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Introduction


Minilateralism, collaborations at the international level between small groups of like-minded countries, is emerging as the new name of the game in the Indo-Pacific. As traditional, broad-based multilateral frameworks struggle to address and resolve pressing issues and conflicts in the region, countries in East Asia are pooling resources and adopting new strategic and security arrangements to deter and indeed contain the Chinese elephant in the room.


The US has been leading these efforts to create a “coalition of the willing” in Asia, increasingly turning to these smaller, more agile partnerships with other like-minded countries. To put it bluntly, multilateralism and multilateral institutions in Asia did quite simply not do the trick of delivering the “common goods” of sustainable peace and stability in the region. ASEAN, the East Asia Summit, the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) and other multilateral fora are unable to counter and contain Chinese territorial expansionism in the South China Sea and do not have the instruments, mechanisms and authority to stop North Korea from developing its missile and nuclear programmes. In response to these shortcomings, Asian countries such as the Philippines, South Korea, India, Australia and Japan have over recent years responded positively to Washington’s strategy of engaging them in minilateral formats. 


To be sure, these grouping of countries would most probably not exist if it were not for increasingly assertive Chinese regional policies in general, and Beijing’s territorial expansionism in particular. Hence, Asia finds itself confronted with the challenge to manage and contain regional conflict and tensions. In this context, the US-led minilateralism approach has seemingly charged itself with the task of doing that in a more efficient and more result-oriented manner than multilateral for a, which often lack political leadership, political will and the instruments necessary to deal with the tensions provoked by growing geopolitical confrontation.


The track record of these new minilateral US-led arrangements in result-oriented and concrete actions aimed at monitoring and ideally securing stability is remarkable. Trilateral and quadrilateral military exercises, joint intelligence sharing, defence procurements and other similar measures have created tighter geopolitical constraints around China than joint (and very general-sounding) statements coming out of ASEAN Summit meetings. To be sure, US-led minilateral deals between like-minded countries in Asia will not instantly and completely replace multilateral groupings and fora as contributors to regional peace and stability, and they might also be insufficient to secure such a lofty goal. But because multilateral fora had their shot at managing and reducing regional tensions and failed, Washington and its partners and allies, as well as regional partners among themselves, have decided to redirect their security engagement and opt for the collective decision-making agility offered by minilateral formats. 


Nevertheless, US-led bilateral alliances and defence agreements will continue to be at the centre of US defence strategies for Asia and, more broadly, of the security architecture of the region. Apart from containing challenges to regional stability, trade governance, climate change, disaster relief, maritime security, nuclear non-proliferation, and the upholding of the rules-based order in Indo-Pacific are all issues the countries involved and engaged in minilateral groupings of countries are planning to deal with in the years. But the future is uncertain. Donald Trump is back in the White House and lots of what the previous US administration led by President Joe Biden has initiated and promoted in terms of regional minilateralism in Asia could be in jeopardy. Trump has impressively demonstrated during his first term that he is disinterested in building, investing in and cultivating alliances and coalitions. If the first two months of his second presidency are anything to go by, then the prospects of Washington under Trump looking more favourably on alliance and coalition-building look rather grim. Especially given the contemporary rise of an “antagonist” entente among regional rivals of the US like Russia and North Korea, which over the last few years have made efforts to strengthen their coordination in an attempt to maybe emulate what US allies are doing in the region.   


This Report analyses the present and the future of minilateral coalition-building in the Indo-Pacific. While minilateralism may provide more effective responses to regional issues that require quick and urgent addressing, it might pose a risk of further rendering regional multilateral groupings and fora secondary and indeed obsolete. The future of successful Indo-Pacific political and security governance, therefore, also hinges on how the new minilateral groupings interact with the existing multilateral structures and dialogues in the region. In an ideal world, minilateral and multilateral groupings and institutions in Asia complement each other making a concerted and coordinated contribution to regional peace and stability. Unfortunately, we do not live in an ideal world. Quite the very contrary.


In the first chapter Axel Berkofsky analyses what took place in terms of US-led minilateral alliance and coalition-building in Asia over the last four years. Alliance-building complementing the traditional and decade-old US-led “hub-and-spoke” system in the region. Here, the track record of the previous administration’s efforts of strengthening defence and security ties with a number of countries in East and Southeast Asia is impressive. Thanks largely to Chinese territorial expansionism accompanied by among other economic and political coercion. Renato Cruz De Castro examines the construction of a trilateral security coordination mechanism between the US, Japan, and the Philippines in the second chapter. He concludes that the three countries have decided to pool resources due a common perception of regional threats: China threatening Taiwan and its actions to militarize part of the South China Sea. In response, the US, Japan, and the Philippines have begun building a minilateral partnership, accompanied by joint military exercises However, as the formation of that trilateral alliance is still in its early stages, it remains yet to be seen what institutional shape it will eventually take and whether it will supplant the centrality of well-established multilateral groups like ASEAN.


Guido Alberto Casanova discusses the obstacles that over the last decades have hampered the development of a closer minilateral collaboration between the US, Japan, and South Korea. Japan’s colonial legacy on the Korean Peninsula together with the dispute over financial compensations have deeply undermined trust between Tokyo and Seoul. Yet, the domestic political considerations that allow these issues to perdure are not the only factor the has made it difficult for a minilateral coordination mechanism to emerge among the three countries. The international scenario as well applies incentives and constraints on South Korea’s and Japan’s willingness to compromise and resolve the historical issues: the threat posed by China and North Korea in fact play a significant role, but a more significant factor in explaining the future of the trilateral entente in Northeast Asia is the policy of the US, conclude Casanova.


Névine Schepers’s chapter explores the alignment of “antagonist” powers in the region, primarily North Korea and Russia. Since Russia’s attack on Ukraine three years ago, Moscow and Pyongyang have expanded their security and military ties. In fact, the national interests of the two states have increasingly converged in order to find a way out of the international isolation that in 2022 they found themselves in. Russia can offer diplomatic cover in the United Nations and technical support for the military program of Pyongyang, while North Korea can offer political and military support for Moscow’s war in Ukraine. Both Russia and North Korea maintain close ties with China, but it is still far-fetched to draw parallels with the minilateral coalition-building process underway among US allies. China clearly does not want to be or even appear as the leader of a bloc of countries in conflict with the West. Minilateralism with Moscow and Pyongyang is hence not on Beijing’s policy agenda.  


Premesha Saha examines the Indian approach towards regional minilateralism. She argues that the tenets of India’s independent foreign policy – the country self-declared strategic autonomy and multi-alignment – allow the country to get involved in minilateral groupings, like the Quadrilateral Security Dialogue (QUAD). Above all because the QUAD is not a formal military alliance. Nevertheless, India’s participation in and contributions to the QUAD, Saha argues, have allowed it to achieve multiple objectives: it helped the country’s efforts to maintain the balance of power in response to China’s rise, increased its credibility as an actor in regional and global security, and built trust for expanding its bilateral strategic ties with the network of US allies. India has managed to become a “chose partner” for those Western government seeking to deepen their involvement in the Indo-Pacific, but nevertheless it will likely continue to prefer issue-based partnerships rather than value-based alignments, Saha concludes.


Finally, in the closing chapter, Harukata Takenaka discusses the evolution of the Euro-Japanese security partnership in the Indo-Pacific. He outlines several factors enabling this trend, namely the transformation of the international order, the changing perception in Europe of the strategic landscape in Asia, and the security reforms undertaken by Japan which have made it possible for the East Asian country become a go-to partner for external actors willing to engage in the regional geopolitics. Over the last decade, the Japanese military has stepped up security cooperation with European countries like the UK, France, Italy, and Germany. The engagement with NATO has also been strengthened in recent years. Yet, key questions, as is often the case, remain to be answered.


Paolo Magri


ISPI Managing Director and Chair Advisory Board









1.  US Alliances and Security Ties in Asia: Probably a Rough Ride Ahead


Axel Berkofsky


First, the bad news for Washington’s allies in Asia. Donald Trump is again US President and Washington’s security alliances and defence ties and agreements will most likely suffer in the four years ahead. Trump’s declaration, in late 2024/early 2025, of wanting to “buy” Greenland (or “take it over” if Greenland decided that it was not for sale) and “annex” Canada, making it America’s 51st state, is a taste of what could be in the cards for the partners of Washington’s security alliances and agreements in Asia. Indeed, US allies in Asia must be wondering whether their formal and informal bilateral, trilateral and quadrilateral security and defence agreements with Washington will survive the coming months and years under Trump. It will be about money as far Trump is concerned. Washington’s security partners in the Indo-Pacific will most probably have to prepare for frequent, not to say obsessive, calls to “pay up”, i.e. increase their respective defence budgets and – at least in the case of Japan and South Korea – increase their financial contributions for the stationing of US military on Japanese and South Korean territory respectively. Trump’s ideas, figures and data as we know by now change on a daily basis, but at some point on the campaign trail, he announced, for example, that he wanted Seoul to increase its contribution for the stationing of the roughly 28,000 US troops in South Korea from the current roughly $1.1 billion to a staggering and obviously completely unrealistic $10 billion per year. As we saw during Trump’s first term, Japan too became a target of the president’s threats to impose additional tariffs on its exports to the US, unless it increased its contributions to the costs of maintaining the 55,000 US military troops stationed in Japan. 


Currently, seven out of eight of the United States’ allies and partners in the Indo-Pacific (India, Japan, New Zealand, the Philippines, South Korea, Taiwan and Thailand) have trade surpluses with the United States, totalling over $200 billion. India, in particular, seems to be on Trump’s tariff radar. On 28 January 2025, Trump called on India to buy more US-made weapons in order to “re-balance the bilateral relationship”, as he decided all by himself. Or else. “Else” as in the US imposing additional tariffs on Indian exports into the US. The US is India’s second-largest trading partner1 and India recorded a trade surplus with the US in 2024.2 Taiwan must also be worried about Trump and the sustainability of the US commitment to defend the country in the event of a Chinese attack.3 While former US President Joe Biden repeatedly confirmed the US’s commitment to defending Taiwan militarily against China, there are doubts over whether Trump is equally committed to defending Taiwan. As he did during his first term from 2016 to 2020, Trump is very likely to focus on trade and tariffs on Chinese exports to the US, and may use Taiwan as a bargaining chip in negotiations with Beijing. In such a scenario, China could offer trade concessions in return for the Trump administration agreeing to avoid getting too closely involved in the so-called “Taiwan issue”, reconsidering the US commitment to defending Taiwan militarily in the event of a Chinese attack. To be sure, such a worst-case scenario is speculative and as we know Trump is very much about the money. The interests of US weapons contractors in Taiwan are significant4 – and therefore the annual sales of US weapons will most likely continue in the years ahead. Sales, which typically lead to US-Chinese diplomatic tensions and Beijing accusing Washington of “interfering in China’s internal affairs”. While Beijing as we know insists that peace and stability in the Taiwan Strait is a domestic affair, large parts of the international community acknowledge that peace and stability in the Taiwan Strait is of relevance to regional and global security and therefore not an internal Chinese affair. 


Bilaterals and Minilaterals


As the future of US security and alliance policies in Asia under Trump could turn out to be grim, let us look back at what has been done by the former US administration over the last four years as regards the operational and structural expansion of Washington’s bilateral, trilateral and quadrilateral security and defence ties and alliances. Under President Biden, the US invested substantial resources into strengthening its security alliances, promoting a shift from the traditional US-led hub-and-spokes system to what is referred to as “networked regional security architecture”. Essentially a combination of formal and informal bilateral and trilateral alliances or groups of like-minded countries, which come together in “minilaterals”. A combination of bilateral and trilateral alliances interacting with each other is also referred to as “lattice fence” security architecture.5 As we will see below, the growth of security and defence ties and exchanges both between the US and its Asian allies and between Washington’s allies themselves has been nothing short of impressive in recent years. Consequently, there is much for the new US administration to follow-up on, cultivate and manage in the years ahead. There is hence much to gain in terms of concrete and result-oriented security and defence cooperation on the ground in Asia. But also much to lose if Trump and his aides decide to focus exclusively on tariffs and ill-fated “America First” policies when dealing with Washington’s Asian friends and allies. Unfortunately, Trump will most probably just do that, as demonstrated by the imposition of additional US tariffs on Mexico, Canada and China, within weeks of taking office. 


The US maintains five treaty alliances in the region: with Japan, Australia,6 the Philippines, the Republic of Korea (ROK) and Thailand. These defence ties consist of formal mutual security commitments that provide access for US military forces – either through a permanent US military presence (in the case of Japan and the ROK) or a rotational military presence. The terms of US military presence and operations are codified by legally binding, bilateral Status of Forces Agreements – except for the alliance with Thailand. US military access to military bases in Thailand takes place on an ad-hoc basis and bilateral consultations. Singapore is not a US treaty ally but – through agreements adopted in 1990 – hosts the rotational presence of US Littoral Combat Ships and American surveillance aircraft. Furthermore, the city state serves as a logistical hub for US operations across the region. In mid-2024 the US-Vietnam partnership was elevated to a “comprehensive strategic partnership”. Vietnam has previously adopted the same kind of partnerships with Japan, India, Australia and South Korea.7 What is more, Vietnam has become a recipient of American maritime security equipment, including patrol boats. US aircraft, in turn, visit Vietnamese ports on a regular basis.


Washington and Tokyo


Japan is arguably Washington’s most important alliance partner in Asia. The US has stationed roughly 55,000 US military personnel in US bases on Japanese soil, 75% of whom are stationed on Okinawa. In 2022, Japan decided to respond to decade-long US pressure to spend (much) more on defence and create the necessary conditions and structures to increase interoperability between US and Japanese armed forces in the event of conflict. Since December 2022, Japan’s defence budget has already increased by 50%, and by 2027 the country will most probably have doubled its defence expenditure. If and when that happens, Japan will become the world’s third biggest defence spender, spending roughly 2% of its GDP on defence.8 As part of Japan’s Defence Buildup Program announced in December 2022, Tokyo will most probably begin deploying US-made Tomahawk cruise missiles on navy vessels in 2025. These missiles will have the ability to reach all of North Korea and parts of Southern China. In October 2024 it emerged that Kawasaki Heavy Industries (KHI) will begin testing an anti-ship missile by 2027. The missile is reported to have a range of 2,500 km.9 Russia’s attack on Ukraine three years ago, Beijing’s tacit and material support for Russia and North Korea’s deployment of 10-15,000 troops to Russia’s Kursk region certainly have had an impact on public opinion in Japan and have shown Japanese defence planners that they need to double the country’s defence budget by 2027 in order to deter and indeed contain China militarily.


All this was made possible by changes to the interpretation of the Japanese constitution’s pacifist article 9 a decade ago. These changes were initiated in 2014-15, when then Japanese Prime Minister Shinzo Abe pushed the re-interpretation of Article 9 through the Japanese parliament, enabling Japan Self-Defence Forces (JSDF) to execute the right to collective self-defence10 alongside the US military in the event of an attack on Japanese territory or in the case of a military contingency with a direct impact on Japan’s national security. Such contingencies would include a US-Chinese military confrontation over Taiwan, i.e. a Chinese attack on Taiwan. Not least as such an attack would always and de facto automatically have a direct, and immediate impact on Japan’s national security, not least because China’s air force would bomb US military bases on Japanese territory in the case of a conflict. Re-interpreting Article 9 of Japan’s constitution has also opened-up the possibility of Tokyo contributing to US-led “Freedom of Navigation Operations” (FONPs) in the East and South China Seas. This is not uncontroversial in Japan, but the more Chinese vessels – usually fishing vessels ordered by Beijing to challenge Tokyo’s territorial integrity in the East China Sea – intrude into Japanese-controlled territorial waters in the East China Sea and/or build military bases on artificial islands in the South China Sea, the easier it will become for Japanese governments to explain to the Japanese public that the navy’s contribution to the aforementioned FONPs are a necessary instrument to deter and counter Chinese territorial expansionism. In July 2024, Washington and Tokyo announced the establishment of a joint force headquarters (JFHQ) in Japan.11 The JFHQ is an integrated, bilateral command structure in accordance with Washington’s “integrated deterrence structure” for the Indo-Pacific. The JFHQ facilitates operational coordination between US and Japanese armed forces. 


Furthermore, under President Biden, the US encouraged and promoted Japanese contributions to the trilateral AUKUS defence agreement. In April 2024, the AUKUS members (US, UK, Australia) and Japan started thinking out loud about inviting Japan to cooperate with the trilateral security pact on developing advanced military technologies.12 At the time it was announced that Japan could contribute to the development of Pillar 2 technologies, which are instrumental to developing a nuclear-powered submarine fleet for Australia (AUKUS’s primary objective). Pillar 2 technology comprises secondary technologies such as autonomous boats and submarines, hypersonics and cybersecurity. However, it remains to be seen if and when Tokyo will actually make such contributions to AUKUS. Japan, Masashi Murano, a senior fellow at the Hudson Institute, argues that there is a “perception gap” as regards Tokyo’s involvement in AUKUS. “The Japanese government tends to view AUKUS as an “exclusive and special kind of membership club”, he says.13 In October 2024, it was reported that Tokyo is still expected to become a participant in the forum’s advanced defence technology tests in 2025.14 


Finally, Japan is an increasingly active member to the Quadrilateral Security Dialogue (QUAD). The QUAD was established in 2007 and is an informal strategic forum comprising the US, Japan, India and Australia. The QUAD continues to choose not to refer to itself as a security alliance, emphasising that the countries among others promote and enforce maritime domain awareness, infrastructure development and connectivity. To be sure, Beijing has a point when it complains that the primary purpose of QUAD is to contain China militarily. Not only Japan but also India hopes that such and other containment policies will help deter Chinese territorial expansionism. For India, this concerns the Indian Ocean, which Indian policymakers fear could soon become what by Indian policymakers is referred to as “Chinese lake”.15 


Washington and Manila


In recent years, Washington and Manila have invested resources into expanding their bilateral security and defence ties. The US and the Philippines adopted a bilateral defence treaty in 1951, the Mutual Defence Treaty Between the United States and the Republic of the Philippines. Against the background of aggressive Chinese policies and actions in the South China Sea directed at Philippine civilian and military vessels, Washington confirmed in 2024 that the treaty could be triggered if Beijing decided to attack Philippine military installations. This confirmation came in response to Chinese naval intrusions into and grey-zone tactics within the Philippines Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) in the South China Sea (close to the Scarborough Shoal and Thitu Island). In October 2024, a Chinese coastguard ship and an accompanying vessel deliberately rammed a Philippine coastguard vessel and military supply ship near Second Thomas Shoal, which in turn led the US State Department to reaffirm that the 1951 US-Philippines Mutual Defense Treaty is triggered in the event of attacks on Philippine military forces and vessels in the South China Sea.16 


In April 2023, the US and the Philippines held the largest ever Balikatan military exercise,17 and that same month Manila and Washington announced that four more bases in the Philippines would grant US navy vessels rotational access under the bilateral US-Philippines Enhanced Defense Cooperation Agreement (EDCA), in addition to the five existing bases, all of which are located in northern Luzon (near Taiwan) and Palawan (in the South China Sea). For the United States, the military value of the alliance with the Philippines is of geographical nature: the ability of US forces to operate out of Luzon and Palawan in a Taiwan or South China Sea crisis would significantly complicate Chinese military operations. 


In April 2024 the US, Japan and the Philippines held their first ever trilateral summit and, of course, the meeting’s main focus was on China and concerns about Beijing’s territorial expansionism in the South China Sea. In July 2024, the US announced a $500 million military aid package for Manila. Finally, both Washington and Tokyo made a commitment to provide assistance to modernise the Philippines’ armed forces and hold joint trilateral military exercises in the region.


Washington and Seoul


In April 2023, the US and South Korea signed a bilateral pact on what they referred to as “nuclear coordination”.18 Part of the pact – the Washington Declaration – is a “nuclear consultative group” on “nuclear strategic and planning issues, giving Seoul access to US nuclear conflict planning scenarios”.19 This is reportedly in return for continuous South Korean commitment to nuclear non-proliferation, i.e. South Korea deciding not to develop and deploy indigenous nuclear weapons on South Korean soil. The commitment was made against the backdrop of concerns about growing approval among the South Korean public for nuclear armament. Polls conducted in 2024 e.g. suggest that more than 70% of the South Korean public favours the development of an indigenous nuclear weapons programme amid worries about concerns of waning US preparedness to defend South Korea in the event of a North Korean nuclear attack. These approval rates are likely to remain high amid increased Russian-North Korean missile and nuclear collaboration, i.e. increasing Russian material support for North Korea’s missile and nuclear programmes. As Daeyeon Lee argues,20 however, such approval rates need to be put into context. For starters, while public approval rates might be high, the public and public sentiment do not make policies and hence do not have to worry about the political, economic and security consequences. The South Korean government does all of that. Furthermore, Lee points out that all South Korean surveys exclude the economic and political costs from their questions and simply ask whether responders are or are not in favour of South Korean nuclear armament. Enthusiasm for nuclear armament drops dramatically from 70% to 30% when all costs and consequences – possible international sanctions,21 the possible rupture of the security alliance with the US, economic costs, etc. – are included. This at least according to the findings of a survey conducted by the Korea Institute for National Unification (KINU) cited by Lee. As part of the above-mentioned pact, in July of 2023 the US has deployed a nuclear capable22 ballistic missile submarine (SSBN) for a port call to South Korea – the first official visit of such a submarine since the 1980s. Finally, the pact envisions the “regular deployment of strategic assets” in the region.


Washington, Tokyo, Seoul


The US, Japan and South Korea held a trilateral leaders’ meeting at Camp David in August 2023, resulting in a trilateral security pact. The agreement features a long list of joint operations and policies such as real-time information sharing on missile threats, a trilateral military exercise program, cooperation on economic security issues and development assistance programmes in the Indo-Pacific. The trilateral security pact was formalised a year later in August 2024 by signing the “Memorandum of Cooperation on the Trilateral Security Cooperation Framework (TSCF)”.23 The pact also foresees joint military exercises, although there are doubts about Washington’s enthusiasm to add another trilateral exercise to the list of exercises. Trump has complained in the past about military exercises as being “too expensive.” Furthermore, the three involved parties have different priorities as to what the trilateral security pact should be dealing with in terms of regional security threats.24 For South Korea, the pact is about cooperation in dealing with and containing the threat posed by North Korea’s missile and nuclear programmes. For Washington and Tokyo, trilateral security cooperation with South Korea is also very much about China – a cooperation mechanism aimed at securing South Korea’s commitment to firmly and sustainably support US-led China containment policies. Within the context of Seoul’s previous policies towards China, its valuable trade and investment ties with China and its reluctance to be identified as part of a US-led China containment strategy, South Korean enthusiasm to allow the trilateral security pact to become an instrument for containing China can most probably not to be taken for granted. In October 2024, the three countries took a further step towards institutionalising their trilateral security pact, when they agreed to establish a trilateral cooperation secretariat as part the pact’s institutional framework.


Tokyo and New Delhi 


In 2020, India and Japan signed an Acquisition and Cross-Servicing Agreement (ACSA), which provides the legal framework for the reciprocal provision of military supplies and services. The agreement came into force in mid-July 2021 and facilitates bilateral logistics support during joint military exercises and training. The ACSA also enables India and Japan to cooperate militarily with third countries in the Indo-Pacific.25 In 2024, during the 16th India-Japan Strategic Dialogue, Tokyo and New Delhi signed the Memorandum of Implementation (MoI) codifying the joint development and manufacturing of the Unified Complex Radio Antenna (UNICORN) mast, a state-integrated military communication system. They also agreed to continue and expand bilateral military exercises.26 In August 2024, Japan and India then held their third 2+2 Foreign and Defence Ministerial Meeting and in September of the same year Japan Air Self-Defence Forces (JASDF) participated in the multinational “Tarang Shakti-24” military exercise.27 Furthermore, in late 2024 Japan Maritime Self-Defence Forces (JMSDF) and the Indian Naval Force agreed to consider adopting a ship maintenance agreement in India. Under such an agreement, India’s navy would be authorised to repair Japanese naval vessels during individual or joint Japanese-Indian naval operations.28 Finally, Tokyo and New Delhi announced in October of 2024 to be in the completion phase of the joint development of unmanned ground vehicles.


Washington, Canberra and Tokyo


Australia has become increasingly important to US deterrence policies towards China in recent years. Through the bilateral Force Posture Cooperation initiative (adopted in 2011), Australia is hosting the US Navy, Air Force and Marine Corps for training and exercises. Canberra and Washington are currently funding the upgrades of two bases in northern Australia in order to facilitate rotations of B-52 and B-1 aircraft and long-range bomber operations during a military contingency. Furthermore, Australia will be hosting the US Submarine Rotational Force-West, with US Navy Virginia-class attack submarines scheduled to begin visiting in 2027.29 The Japanese-US-Australian defence agenda comprises military exercise and training programmes and envisages cooperation in the development of uncrewed aerial systems. Furthermore, the three governments agreed to increase Japan Self-Defence Force training in Australia. For example, in August 2023, Japanese F-35 aircraft flew to Australia for training, while Australian F-35 aircraft visited Japan for the same purpose in September of the same year. In 2023, Tokyo and Canberra adopted a Reciprocal Access Agreement (RAA) – a de facto Status of Forces Agreement facilitating military exercises and training in both countries. 
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