Japan-RRC rivalry, 

see, Christensen (1999); Sarkisov (1984); Sasaki (2010); Stratfor (2014); Yoo (2015) For the 

US-Japan-ROK relationship, see, Cha (1999, 2000); Cossa (1999); Hyun (1999).  
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aims of maintaining regional BoP are (i) deterring Soviet’s expansion and (ii) avoiding 

the risk of unintended involvement in regional conflicts.  

Secondly, these end goals lead America to recognise the necessities of managing 

alliances’ in both military capability and foreign and defence policies. From this 

understanding, investigations on functionality and the limitations of traditional 

alliance management tools are discussed in Section 3.4, with specific attention to 

America’s offshore balancing strategy and MTT policies. The investigation of the 

significance of aerospace technology in both patron and client nations has revealed 

that military technology assistance programs are highly instrumental in achieving 

America’s regional strategic objectives via alliance management, compared to the 

traditional tools. In other words, Washington’s MTT policies have been implemented 

as per its regional policies. This implies that there are possibilities that America’s 

provision of aerospace technology would not meet or satisfy the clients’ desires. 

When considering military technology assistance as a part of foreign policy, a 

state determines its policy direction following deliberative evaluations of the external 

security environment and its resource extraction capability. The external security 

environment refers to the situation of distributed power among great powers and is a 

constraint that leads states to act in similar ways. Resource extraction capability 

represents the ability of a country to utilise its capacity for domestic resources and 

external assets, namely alliance partners, and this variable affects the adaptation of 

different prescriptions to similar alliance partners (Taliaferro, 2019, p. 17). For this 

reason, this research adopts neoclassical realism (NCR) as the theoretical basis for 

analysing America’s discrepancies in MTT policy toward its allies. Thus, in Chapter 

Four, by using the NCR approach, an alternative analytical framework is presented in 
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order to disclose the causal relationships between America’s offshore balancing 

strategy and the phenomena of differentiated military technological assistance to its 

weak allies. This newly introduced analytical framework applies the concept of 

regional stability as an independent variable (IV), and the notion of ‘role expectation’ 

on client states as an intervention variable (ITV).  

Chapters Five and Six examines the patterns of America’s technological 

cooperation in the aerospace sectors, including combat fighters and SLV/ballistic 

missile technologies, in the 1970s and 80s with ROK and Japan, respectively. In these 

chapters, for the sake of supporting the underlying arguments, this research has 

analysed various sourced historical documents, related to high-level decision-making 

processes and intelligence assessments, which derived from records of U.S. NSC, 

DOD, DOS, JCS, CIA, DIA, and Embassy telegram. These materials disinterred from 

the US online archives such as DNSA, AAD, and President libraries. By doing so, this 

research has contributed to providing in-depth analyses on the US’s internal decision-

making processes for alliance management policy applications.  

As the concluding chapter of this research, this chapter is structured as follows. 

The first section provides summaries of sub-research topics which are related to each 

sub-research questions, to explain the outcomes of this dissertation. The second section 

reviews America’s adaptations of alliance management policy by summarising the 

cases of Japan and South Korea in the 1970s and 80s. The third section discusses the 

limitations of this research and the implications for additional studies on this theme. 

Lastly, this paper presents concluding statements with the implications for America’s 

contemporary alliance politics. 
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7.2 Sub-Research Topics and Related Questions 

The objective of this dissertation is to answer the main research question of ‘why 

does America adopt discerned patterns in MTT policies toward its weak allies. In order 

to respond to this enquiry, this research has explored three sub-research topics. They 

are (i) redefined alliance management, (ii) the need for alliance management, (iii) the 

key determinant of MTT policy. This research achieves its end goal by answering the 

following questions related to each sub-research topics. 

 

7.2.1 Redefined Concept: Alliance Management 

Regarding this sub-theme, this research adopted the question of how the concept 

of ‘alliance management’ can be defined in an asymmetric alliance relationship. In 

order to ascertain the meaning of alliance management within the context of the 

hierarchical asymmetric alliance system, this research adopts two theoretical concepts. 

The first is ‘balancing’, which originates from the balance of power theory, and the 

second concerns ‘influence’, which derives from the alliance theory discussed in 

Chapter Two.  

The fundamental goal of a superpower is to preserve the ‘favourable’ worldwide 

status quo by deterring the expansion of its global competitor and preventing all 

regional small-scale conflicts which could expand to the global arena. Specifically, the 

emergence of the bipolar system opened the window for competitions between 

superpowers at the peripheries of their influence. 

This point forms the basis for the fundamental rationale that power aggregation 

explanation is relevant when a superpower has an intention to ally with a weak partner. 
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Namely, the weak partner is also a part of the power equation between two 

superpowers, not only as a crucial resource to preserve the existing power structure at 

both global and regional levels but also as a contributory factor to deter a rival’s 

expansion which infringes on an area of the superpower’s influence. This contribution 

may only be an achievable task for the client state when it increases its material 

capability by receiving a patron’s economic and military assistance. The client can then 

assume some responsibility from its patron state, by filling the patron’s power vacuum, 

defending territory, and sharing the burden of deterring an adversary’s expansion. By 

cooperating with protected countries, a superpower can obtain greater flexibility in 

operating its forces under the various domestic restrictions that apply, such as reduced 

defence expenditure and overall military strength, whilst countering latent threats that 

have the potential to grow globally.  

On the other hand, patron states try to prevent the disintegration of regional or 

sub-regional BoP in order to avoid the risk of entrapment. The accomplishment of this 

aim depends on maintaining a power balance between client states and their 

counterparts. This is to say that a patron’s military support to weak allies, including 

the provision of defence article and technical assistance, should be adequately 

modulated in such a way as to prevent the collapse of the existing BoP. The reasons 

for this are that excessive security assistance towards weak allies can cause regional 

instability by increasing anxiety for the ally’s counterparts, thus triggering an arms 

race between regional and sub-regional actors. Moreover, just as importantly, 

insufficient security assistance may lead the patron state to proactive involvement in 

the region and hence heighten the risk of entrapment. 

This superpower balancing strategy, forming and maintaining asymmetric 



342 

 

alliance relationship, leads to the second concept, ‘influence’, in the process of 

defining alliance management. Within a patron-client relationship, the protectorate 

country can exert its influence over the protected countries naturally; this allows the 

patron state to secure the weak partner’s implicit commitment to their preferred foreign 

defence policy. Some scholars name this mechanism the ‘security-autonomy trade-off’, 

and this interpretation indicates that a superpower can easily obtain compliance from 

its weaker partners in foreign policy establishment and defence planning. 

These explanations, however, emphasise the one-way influence from the great 

power to the weaker partner state without considering the latter’s sovereignty and 

autonomy. Even though the weak power depends upon the patron state concerning 

security matters, they could, in fact, pursue an autonomous foreign and defence policy 

if they considered that they had adequate material capability against their enemies. 

Were this to happen, there is a high possibility that the patron would face unfavourable 

circumstances such as loss of influence over weak allies and the involvement of 

undesired regional conflicts. This is why the patron state needs to use the ‘carrot and 

stick’ approach in order to maintain its influence over client states.  

From these two concepts, balancing and influence, this dissertation presents 

‘alliance management’ from a superpower’s viewpoint within the imbalanced alliance 

system. The pivotal objective of the superpower is preserving the BoP system at both 

global and regional level, and to achieve this aim, a weak partner’s cooperation in 

defence planning and foreign policy execution is a necessary condition. Hence, the 

superpower should maintain its influence over its weak allies. Considering this logical 

flow, the notion of ‘alliance management’ can be defined as the superpower’s 

endeavours to maintain its influence over a weak partner, and increase the coherence 
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with the client state in defence planning and foreign policy establishment, in order to 

preserve a ‘favourable’ security environment. In other words, establishing intended 

power equilibrium among at both regional and sub-regional levels is the foremost 

objective of a superpower. 

By using this approach, a superpower can obtain two main benefits: (i) reducing 

the consumption of domestic resources in the defence sector, and (ii) decreasing the 

risk of direct involvement in the regional conflict to some extent, by shifting defensive 

obligations to regional partners.  

The reconceptualization of ‘alliance management’ and the identification of the 

hypocritic objectives of America at the regional level are the crucial contributions of 

this research in the field of IR and America’s foreign policy studies. The reason for 

this is that these findings reveal the fundamental basis of America’s differentiated 

security assistance programs in the Cold War era to its protected countries. The result 

of this research is contrary to the structural realists’ traditional arguments about patron-

client relationships, which stresses the feature of unilateral security assistance 

phenomena from protectorate countries to protected nations and the limited role of 

weak allies. In other words, this study has underscored the importance of weak allies 

within the context of the balance of power theory and the need for maintaining 

asymmetric alliance systems in the implementation of America’s global strategy. 

 

7.2.2 Necessities and Instruments for Alliance Management  

Concerning the alliance management tool, this research has tried to answer the 

question of why the superpower manages its weak partner via MTT policies. Firstly, 
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this research attempted to reinterpret two critical theoretical concepts, ‘the dilemma of 

abandonment and entrapment’ and ‘security-autonomy trade-off’ within the context of 

patron-client relationships. Secondly, this dissertation scrutinised the limitation of 

traditional tools and the potential of military technology assistance as an efficient 

alliance management instruments (see, Chapter Three). 

In contrast to the traditional realists’ explanations, the superpower can encounter 

the risk of entrapment and abandonment. On the one hand, if the client nation occupies 

a pivotal geostrategic position in the patron’s regional strategy such as a deterrent to a 

global rival’s expansion from an offshore region, the protectorate country should 

strengthen the security ties with weak allies. However, this patron’s firm security 

commitment to its weak allies increases the probability of their involvement in regional 

crises or militarised conflicts between weak allies and their counterparts. This is the 

superpower’s risk of entrapment.  

On the other hand, if the superpower retracts its defence commitment and its 

allies have sufficient power to deter their counterparts, this risks the weakening 

coherence in the collective defence posture among alliance members, and more 

precisely, the weak power may digress from the patron’s global and regional strategy. 

As a result of these circumstances, there is less prospect for the superpower to contain 

a competitor within a specific geographical boundary or deter their expansion. This is 

the superpower’s risk of abandonment; namely, when a weak partner achieves a certain 

degree of enhanced capability, both militarily and economically, pursuing autonomy 

is the natural development process, regardless of the patron state’s assistance. 

In order to avoid these risks and preserve favourable circumstance, the 
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superpower recognises the importance of managing its client’s defence planning and 

foreign policy behaviour. One effective approach is to control the client’s military 

build-up through military technology assistance. However, this approach can be 

regarded as a ‘double-edged sword’ to patron states, as elucidated in the concept of 

‘security-autonomy trade-off’. 

On the one hand, a certain level of military technology can contribute to a client 

state’s development, including not only enhancing the indigenous manufacturing 

capability of defence equipment but also progressing the national economy via a ‘spill-

over’ effect. Hence, this outcome of military technology transfer may be considered 

the most desirable end for the recipient states. From this perspective, protected 

countries forgo their autonomy in defence planning for the sake of receiving security 

assistance from the protectorate country. By doing so, this may replace or reduce in 

part the patron state’s burden of security assistance toward its allies. In other words, 

the patron could lessen the economic burden of its security assistance programs and 

encourage its weaker allies to share the defensive role in the region.  

On the other hand, weak partners may, in turn, obtain indigenous manufacturing 

and maintenance ability of previously provided equipment, and use their accumulated 

knowledge and technologies via transferred military technologies to develop more 

advanced ‘in-house’ defence articles. However, this increases the possibility of losing 

the patron’s influence over the client nation or reducing political coherence between 

patron and client nation, due to the client state’s potential to independently pursue its 

own foreign and defence policy based on greater military and industrial capability. In 

other words, the enhanced material capability of client nations could cause the 

weakening of their dependence on the patron state. Hence, the fundamental objective 
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of aerospace technology cooperation can be thwarted by a client’s uncoordinated 

behaviour, which can cause unfavourable outcomes such as the collapse of the existing 

regional BoP system, an unexpected arms race among regional actors, and increasing 

regional tension.  

To maintain its influence, therefore, the patron state can manipulate the level and 

speed of technical assistance provided. For example, if a patron state provides 

advanced military equipment without technical support, as a condition of the end 

product, it limits the client to the outcome of increased defence capability only, without 

greatly empowering them towards accruing indigenous production capability. This 

kind of aid leads a weak power to greater dependency upon a patron state’s projected 

security assistance. Contrary to this instance, if protectorate countries assist in 

providing highly advanced technology to their weak partners, it could be an 

inducement toward their taking part in sharing the defence burden.  

The analysis of military technology assistance undertaken in this research has 

contributed to extending our knowledge of alliance management tools by detaching it 

from the broad notion of security assistance. Compared to the traditional instruments, 

the MTT policy is a more efficient apparatus for achieving ‘favourable regional BoP’ 

by forcing the alliance partner to follow the US’s regional strategy. The rationales for 

this logic are that (i) the client nations’ military build-up is either a precondition of 

America’s offshore balancing strategies or the destabilising factor of the regional status 

quo, and (ii) enhancing in-house manufacturing capability of advanced defence articles 

is one of the most desires for protected countries. 
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7.2.3 Key Determinants of Aerospace Technology Transfer 

This sub-topic represents the starting point of this dissertation. This is because, 

as observed phenomena in the field of International Relations, the attitude of America 

in military technology cooperation towards Japan and ROK is particularly at variance. 

Yet, certain similarities between Japan and ROK are salient in that they share the same 

security guarantor and geographical proximity; these conditions indicate that Japan 

and ROK are under very similar systemic pressure. The most pertinent dissimilarity 

perhaps is the material capability gap between the two countries. However, from a 

neorealist perspective, this power gap is meaningless, since both Tokyo and Seoul can 

be considered weak powers compared to their patron state, the US. In other words, 

when America established and exercised its foreign policy, the systemic variable alone 

could not explain the dissimilarities in America’s technical assistance toward Japan 

and ROK. 

From this standpoint, the application of the NCR approach is considered 

necessary in order to analyse this research topic. The reason is that while the systemic 

pressure can explain America’s overall directions on regional policies, unit-level 

factors can elucidate the facets of taking different postures towards its allies. 

Considering these theoretical arguments, as noted in Chapter Four, this study 

proposes explanations for the differing US aerospace technical assistance policies by 

establishing a new analytical framework based on the NCR approach. Within such a 

new framework, this research defines the IV and ITVs as regional stability, namely the 

systemic pressure, and a patron’s role expectations of its weak allies in defence burden-

sharing, respectively.  
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The condition of stability at the regional level, as an IV, leads the US to 

determine an overall policy direction for preserving BoP at regional and sub-regional 

levels. The examples are increasing or decreasing its forces in a specific region and 

strengthening or restricting security assistance to their weak allies. For instance, in the 

1970s the US decided to decrease its military presence in the Asia-Pacific region due 

to increased regional stability based on (i) the rapprochement between two 

superpowers and (ii) a consolidated anti-Soviet bloc between US-China-Japan. In the 

1980s, however, the US proactively supported the force modernisation plans of ROK 

and Japan in order to respond to the destabilised regional security environment, which 

was caused by (i) increased Soviet aggressions and (ii) loosened a quasi-alliance 

relationship between Washington, Beijing, and Tokyo. 

Clarifying the concept of ‘regional stability’ allows this research to propound the 

alternative prism for scrutinising the role of the US-centred alliance systems within 

regional dynamics. Specifically, this approach can shed light on the ambivalent 

conceptions for defining regional BoP by distinguishing polar actors from poles and 

describing these terms as theoretical concepts. This is another contributory point of 

this research. Theoretically, this research has supplemented the structural realism by 

emphasising the argument that a superpower-centred alliance system is a major 

regional actor within the context of the balance of power theory. 

However, this variable alone cannot enlighten why variations exist in America’s 

aerospace technology assistance towards weak allies in the same region. In the 1970s, 

while America encouraged the GOJ to enhance its military capability by allowing F-

4EJ licensed production, their assistance in ROK’s military modernisation plan 

focused more on ground forces than aerospace capability. In the 1980s, there were 
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changes for a more proactive technical assistance posture towards the two countries 

because of alterations in the regional BoP, but the fundamental difference in the 

technical assistance level was sustained. For instance, while the US allowed Japan to 

manufacture F-15 (4th generation) fighters under a co-production agreement, ROK was 

only permitted to produce F-5 (2nd generation) via assembly production.  

In order to scrutinise these phenomena, this research hypothesises that America 

had different role expectations of their allies in their endeavour to preserve the regional 

status quo. From this assumption, the patron’s role expectations in defence burden 

distribution between patron state and client nation as an ITV can be inferred. 

This research applied the concepts of ‘operational role’ and ‘tactical role’ in order 

to classify America’s expectations of its alliance partners. The operational role of client 

nations indicates that America expected its allies to make an effort to deter Soviet 

expansion within the theatre area. The tactical role of protected countries refers to 

deterrence and prevention of the military adventurism of a common adversary (most 

usually the weak allies’ counterpart) within the sub-regional area. 

Based on these role expectations, the US decides the level of aerospace 

technology assistance. America allows its operational partner to obtain cutting-edge 

technology to some extent, whereas the US limits and restricts technical assistance to 

its tactical partners. The reasons for differentiation on this front are that the overall 

material capability of each ally is dissimilar, and that the advanced defence 

manufacturing capability of client nations could cause the anxiety of their adversaries 

at the regional level and sub-regional level. Hence, by modulating the transfer of 

military technology and defence assets, the US can not only preserve BoP but reduce 
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the risk of an arms race at both levels. This is to say that the factor of ‘role expectation’ 

is critical to America’s distinct decisions on transferring aerospace technology to Japan 

and ROK.  

As an additional theoretical contribution, this research can analyse the implicit 

notions of ‘burden-sharing’ by using the terms of military operations and confining 

geographic boundaries within the defensive role distribution. Besides, it can help 

researchers to enhance understanding of America’s differing executions of offshore 

balancing strategies, including redefined buck-passing strategy and limited balancing 

strategy, and aerospace technology assistance programs. 

Figure 7-1 Patterns of America’s Aerospace Technology Assistances 

 

Based on these analyses, the combination of regional stability and America’s role 

expectation which are discussed in the above section allows four types of US MTT 

policies to be categorised: (i) direct security aid, (ii) limited cooperation, (iii) advanced 

cooperation, and (iv) reciprocal cooperation, as shown in Figure 7-1. 

Regarding direct security aid, America adopts a reluctant posture on military 
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technology assistance toward its tactical partner (such as supplying off-the-shelf 

products with restricted technical support) under the stable regional security 

environment. This restricted cooperative posture aims to maintain the client’s military 

capability increment at an appropriate level that cannot compromise regional or sub-

regional stability. The relevant examples are America’s provision of F-4D/E and 

restrictions on SSM development in the 1970s.   

Regarding the second category, limited assistance, America takes a more 

progressive stance in MTT policies, such as the provision of outdated technologies 

with some limitation or more advanced defence articles in end product condition 

toward its tactical partner, because the regional security is unstable due to various 

reasons. By doing so, while the recipient country can immediately offset the 

adversary’s superiority and acquire necessary maintenance requirements, the patron 

state can reduce the risk of entrapment by restoring sub-regional BoP. America’s 

various patterns of fighter delivery (F-5 co-assembly, F-16 off-the-shelf, F-16 co-

production) and allowance of limited SSM joint research to ROK in the 1980s are 

archetype instances. 

The third category, advanced cooperation, requires the client to perform an 

operational role when the regional security situation is stable. Lenient technical 

assistance on advanced military assets has the objective of encouraging its operational 

partner to fill the patron’s power vacuum and proactively take part in collective 

defence activities such as providing supplementary power in containing or deterring 

the patron’s global competitors in the region. As an epitome, the US allowed Japan to 

manufacture F-4EJ and Thor-Delta rocket under the licence production in the 1970s. 
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The last category, reciprocal cooperation, requires the protectorate country to 

strengthen its security tie with weak partners under the increased uncertainty in the 

region. The intended result of this type of cooperation is not solely to share defence 

responsibility or restore power parity by enhancing its ally’s capability, but also to 

exert an influence that secures client compliance. The F-15 co-production and FS-X 

co-development between US and Japan in the 1980s were symbolic cases. 

These typologies are substantial contributory points for extending the knowledge 

of how the US determines the level of aerospace technology assistance toward its weak 

allies and how these policies contribute to accomplishing their regional strategic goals, 

deterring Soviet expansion and preserving BoP at subordinated international systems. 

Namely, these are empirical evidence for revealing the causal mechanisms of previous 

theoretical discussions on ‘redefined alliance management’, ‘refined offshore 

balancing strategy’, and the importance of aerospace technology. This causal 

relationship between each notion and variables will be demonstrated in more detail in 

the following section.  

 

7.3 US’s Alliance Management via Aerospace Technology Cooperation  

In the Cold War period, America pursued a ‘balancing strategy’ in two ways. The 

first was that they pursued a power struggle with the Soviet Union; a competition of 

strategic capability in the form of nuclear weapons and delivery systems (including 

ICBM. SLBM, the strategic bomber, and MIRVs) is a representative case. The second 

approach was maintaining power parities in each region as a precondition for ensuring 

the global BoP between superpowers. For example, in the 1970s they worked to protect 
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equally distributed powers in specific areas: both NATO versus WTO in Europe, and 

Soviet vis-à-vis the anti-Soviet coalition of the US, China, and Japan. 

The latter approach to the establishment of regional BoP implies that, even 

though two superpowers are involved in regional multilateral or bilateral alliance 

systems, the necessity exists for an alliance partner’s participation in defence activities. 

In this respect, the superpower wants to strengthen its defensive ties with client states 

by providing various support to offset the adversary’s military strength at the boundary 

of its area of influence. However, this consolidation of alliance relationships leads the 

superpower to consider the necessity of managing weak allies in the manner of 

upholding consistencies in foreign and defence behaviours due to the latent problems 

of intra-alliance dynamics, as illustrated in the third sub-research question and its 

corresponding answer.  

America’s end goal in adopting these alliance management mechanisms is to 

maintain its influence over client nations and prevent the collapse of regional BoP. 

This research has identified that the effective instrument of managing its weak allies 

is modulating the level of aerospace technology assistance. Hence, when the US 

decides the level of transferred aerospace military technologies to its weaker allies as 

a critical tool for management, the method of implementation of these policies may be 

one of two: either fostering or restricting technical assistance. 

America intended to strengthen military technology assistance with its client 

states in order to (i) encourage them into proactive participation in common defence 

activities, and (ii) to stop client states from developing their military technical 

foundations advanced enough to affect regional stability by stimulating other regional 
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major powers. 

In the former case, the distinctive aim is maintaining an alliance to counter a 

common threat. However, the perceived threat is often interpreted differently by patron 

and client, with each having disparate viewpoints regarding the prevailing peril. 

Specifically, while a patron state accentuates an existing common threat, a client may 

attenuate the danger, as they consider the threat as exaggerated or not directly relevant. 

In this situation, a client state focuses more on areas outside of defence, such as 

economic development, since the motivation to participate in collective defence 

activities is relatively low. Under these circumstances, the patron state recognises the 

need to present advanced defence technology transfer as a carrot in order to persuade 

its partner’s active participation in a defensive role. This is because the transfer of 

defence industry technologies not only contributes to the improvement of the defence 

capabilities of the client country but also helps to improve its economic power due to 

the spill-over effect. This is epitomised by the relationship between the US and Japan 

in the 1970s (Chapter Five). For the US, although the 1970s was a peaceful era based 

on the rapprochement between two superpowers, Washington could not rescind their 

containment policy against the Soviet Union. Furthermore, they faced various 

restrictions on their overseas force deployment at that time. Thus, it was a time when 

an ally’s participation in defence burden-sharing was increasingly necessary. However, 

Japan did not recognise the need to take part in America’s global strategy, especially 

countering Soviet military activities in the region, since they thought that the Soviets’ 

target was not Japan but America. These are the apparent rationales for America’s 

aerospace technological assistance to Japan in the 1970s. 

In the latter circumstance, when client states have already established a certain 
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degree of technical grounds for domestic production of advanced military assets, they 

have various options for a military build-up. In other words, if they do not receive core 

technology from patron states, they can still obtain target technologies through 

domestic R&D and other foreign contractors. In this situation, client states may be 

tempted to pursue independent foreign or defence policies without any consultation 

with their patron, and thus there is a possibility that the patron state loses influential 

power over its weak client state. In addition to this, a client state’s attempts to 

manufacture state-of-the-art military equipment indigenously could cause 

destabilisation in the region by stimulating an arms race among regional actors. Again, 

this circumstance is not favoured by the patron state; thus, they seek ways of restoring 

the regional BoP and suppressing the indigenous development of highly advanced 

defence articles.  

One feasible prescription is to reinforce the security relationship by providing 

advanced, but not overwhelmingly sophisticated, technologies that the client state 

needs. By doing so, the patron state can achieve a twofold objective; holding its client 

under its influential sphere and eliminating the risk of a severe arms race in the region. 

Furthermore, it can be an implicit method of supervising the technological 

improvement of the client, via an official technical assistance program.  

An example is the Japanese FS-X program (Chapter Six). In the late 1980s, Japan 

made plans to substitute the existing F-1 fighter by the mid-1990s, and the initial 

decision of the GOJ was to achieve this through domestic development. Both the GOJ 

and Japanese aerospace companies assumed that they had a firm technological basis 

for this initiative, having held previous licensed and co-production programs with 

America relating to combat fighters such as F-86, F-4 and F-15.  
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However, this proposed project raised apprehension in both its patron and 

regional rivals. Not only did regional actors, China and South Korea, raise their fear 

of an acceleration in Japan’s rearmament, but also, the US judged that such attempts 

could undermine regional stability. Furthermore, the US was wary of such 

development leading to the establishment and implementation of an independent 

Japanese foreign policy. On that basis, the US decided to persuade the GOJ to co-

develop the FS-X, based on US cutting-edged F-16 technology. America’s objectives 

were clear: (i) enhancing Japanese defence capability by providing advanced military 

technology in order to deter Soviet expansion in the region; (ii) increasing 

interoperability between the two forces by sharing a baseline of military assets; and 

(iii) maintaining political and military influence over the GOJ by suppressing its 

indigenous development of state-of-the-art fighters.  

On the other hand, a patron nation may also find it beneficial to limit the level 

of defence technology transfer in order to (i) preserve the existing status quo at both 

theatre level and tactical level, and (iii) reduce the risk of entrapment.  

Any hesitation by a patron state relating to providing technological assistance to 

its client does not indicate a weakening of their defence commitment. Instead, it is to 

minimise the destabilising factors which may affect the regional status quo at both 

theatre and tactical level, and as a preferred alternative, they may provide a means of 

strengthening weak allies’ defence capability. In this respect, a patron state’s 

preference is usually to limit technical support to its partners to avoid undesirable 

consequences, such as the recipient state adopting an aggressive military policy, or 

another regional power feeling the need to counter the military capability enhancement 

of regional rivalry.  
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The former case is more commonly observed in a tactical level relationship than 

an operational one. As for the problems that may arise from technical cooperation with 

operational partners, the patron state’s position is that a certain amount of instability is 

appropriately accepted if important and strategic goals, such as containing global 

rivalry, are secured. However, in the tactical relationship case, the gap between the 

patron’s vital interests and the client state’s national objectives becomes relatively 

wider. The reason is that while a patron has various alternatives for assuring its defence 

commitment, a client nation’s foremost goal is establishing the basis for an indigenous 

military build-up with the patron’s assistance. Thus, the patron state’s technical 

assistance is a compulsory precondition in order to pursue a client’s internal balancing 

strategy, since the weak country does not possess matured technology for developing 

advanced military equipment.  

However, a patron can baulk at providing the technologies that the client wants 

to obtain, due to the previously mentioned disparity in threat perceptions between the 

patron and the client. Practically, a client’s adversary is not perceived as a major threat 

to a patron state; hence, if in a crisis the patron assesses that transferred technology 

will disintegrate the military balance between them, the strong partner commonly opts 

for alternatives to the client, such as providing end-products or dispatching strategic 

assets. A representative case was the US-ROK relationship. For America, although 

DPRK’s military capability was potentially a tremendous threat to ROK, the Asia-

Pacific region was in a relatively stable condition since Pyongyang’s military 

capability was a defensible threat when considering US assistance. From this 

assessment on security condition in the Korean peninsula, America’s provision of 

aerospace technology was reluctant in the 1970s and 1980s. For example, in the 1970s, 
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a number of ROK’s requests for fighter coproduction programs were declined by the 

USG, and they allowed ROK to access a limited cooperation scheme, such as F-5E/F 

co-assembly production until the late 1980s. Instead of technical assistance, the US 

provided to ROK F-4D/E in the 1970s and F-16s in the 1980s as state-of-the-art class 

fighters in order to counterbalance DPRK’s quantitative and qualitative air superiority. 

 

7.4 Limitations of this Research  

This paper inevitably has several limitations in the scope of research, not least 

in the restriction in its spatial and temporal terms of reference. Moreover, from the 

theoretical perspective, it focuses on investigating specific cases and is not concerned 

with producing generalised theories.  

As noted in Chapter Two, the theme of an alliance is a general feature of 

international relations which includes various sub-topics, so it cannot be investigated 

comprehensively using a single research agenda. Accordingly, this dissertation 

confines its research to a superpower’s attempts to manage its weaker allies by using 

particular instruments; more specifically, that involving America’s aerospace 

technology transfer policy toward Japan and ROK. It follows that the research scope 

is limited to the Asia-Pacific region, within the relevant period of the 1970s and 1980s. 

Furthermore, this research focuses on the political and security reasons for military 

technology cooperation within a formal alliance relationship, since most defence-

related technical assistance is under governmental control.  

Economic consideration is one of the crucial elements for defence technology 

cooperation (Cahn, 1979; R. Smith, 2009; T. Taylor, 2004). Since the 1970s, 
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international cooperation in defence article production and development has become a 

general trend due to the increase in the development costs and complexity of military 

assets. Accordingly, America’s military-industrial complex sought ways of expanding 

overseas in order to remain competitive in the world arms market. Hence, from an 

economic and domestic perspective, exporting advanced military equipment with 

technical know-how provision is a way of generating trade and enhancing domestic 

employment (Buzan, 1987).273 Conversely, an increase in arms market competition, 

including international cooperative development of defence equipment, threatens 

America’s employment and trade profits in the defence industry. Therefore, the private 

vendors in the armament industry act as an influential interest group and exert their 

influence on the American Government’s decision-making process involving military 

technology cooperation with other countries (Mintz, 1985; D. T. Smith, 2015). On this 

front, military technology transfer policies should be examined within the context of 

economic consideration.274  

Another substantial agenda limitation in this research is that America’s military 

technology assistance program is confined within an official alliance membership. 

This restricted research scope has led this study to focus on explaining intra-alliance 

dynamics and is not concerned with America’s technical cooperation with third party 

 
273  The issue of offset in the FMS programs is another critical factor for technical 

assistance between patron and client states (Bitzinger, 2004; R. L. Moses, 1987). For example, 

Northrop Corporation tried to sell the F-20 Tigershark fighter to ROK, Venezuela, and Taiwan 

in the 1980s, as a competitor model of the F-16, via an enormous technical assistance program 

(Martin & Schmidt, 1987). 

274  Taylor analyses various types of military arms trade by using the concept of an 

economic offset strategy, and then concludes that an administration could offer some 

technology to their allies when they have met the marginal cost of military equipment 

production (T. Taylor, 2004). 
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countries at a broader level. Although not within formal alliance relationships, 

Washington has opened opportunities for technical cooperation with third party 

countries in consideration of their national interests. For instance, based on strategic 

calculations such as preserving the regional BoP, America strengthened its technical 

assistance to China in the 1970s and 1980s. The level of transferred military 

technology to Beijing was obviously more advanced and of a higher quality than that 

afforded to Seoul, as an official alliance partner (Meijer, 2016, pp. 56-79).275  In a 

similar vein, notwithstanding strict regulations on selling dual-use and nuclear-related 

items,276 the US sold these items with licensing production permission to countries 

who did not participate in the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, such as China, India, 

and Israel.277  

 

 
275  Regarding missile technology cooperation activities in the 1990s, although 

technical cooperation in missile technology with South Korea was strictly restricted by the US 

Government, America’s allowance of missile technology export to China reached 99 per cent 

of China’s original requests between 1990 and 1993 (U.S. GAO, 1995a). 

276  Dual-use, nuclear-related items consist of equipment which has conventional 

business or scientific uses but can also be used in the design, fabrication, testing, or production 

of nuclear explosives or special nuclear materials (Conahan, 1984). 

277  China received very sensitive licensed production technology approval from the 

US, including electronic computers and related equipment, measuring and calibrating test 

equipment, oscilloscopes, lasers, and laser systems (Conahan, 1983, pp. 7-8; 1984). 
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Appendix I DPRK’s Major Provocations against ROK, 1950-2000 

Year Date Provocations Description 

1968 January 21 Armed Raid Armed attack against the ROK Blue House (presidential residence) 

1968 January 23 Kidnapping USS Pueblo 
USS Pueblo, a US Naval intelligence ship, kidnapped by North Korea 

(all crew members were released on December 23, 1968 (one person was killed) 

1968 October 30 Armed Raid 

DPRK’s Special Forces (120 armed personnel) infiltrated Uljin and Samcheok, 

Kangwon province 

(killed: 107, caught: 4, surrendered: 3, and escaped: 6) 

1969 March Spy Activity Six North Korean infiltrated near Chumunjin, Kangwon province (Killed: 6) 

1969 April 15 Armed Attack on US EC-121 US EC-121 reconnaissance plane was shot down (Died: 31) 

1969 December 11 Airline Hijacking 
North Korean agents hijacked a South Korean airline YS-11 to Wonsan (Kidnapped: 

51 persons) 

1971 January 23 Airline Hijacking A North Korean agent attempted to hijack a Korean Airline F-27 (Failed) 

1974 August 15 Assassination Attempt 
Mun Se-kwang, a pro-Pyongyang resident from Japan, tried to assassinate President 

Park Chung-hee (First Lady Yuk Yeong-su killed) 

1974 November 15 Discovering infiltration tunnel 
First North Korean infiltration tunnel under DMZ was found in Gorangpo, Yeoncheon-

gun, Gyeonggi province 

1975 March 24 Discovering infiltration tunnel 
Second North Korean infiltration tunnel under DMZ was found in Cheolwon-gun, 

Gangwon province 

1976 August 18 Panmunjom Accident Axe murders at Panmunjom (Killed: 2, Injured: 4) 

1977 July 14 
Armed Attack on 

US CH-47 Helicopter 

US CH-47 was shot down 

(Died: 3, Returned: 1) 
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1978 October 17 Discovering infiltration tunnel Third North Korean infiltration tunnel under DMZ was found near Panmunjom 

1980 March Infiltration Attempt Three North Koreans infiltrated via Han River (Killed: 3) 

1981 June Infiltration Attempt 
A North Korean spy boat was sunk off the coast of Sosan Chungchong Nam province 

(Killed: 9, Captured: 1) 

1982 August Assassination Attempt 
Canadian Police uncovered a North Korean plot to assassinate South Korean President. 

Chun Doo Hwan, during a visit to that country 

1983 October 9 Assassination Attempt 

A bombing attack at Rangoon, Burma (Myanmar) against President Chun Doo Hwan 

and Government officers 

(Died: 17 ROK Government senior officers, Injured: 14) 

1983 December 3 Infiltration Attempt A North Korean spy ship tried to infiltrate Dadaepo Beach, Busan (Captured: 2) 

1985 October Infiltration Attempt A North Korean spy ship was sunk near Pusan 

1986 September 14 Terror Attempt 
North Korean agents set a bomb at the arrival area (first floor) of Gimpo Airport, 

which partially destroyed the airport 

1987 November 29 Terror Attempt 
Korean Air flight (KAL 858) was exploded by North Korean agents 

(Died: 115) 

1990 March 3 Discovering infiltration tunnel 
Fourth North Korean infiltration tunnel under DMZ found in Yanggu-gun, Gangwon 

province 

1992 October Spy Activity A North Korean spy ring (400 members) in South Korea was uncovered 

1993 May 29 Ballistic Missile Test North Korea conducted the first major ballistic missile test, a Nodong IRBM 

1996 September 16 Infiltration Attempt 
North Korean submarine tried to infiltrate near Gangneung 

(Killed: 11, Committed Suicide: 1, Captured: 13) 

1997 August 2 Infiltration Attempt Two North Korean agents infiltrated a beach in Galgot-ri, Geoje Island. 

Source: Roehrig and Heo (2018, pp. 272-278); H. Fischer (2007); Nanto (2003); ROK MND (1989, pp. 338-345) 
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Appendix II. US-Oriented Aerospace Asset Acquisition of Japan and ROK 

The Case of Japan, as of the mid-1990s 

Year 

(Contract) 

Year 

(Delivery) 
Category Type No. Characteristics 

1952 1953-1965 Helicopter Bell-47D/G 185 Most assembled/produced in Japan 

 1955-1961 Fighter F-86 508 
300 assembled/produced in Japan  

(up to 77% of components produced in Japan) 

1954 1955 ASW Aircraft P-2H Neptune 16 Aid 

1954 1955 ASW Aircraft TBM-35 10 MAP aid, second-hand 

1958 1958-1961 Fighter F-86D 106 MAP aid, second-hand 

1960 1962-1965 Fighter F-104 200 48 assembled from Kits / 148 produced in Japan 

1960 1961-1976 Engine J-79 Turbojet Engine 422  

1962 1964-1971 SAM system HAWK missile 32 Most assembled/produced in Japan 

 1963-1990 ASW Helicopter SH-3A Sea King 187 186 assembled/produced in Japan 

1967 1975-1988 Engine AWG-10 145 For F-1 Fighter 

1967 1968-1979 Helicopter Hughes-500 130  

1970 1971-1981 Fighter F-4E 140 138 assembled/produced in Japan 

1978 1980-1999 Fighter F-15C 213 199 assembled/produced in Japan 
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1978 1982-2002 Engine F-100 Turbofan engine  For F-15C 

1978 1981-1990 ASW Aircraft P-3C (2nd update) 69 66 assembled/produced in Japan 

1979 1982-1983 AEW&C Aircraft E-2C Hawkeye 4  

1981 1984 AEW&C Aircraft E-2C Hawkeye 4  

1981 1983-1992 Self-propelled Gun M-110A2 203mm 91 Most assembled/produced in Japan 

1983 1986-1987 ASW Helicopter  2 Assembled from kits in Japan 

1984 1986-2017 Transport Helicopter Ch-47 Chinook 104 Produced in Japan 

1987 1990-1991 SIGINT Aircraft EP-3C 2 Produced in Japan 

1987 2000-2012 Engine F-110 Turbofan engine 110 
F110-GE-129 version for 9 

4 F-2 combat fighter produced in Japan 

1988 1991-1997 ASW Aircraft P-3C (3rd update) 32 Produced in Japan 

1989 1992 AEW&C Aircraft E-2C Hawkeye 2  

1990 1993 AEW&C Aircraft E-2C Hawkeye 2  

1993 1998 AEW&C Aircraft E-767 2  

Source: SIPRI Database 
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The Case of ROK, as of the mid-1990s 

Year 

(Contract) 

Year 

(Delivery) 
Category Type Quantity Procurement 

1950 1950-1953 Fighter P-51D 125 Aid, second-hand 

1953 1954-1957 Fighter P-51D 100 MAP aid, second-hand 

1954 1955-1958 Fighter F-86F 122 MAP aid, second-hand 

1958 1959-1961 Tank M-47 550 Aid, second-hand 

1963 1963-1964 Fighter F-86D 50 MAP aid, second-hand 

1963 1964-1966 SAM system HAWK 24  

1964 1965-1966 Fighter F-5A 45  

1964 1965-1966 SAM system Nike-Hercules 132 MAP aid 

1968 1969 Fighter F-4D 18 MAP aid, second-hand 

1968 1968-1970 Fighter F-5A 47  

1968 1969 ASW Aircraft S-2E 6 Second-hand 

1972 1972-1973 Fighter F-4D 23 Second-hand, loan 

1972 1974-1978 Fighter F-5E 87 Loan 

1974 1975 Fighter F-5A 19 Transferred from South Vietnam 

1975 1976 Fighter F-5A 2 Second-hand 

1975 1978-1981 Fighter F-5E 48  
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1976 1977 Fighter F-4D 19  

1976 1977 SAM system Nike-Hercules 5 Second-hand 

1976 1977-1979 Helicopter Hughes-500D/MD 123 89 assembled/produced in ROK 

1978 1979 Fighter F-4D 18  

1978 1979 Fighter F-5E 14  

1980 1982-1986 Fighter F-5E 68 Assembled/produced in ROK 

1981 1986-1992 Fighter F-16C Block-32 36  

1982 1982 Fighter F-4D 6 Second-hand 

1985 1985 Fighter F-4D 4 Second-hand 

1987 1987-1988 Fighter F-4D 24 Second-hand 

1988 1988-1989 Fighter F-4D 24 Second-hand 

1988 1989 Fighter F-16C Block-32 4  

1989 1989 Fighter F-4E 30 Second-hand 

1991 1998-2001 Engine 
F-100 Turbofan 

engine 
12 54% value produced in ROK (spare for F-16) 

1991 1994-2001 Fighter F-16 Block-50/52 120 
36 assembled from kits and 72 produced in ROK 

 (51% value produced in ROK) 

Source: SIPRI Database
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Appendix III. The US SLVs/Ballistic Missile Development 

SLVs 

Types  
First 

Launch* 

Payload Weight 

(Pound) 
Origins 

Vanguard  1958 50 Sounding Rocket 

Jupiter C/ 

Juno I 
 1958 35 Redstone Missile 

NOTSNIK  1958 2 
Small Military 

Rockets 

Juno II  1959 100 Jupiter IRBM 

Scout Stages  1960 150 
Polaris and 

Vanguard 

Thor-Able  1958 330 

Thor IRBM and  

Vanguard Stages 
Thor-Delta  1960 500 

Thor-Altair  1965 550 

Thor-Agena  1959 1,100 Thor IRBM 

Thor-Able-Star  1960 1,000 Thor IRBM 

Standard 

Pegasus 
 1990 825 New Design 

Pegasus XL  1994 1,000 New Design 

Source: Bille, Johnson, Kane, and Lishock (2002, p. 224) 
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Ballistic Missiles_ICBM 

Name 

First 

Deploy

ment 

Flight Range 

(Miles) 
Systemic Feature 

Atlas 

(A/B/ 

C/D) 

1959 6,400-9,400 
 l-megaton thermonuclear warhead 

 A radio-inertial guidance system 

Titan I 1960 

6,300 

(3,825 pounds 

warhead) 

 Liquid-fuel missile 

 Two-stage ICBM 

 Radio-inertial guidance system 

 Twice the capacity of Atlas 

 Use alternative propellant 

(onboard storage available, reduce the risk 

of in-silo explosion) 

Atlas 

(E/F) 
1961 6,400-9,400 

 Improved MA-3propulsion system 

 All inertial guidance system 

Minute

man 
1962 6,500 

 Three-stage ICBM 

 Solid-fuel missile 

 All-inertial guidance system 

Titan II 
1963 

(~1987) 

9,000 

(7,500 pounds 

warhead) 

 A larger payload 

 Inertial navigation system 

 In-silo launch 

 Quicker reaction time 

 Improved reliability 

Minute

man II 
1966 7,000 

 Improvement of engine efficiency 

 1.2 megaton warhead 

 Autonetics guidance system 

(increased accuracy: 1.5 miles at maximum 

range) 

Minute

man III 
1973 8,000 

 First ICBM to carry MIRVs 

 Post-boost propulsion system 

 Improved guidance system 

 Increased accuracy  

(within 800 feet of its target) 

Peace-

keeper 
1986  

 Third-generation ICBM 

 Four-stage solid-fuel missile 

 500kiloton warheads 

 Cold-launch capability 

 Advanced inertial reference system (within 

400 feet of its target) 

Source: Lonnquest and Winkler (1996) 
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Ballistic Missiles_IRBM 

Name 
First 

Deployment 

Flight Range 

(Miles) 
Systemic Feature 

Jupiter 1960 1,500 

 All-inertial guidance system 

 Accuracy: 1,500 metres 

 Liquid-fuel  

 Oversea deployment  

(Italy and Turkey) 

Thor 1959 1,500 

 All-inertial guidance system 

 Accuracy: 2 miles 

 Oversea deployment  

(Great Britain) 

Pershing 1983 1,700 

 Two-stage solid fuel 

 Road-mobile  

 Nuclear warhead capability  

(5-80kt) 

 Accuracy: 30m 

Source: Lonnquest and Winkler (1996); Missile Defense Project (2018) 
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Appendix IV Comparison of FMS and DCS 

 FMS DCS 

Main Contractor US DOD Private Vendor 

Feature 
Government-to-Government  Private Vendor-to- Foreign 

Governments or Companies 

Export Licenses 
Negotiating with customer on 

behalf of private vendor 

Decision of Approval (DOS) 

(no involvement in process) 

Responsibility of 

Congress 

Notification 

DOD and DOS 

(Joint Notification) 

DOS 

(Cases of specific items or 

 over the value of $14M)  

Contract Issues 

Admin fee for DOD  

(3.5% of the total value) 

Initial deposit required 

Relatively large down payment 

is required at the time of 

contract signature 

Availability of 

FMF* Funding 

Customer’s payment can be 

granted by USG via FMF 

No available 

(except for 10 countries**) 

Benefit 

- No need for export license 

- Reducing the risk of contracts 

- Granted offset program***  

 

- Increased flexibility 

 (country-specific approach) 

- Direct communication possible  

 (customer-manufacturer) 

- Less procurement regulations 

- No need to the bureaucratic 

process  

Considerations 

- The possibility of high price 

due to the additional items and 

services (spare parts or training 

service)  

- Compliance with DOD 

procedure may increase lead 

time 

- Relative sophisticate 

negotiation and administration 

process  

- The possibility of increased 

entire cost due to contracting 

staff cost and contract 

administrative cost  

* FMF: Foreign Military Financing 

** Israel, Egypt, Jordan, Morocco, Tunisia, Turkey, Portugal, Pakistan, Yemen, Greece 

*** The level of transferred technology would be identically regulated by US legislations for 

both FMS and DCS 

Source: DISCS (2019, Ch. 15); LMDefense; NDIA (National Defense Industrial Association) 
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