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2 Greater Conflict-Pha

ss to Asia

U.S. allies and partners

in the Indo-Pacific would
play central roles in any
regional campaign to
deter aggression from the
People’s Republic of China

(PRC). Not only would the allies
and partners bring their own
important capabilities to defend
their own territories, but access

to their territories, airspaces, and
waters would be vital for the U.S.
prosecution of any such campaign.
This access would be particularly
important for the U.S. Air Force
(USAF), which would likely rely

on access to allied and partner
airspaces and bases in the region to
counter the PRC.

The USAF and the U.S. Department
of Defense (DoD) have invested sub-
stantial time and effort in increasing
the access of U.S. forces to allied
and partner territories in the Indo-
Pacific region during peacetime, but
the extent to which this peacetime
access would translate into conflict-
phase access is unclear. Both the
physical and political geography

of the region limit U.S. options for
access to such an extent that some
allied and partner decisions regard-
ing conflict-phase access could
determine the outcome of a conflict.

For these reasons, ensuring
access to the territories of allies and
partners in the Indo-Pacific in the
event of a future conflict with China is
a critical concern for U.S. policymak-
ers. A clearer understanding of how
and why U.S. allies and partners are
likely to make conflict-phase access
decisions, and what U.S. policymak-
ers can do to affect those decisions,
is therefore essential.

To assess what the United States
and the USAF can do to affect these
decisions, a RAND Corporation team
reviewed the literature on conflict-

phase access decisions, surveyed
relevant historical case studies, built
a framework of how states make
those decisions, and applied the
framework to five U.S. allies and
partners in the Indo-Pacific region:
Japan, the Philippines, Singapore,
Indonesia, and India. This applica-
tion involved a deep-dive investiga-
tion of the strategic outlook, internal
politics, and economic incentives of
each nation, including interviews with
experts and government officials in
the United States and the allied and
partner nations. The RAND team
then developed a typology of the full
range of potential policy levers that
the United States could use to shift
allied and partner access decisions
and identified the levers that would
be most promising to improve the
chances of gaining conflict-phase
access to each country.

The findings should limit
expectations about the influence
that U.S. policies can have on allied
and partner conflict-phase access
decisions. In many cases, such
decisions are likely to be considered
tantamount to going to war against
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the most powerful state in the region
and, thus, are likely to be driven by the
highest-level strategic calculations
of each country’s most vital national
interests. U.S. policymakers should
understand up front that changing
these calculations will not be easy.
U.S. policymakers should not
expect large or dramatic changes

in the host-nation calculations to
follow smaller or limited U.S. policy
initiatives. Neither should U.S.
policymakers expect improvements
in peacetime access to necessarily

carry over to conflict-phase access.
Nonetheless, there are some policies
that can improve the likelihood of
conflict-phase access being granted.
These policies typically focus on
addressing specific allied and partner
concerns.

This brief summarizes how the
five U.S. allies and partners in the
Indo-Pacific region that this research
assessed are likely to make their
conflict-phase access decisions,
based on the factors likely to be
most influential in informing each

decision. The brief then identifies

the U.S. policy levers that are most
promising for potentially shifting the
allied and partner calculations toward
approving U.S. conflict-phase access
requests. Finally, the brief offers rec-
ommendations for U.S. policymakers
at three levels: the U.S. government
broadly, DoD, and the USAF.
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How Do U.S. Allies and Partners Make
Conflict-Phase Access Decisions?

When deciding whether to approve conflict-phase access requests, leaders of
states are likely to ask themselves five questions. These questions incorporate
strategic, economic, political, and diplomatic considerations and reflect how

“states in general tend to approach such requests. How leaders answer these

questions is likely to determine how they will respond to any access requests
from the United States during a potential future conflict: !

!

1 WOULD GRANTING ACCESS AFFECT THE LEADER
OR THE REGIME’S POLITICAL SURVIVAL?

2 - WOULD GRANTING ACCESS AFFECT THE
COUNTRY’S SECURITY DIRECTLY?

3 WOULD GRANTING ACCESS AFFECT TvI‘-IE"l' 7 : U
OUTCOME OF THE CONFLICT? A Al T

4 | WOULDGRANTING ACCESS AFFECT—ORBE
- AFFECTED BY—SIMILAR REGIONAL DECISIONS?

7t

~ WOULD GRANTING ACCESS AFFECTTHE
~ ECONOMIC PROSPERITY OF THE COUNTRY?
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These questions are broadly applicable to all states facing
the prospect of deciding whether to approve conflict-phase
access requests. The RAND team explored the factors most
likely to affect the decisionmaking when the five Indo-Pacific
countries ask themselves these five questions. The most
important factors for each country are as follows:

Japan

JAPANESE RELIANCE ON THE U.S. SECURITY UMBRELLA: Japan’s per-
ception that its alliance with the United States is the fundamental guarantee
of its security is likely to strongly influence its conflict-phase access decision.
There are substantial fears in Japan that refusing U.S. conflict-phase access
requests, including access to existing U.S. bases, could undermine the alli-
ance and risk forcing Japan to confront China on its own.

U.S. DEPENDENCE ON JAPANESE BASES: Japan assesses that U.S. suc-
cess in many Indo-Pacific scenarios, particularly those involving Taiwan,
would require U.S. access to U.S. bases in Japan. Should Japan refuse this
access, it would substantially hamper U.S. efforts, likely worsening long-term
Japanese security in the process.

The Philippines

RISK OF RETALIATION FROM CHINA: A Philippine assessment of the
potential scope of Chinese retaliation, both military and economic, would
factor heavily into a conflict-phase access decision. Philippine leaders are
concerned about the vulnerability of their territory to Chinese attack, particu-
larly in the South China Sea. Economic retaliation is even more of a concern
because the Philippine economy, being so tied to Chinese trade and invest-
ment, is quite vulnerable to PRC economic coercion.

PHILIPPINE ASSESSMENT OF THE LIKELIHOOD THAT THE UNITED
STATES WILL DEFEND PHILIPPINE TERRITORY: Philippine uncertainty
over whether the United States will defend Philippine territory if China attacks,
particularly in the South China Sea, is likely to influence a Philippine access
decision. The Philippines would also consider whether refusing access might
degrade the U.S.-Philippine alliance and thereby reduce the likelihood of the
United States defending Philippine territory in the future.
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Singapore

SINGAPORE’S CONCERN OVER LOSING ITS STATUS AS AREGIONAL ECO-
NOMIC HUB: For Singapore’s policymakers, economic prosperity is inextrica-
bly linked to both the survival of the political regime and the national security of
the nation. If Singapore granted access in a potential U.S.-China conflict, China
could devastate Singapore’s position as a regional economic hub that offers a
safe, efficient, and trustworthy place in which to make exchanges.

NECESSITY OF U.S. BALANCING ROLE IN THE REGION TO SAFEGUARD
SINGAPORE’S AUTONOMY: Singapore seeks to maintain foreign policy
autonomy and avoid becoming too close to or too dependent on any single
power. But Singapore’s hedging is informed by a general preference for the
United States as the guarantor of order, prosperity, and security in Southeast
Asia. Singapore would consider whether refusing access would lead to a U.S.
defeat in a potential conflict, which would leave the island-nation vulnerable to a
regional order dominated by an assertive China.

SINGAPORE’S STRONG COMMITMENT TO AND RELIANCE ON THE RULE
OF LAW AND THE CURRENT REGIONAL ORDER: As a small state in a danger-
ous neighborhood, Singapore relies on the rule of law and the current regional
order to safeguard its interests. An order driven more by the whims of larger,
more-powerful states could leave Singapore exposed to attack or coercion.
Singapore may thus be more amenable to granting access to prevent larger
states from using force to violate the principles of sovereignty and territorial
integrity.
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Indonesia

INDONESIA’S NONALIGNMENT POLICY: Indonesia views its nonalignment
-t policy as the best way to keep the country secure by maintaining neutrality and
. 8 addressing security challenges multilaterally through the Association of South-
east Asian Nations (ASEAN). A strong preference among Indonesian elites to
maintain a nonalignment policy even during a conflict would factor heavily into
Indonesia’s access decision.

RISK OF RETALIATION FROM CHINA: Indonesian policymakers are con-
cerned about military and economic retaliation from China. As for military retali-
ation, a primary concern is the vulnerability of the Natuna Islands to a Chinese
attack. Indonesia’s economy is very vulnerable to economic retaliation, given
the amount of Indonesia’s trade and investment with China, which is signifi-
cantly greater than Indonesia’s trade with the United States.

WHETHER ASEAN SUPPORTS U.S. OPERATIONS: Indonesia would consider
the stance of ASEAN members in making its decision. Although ASEAN would
be unlikely to form a consensus regarding a U.S.-China conflict, Indonesia’s
position as the head of ASEAN and its preference to work through ASEAN on
regional issues would carry weight with Indonesia’s policymakers. Indonesia
would likely look to ASEAN to assess the level of support for the United States in
a conflict with China before deciding whether to grant access.

India

INDIAN POLICYMAKERS’ EXTREME CAUTION AND RISK AVERSION VIS-A-
VIS CHINA: India would hesitate to take actions it perceives would antagonize
China. India recognizes that China is too economically and militarily powerful for
India to prevail in any sustained confrontation with it. Indian policymakers would
fear that granting conflict-phase access to the United States would lead to full-
scale war with China or, at least, provoke a PRC reaction sufficiently dangerous
to warrant caution.

INDIA’S TRADITIONAL RELUCTANCE TO JOIN ANY SORT OF MILITARY
ALLIANCE: India regards formal alliances, informal security cooperation blocs,
or even any partnership that might be characterized as “alignment” as detri-
mental to its sovereignty and national interests. Indian policymakers believe
the nation’s core interests are best served by a foreign policy that balances
competing nations against each other and maintains Delhi’s freedom of action.
U.S. policymakers should not underestimate the depth and endurance of this
worldview.
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What Policy Levers Are Likeliest to Raise the
Chances of Conflict-Phase Access?

The RAND team next analyzed what
policy levers, if any, could allow U.S.
policymakers to shift the access
calculations. The team reviewed the
policy levers that the United States
could use to expand its influence
among allies and partners in general
terms and then identified the levers
most applicable to affecting each
conflict-phase access decision in
each potential host nation.

TABLE 1

The team then assessed which
levers could most plausibly affect the
conflict-phase access decisions that
the five countries make, given their
most important deciding factors, as
outlined in the previous section. This
assessment evaluated both whether
and to what extent peacetime poli-
cies could influence conflict-phase
access decisions. Table 1 highlights
the U.S. policy levers most likely to

improve the likelihood of the United
States being granted conflict-phase
access to each country, given its key
deciding factors.

Across the five countries, ranging
from those with high levels of military
cooperation with the United States
(such as Japan) to those with very
limited current relationships (such
as Indonesia), the analysis found
that new or altered U.S. government

Most Important Deciding Factors Matched with U.S. Policy Levers Most Likely to Be Effective

Country Most Important Deciding Factors U.S. Policy Levers Most Likely to Be Effective
Japan Japanese reliance on U.S. security Expand and deepen high-level discussions of joint wartime contingency
umbrella planning
U.S. dependence on Japanese Increase intelligence-sharing with Japan
bases Publicly and privately reiterate the U.S. commitment to Japan’s defense
across all contingencies
Expand preparations for cooperative cyber defense and information
resilience, air and missile defense, and defense against attacks on distant
Japanese islands
Philippines Philippine assessment of the Provide an explicit security guarantee to protect territory claimed by the
likelihood that the United States will Philippines in the South China Sea
defend Philippine territory Increase high-visibility commitments to Philippine security
Risk of PRC retaliation Dramatically expand U.S.-Philippine economic ties
Singapore Singapore’s concern over losing its Reenter the Trans-Pacific Partnership (U.S.)
status as a regional economic hub Regularize expanded peacetime access requests in Singapore
Necessity of U.S. balancing role in Regularize expanded peacetime access requests elsewhere in Southeast
the region to safeguard Singapore’s Asia
autonomy . . . ) .
Conduct high-level consultations to clarify potential conflict-phase access
Singapore’s strong commitment to requests in advance
and. selessening lsailk g Build consensus against PRC aggression within international or regional
regional order R
organizations
Indonesia Indonesia’s nonalignment policy Build consensus against PRC aggression within international or regional
Risk of retaliation from China organizations
Whether ASEAN supports U.S. Strengthen U.S. ties with ASEAN
operations
India Indian policymakers’ extreme Build consensus against PRC aggression within the United Nations General

caution and risk aversion vis-a-vis
China

India’s traditional reluctance to join
any sort of military alliance

Assembly and the Quad

Gradually regularize peacetime access requests

Conduct high-level consultations in advance of a conflict regarding
anticipated access requests

Expand cooperation regarding defense equipment production and related
technology transfer
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Four Most Promising U.S. Policy Categories
policies are likely to have relatively
limited effects on decisions to grant 1
the United States access during a
conflict. That said, the analysis did
identify three main areas in which
U.S. policies could make marginal
differences in multiple countries, as
well as a fourth area of larger U.S.
policy changes that could make
a difference across the board (as
shown at right).

PREPLANNING AND REGULARIZING ACCESS REQUESTS:
Requesting and regularly using, in advance, the same types of access
that the United States is likely to request in a conflict can help shape
both the host-nation and PRC perceptions of which access requests
are routine and which could increase the risk of PRC retaliation. Regu-
larized access and operations can also enhance perceptions within
host nations of a U.S. commitment to their defense, which may in turn
increase their willingness to face PRC retaliation during a conflict. This
policy likely applies only to lower-level types of access, such as over-
flight or logistics, and only to certain states.

OFFERING GREATER COMMITMENTS TO AND HOLDING CON-
2 SULTATIONS WITH POTENTIAL HOST NATIONS: Several potential
host nations remain uncertain whether or in what circumstances

the United States will fight to defend them. Public and private state-
ments, high-level discussions about how a conflict with China might
be prosecuted and how the host nations might participate, and other
demonstrations of U.S. commitment can increase the willingness of
states to risk PRC retaliation by providing U.S. access.

BUILDING REGIONAL CONSENSUS: Regional and international
3 attitudes and consensus on the importance of opposing potential
Chinese aggression can be highly influential in shaping the access
decisions of U.S. allies and partners. Such a consensus can be
established primarily through U.S. diplomatic levers and initiatives
and secondarily through U.S. military engagements with a broad
range of allies and partners in the region and beyond.

ENACTING LARGER U.S. POLICY CHANGES: Although most poli-
4 cies described here have limited scope and can be pursued under
the current U.S. approach to the region, other policies would require
broader changes in the U.S. approach. For example, experts and
officials from multiple Indo-Pacific countries said that rejoining the
Trans-Pacific Partnership was the type of shiftin U.S. economic
engagement that could offer the region a more credible economic
counterweight to China and reduce concerns about PRC economic
retaliation. Unfortunately, such larger-scale policy shifts do not
appear to be under consideration in Washington, and the limited
expectations noted here are, in part, a function of the low probability
of such shifts. If senior U.S. policymakers become willing to make
larger changes in U.S. policy toward the region, the U.S. potential to
alter conflict-phase access calculations could expand as well.
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Recommendations

The findings led the RAND team to offer the following policy recommendations for the U.S. government,
DoD, and the USAF:

+ CONSIDER CLARIFYING OR EXPANDING SECURITY GUARANTEES

FOR ALLIES AND PARTNERS UNCERTAIN OF THE U.S. DEFENSE
U.S. GOVERNMENT COMMITMENT: Several countries are uncertain of the extent of the U.S.
commitment to defend their territories in the event of Chinese retalia-
tion during a conflict. Clarifying or reiterating U.S. security guarantees
or expanding the guarantees specifically to cover vulnerable territories
might increase the willingness of these states to face PRC retaliation if
they were to grant U.S. forces access in a conflict.

- PROVIDE A CREDIBLE REGIONAL ECONOMIC COUNTERWEIGHT
TO CHINA: U.S. allies and partners in the region are vulnerable to Chi-
nese economic retaliation and lack confidence that the United States
will support them economically in a way that will reduce this vulner-
ability. Altering this dynamic would require large changes in U.S. policy,
such as U.S. reentry into the Trans-Pacific Partnership or a similar eco-
nomic arrangement—and not just modest increases in direct assistance
or investment. Committing to a larger U.S. economic role in the region
could reduce the risks associated with Chinese threats of economic
retaliation and increase the likelihood of conflict-phase access being
granted by countries concerned with these risks.

+ WORKTO BUILD REGIONAL CONSENSUS AGAINST CHINESE
AGGRESSION: The level of regional consensus supporting the United
States and opposing China in a conflict is an important factor for sev-
eral regional states. The U.S. government should continue to work with
ASEAN members to build consensus on the risks to regional security

of PRC aggression and the benefits of collective opposition to it. The
engagements should extend beyond the allies and partners who

would receive U.S. requests for conflict-phase access because the
calculations of those states would likely be affected by reactions
throughout the region.

FORTHE

RMRN ETh

Wl
rnmuﬁmmh '

,j'"‘

R R T R, T

-B-9-9.9-9.



U.S. Policies for Five Indo-Pacific Countries i1

FOR DoD

EXPAND HIGH-LEVEL DISCUSSIONS OF LIKELY U.S. ACCESS
REQUESTS IN A FUTURE CONTINGENCY: DoD already discusses
potential conflict-phase access requirements and potential requests
with Japan. These conversations should be extended to other allies and
partners. While the degree of specificity could vary across states, the
conversations would lay the foundation for the potential expansion of
existing peacetime access agreements and would set expectations that
could, in turn, raise the likelihood of approvals of U.S. requests.

INCREASE INTELLIGENCE-SHARING WITH ALLIES AND PART-
NERS AND INCREASE COOPERATION WITH THEM ON CYBER
DEFENSE AND INFORMATION RESILIENCE: Expanding the scope of
DoD intelligence-sharing and DoD cooperation on cyber security and
resilient information networks could help the United States cultivate
trust with regional states, build consensus against Chinese aggres-
sion through increased situational awareness of PRC activities in these
domains, and reassure allies and partners of U.S. capabilities and com-
mitments to their defense. The level of intelligence-sharing and of cyber
and information cooperation would differ based on the U.S. relationship
with an ally or partner and on its capabilities.

REGULARIZE EXPANDED PEACETIME ACCESS REQUESTS: Regu-
larizing peacetime access requests could reduce the risks of similar
conflict-phase access requests being denied. The types of requests
considered to be normal in peacetime could shape both host-nation
and PRC assessments of what might prompt PRC retaliation in a con-
flict. Routine requests would likely not include requests to conduct
combat operations from an ally’s or partner’s territory, but making lower
levels of access requests relatively routine could increase the likelihood
of their approval during a conflict.

REINFORCE COMMITMENTS TO ALLIES AND PARTNERS: Visible
U.S. actions that reinforce U.S. defense commitments—such as military
exercises and training, high-level DoD visits, arms sales of requested
systems, and public messages reiterating the commitments—can reas-
sure states that the United States is committed to defending them if
they face PRC retaliation for having granted U.S. conflict-phase access
requests. These signals of U.S. commitment would need to be tailored
to the state in question. For U.S. treaty allies, such as Japan and the
Philippines, the signals could likely be public and definitive. Other states,
such as India, may prefer less-public signals of commitment.
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Recommendations

« INCREASE THE FREQUENCY AND REGULARITY OF USAF REQUESTS
FOR LOWER-LEVEL BUT OPERATIONALLY ESSENTIAL ALLIED AND
PARTNER ACCESS: Identifying the types of lower-level access, such as for
overflight or logistics, likely to be valuable in a contingency and then routin-
izing such USAF requests can increase the likelihood of their being granted
during a conflict, at least in certain countries. Again, the benefits of routiniza-
tion are unlikely to extend to higher-level access requests, but increasing the
likelihood of lower-level access can still prove important.

« FOCUS USAF ACTIVITIES IN THE REGION ON DEMONSTRATING U.S.
COMMITMENT AND ENHANCING CAPABILITIES FOR COMBINED
OPERATIONS WITH ALLIES AND PARTNERS, RATHER THAN BUILDING
INDEPENDENT ALLIED OR PARTNER CAPABILITIES: From combined exer-
cises to rotational deployments, USAF activities can send clear signals of the
broader U.S. commitment and ability to defend allies and partners—important
factors in convincing allies and partners to provide conflict-phase access to
U.S. forces. In contrast, a focus on enhancing allied and partner capabilities
to operate independently of the United States risks signaling that Washington
expects the allies and partners to fight on their own in a confrontation with
China.

+ PREPARE TO COOPERATE WITH ALLIES AND PARTNERS ON THEIR
DEFENSE AGAINST A WIDER RANGE OF CONTINGENCIES: USAF opera-
tional concerns in the Indo-Pacific appear to concentrate increasingly on a

small number of potential contingencies, most notably a conflict over Taiwan.
But many allies and partners are concerned about a broader set of security
issues and may interpret a narrow U.S. focus on Taiwan as indicating that the
United States is not committed to their security more broadly. Preparing to
assist allies and partners with a wider range of challenges and doing soin a
collaborative manner could reduce concerns that the United States might not
be prepared to assist against other types of threats.
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