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Characteristics of Shigeru 
Ishiba’s Cross-Strait Policy: 
A Dual-Track Approach to Sino-
Japanese and Japan-Taiwan 
Relations
John Chuan-tiong Lim*

INTRODUCTION
Shigeru Ishiba, the 102nd and 103rd Prime Minister of Japan, concluded his 

term after only 386 days on October 21, 2025. Despite its brevity, Ishiba’s tenure 
proved to be a critical inflection point for Japanese foreign policy, particularly 
concerning the Taiwan Strait.

The year 2025 began with the re-emergence of the “Trump 2.0” administration 
in the United States, immediately reigniting trade tensions, even with key allies 
like Japan. The Ishiba government was thus consumed by managing the complex 
security and economic relationship with Washington, a challenge amplified by 
Ishiba’s perceived inability to establish sufficient mutual trust with President Trump, 
which was cited as a potential factor in his early resignation.

Simultaneously, Ishiba dedicated significant effort to repairing Japan’s 
relationship with the People’s Republic of China (PRC), achieving notable progress. 
Discussions with officials at Japan’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA) confirmed 
that the Ishiba Cabinet had “genuinely managed to narrow the distance with China” 
compared to its two predecessors. How Ishiba achieved this delicate balance 
requires deep examination.

While some media initially labeled Ishiba as “pro-China and distant from 
Taiwan,” this assessment is simplistic. His intentional visit to Taiwan before the 

*  �John Chuan-tiong Lim is a Research Fellow at the University of Tokyo. He previously served as an Associate 
Professor at the University of the Ryukyus and as an Associate Fellow at Academia Sinica. His research 
focuses on International Relations in East Asia. He is the author of The Power Shift between China and 
Japan and the Rebuilding of East Asian Order (Taipei: Wu-Nan Book Inc., 2022).
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Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) presidential election, where he formally announced 
his candidacy, underscored his long-standing commitment to the Japan-Taiwan 
relationship. The central puzzle this paper addresses is: How did the Ishiba 
government successfully improve relations with Beijing while concurrently promoting 
the deepening of ties with Taipei?

In Tokyo’s strategic calculus, while Japan-Taiwan relations have gained 
autonomy, their correlation with Japan-China relations remains intricate. For Beijing, 
the view that “the Taiwan issue is the core issue of Sino-Japanese relations” 
is constant, demanding extreme caution from Japan. Ishiba’s chosen strategy was 
not a confrontational “pro-China/anti-Taiwan” or “pro-Taiwan/anti-China” approach. 
Instead, he pursued a “dual-track approach,” aiming to manage both Sino-
Japanese and Japan-Taiwan relations simultaneously, effectively securing greater 
maneuverability between the two sides of the Taiwan Strait.

This paper analyzes the characteristics of the Shigeru Ishiba government’s 
cross-Strait policy, clarifying how he stabilized Japan-China dynamics in his short 
tenure, thereby establishing the necessary foundation for substantive progress in 
Japan-Taiwan relations.

I. Diplomatic Context: Japan-China Stagnation vs. Japan-Taiwan Deepening

Prior to Ishiba’s assumption of office, Japan-China relations had been in a 
prolonged state of political stagnation. The preceding four years under the Suga 
and Kishida cabinets saw no reciprocal prime ministerial visits, symbolizing a 
profound lack of strategic trust and political interaction.1 Despite continued economic 
engagement, political tensions had severely worsened the pattern of “cold politics, 
warm economics” (政冷經熱 ).2

The primary barriers to rapprochement were multifaceted:
1. �Economic Coercion: Beijing’s comprehensive ban on Japanese aquatic 

products, imposed after the discharge of treated water from the Fukushima 
Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant, severely impacted Japanese fisheries and 

1. �The last time an incumbent Japanese Prime Minister visited China prior to Ishiba was Shinzo Abe in 
December 2019. See Yuki Tatsumi, "Abe's foreign policy outlook for 2020," The Japan Times, December 30, 
2019.

2. �For an analysis of the evolution of China-Japan relations over the past half-century, particularly since the 
1990s, and the distinct characteristics of each phase, see John C. T. Lim, “The Weight of Eighty Years of Sino-
Japanese Peace: Diplomatic Realities and Future Prospects under the Shadow of History — A Dialogue 
with Professor Akio Takahara, Professor Emeritus, the University of Tokyo,” Ming Pao Monthly, pp. 39-47.
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exports, ostensibly based on “food safety” concerns.3

2. �Safety Concerns: The 2024 attacks on students at Japanese schools in 
Suzhou and Shenzhen highlighted rising anti-Japanese sentiment in China, 
generating strong safety concerns among Japanese expatriates.4

3. �Legal Hostility: The suspension of visa-free entry for Japanese citizens and 
the intensifying use of the Anti-Espionage Law led to the detention of several 
Japanese businesspeople. These incidents drove Japanese public opinion 
against China to a low point, crippling bilateral trust.5

4. �Territorial Disputes: The dispute over the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands in the 
East China Sea remained a persistent flashpoint. Throughout the year 
preceding Ishiba’s tenure, the Japanese government reported a record 
number of incursions by Chinese Coast Guard vessels into the contiguous 
zone and territorial waters around the islands, severely escalating tensions 
and fueling distrust within Japan’s security establishment.6

In contrast, Japan-Taiwan relations flourished, achieving a historical peak of 
intimacy. This was driven by several factors:

1.	 �Emotional Bond: Taiwan’s massive financial aid following the 2011 Great 
East Japan Earthquake created a deep, lasting emotional connection.7

2.	 �Strategic Alignment: Shinzo Abe’s promotion of the strategic concept that 
"A Taiwan contingency is a Japan contingency" institutionalized bilateral 
security dialogue and exchange (2012–2022).8

3. �For an analysis of the impact on Japanese fisheries, see Frances Mao, " Fukushima: The fishy business of 
China's outrage over Japan's release," BBC News, August 25, 2023.

4. �David McNeill and Nao Kato, " Fanning the Flames: China vs. Japan in the Media," Asia-Pacific Journal , 
Vol. 22, Iss. 5, May 2024, e2.

5. �The detentions of Japanese business people under China’s Anti-Espionage Law became a major 
diplomatic point of contention. See Michael Martina, “US warns new Chinese counterespionage law puts 
companies at risk,” Reuters, June 30, 2023.

6. �The escalation in maritime activities around the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands remained a primary security 
concern. See Japan Coast Guard, Annual Report on Maritime Security 2024 (Tokyo: Japan Coast Guard, 
2024), pp. 15-17.

7. �Lee Hsin-fang and Yang Cheng-yu, "Japan, Taiwan celebrate friendship, mutual aid,” Taipei Times, March 
12, 2022.

8. �Ben Blanchard, "Former PM Abe says Japan, U.S. could not stand by if China attacked Taiwan,” Reuters, 
December 1, 2021.
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3.	 �Economic Security: The relocation of Taiwanese semiconductor giants, 
such as TSMC, to Kumamoto underscored a new era of industrial 
cooperation and economic interdependence, crucial for Japan’s economic 
security.9

Although the Kishida government verbally emphasized “stabilizing Japan-
China relations,” its practical diplomatic efforts, particularly within the U.S.-Japan 
alliance framework, focused on deepening non-official security and parliamentary 
cooperation with Taiwan. The increased activities of the non-partisan Diet members’ 
group, the Japan-ROC Diet Members’ Consultative Council , further cemented 
Taiwan’s role in Japan’s emerging security strategy.10

Ishiba thus inherited a challenging dual reality: a political deadlock with Beijing 
that needed urgent repair to mitigate economic and diplomatic risks, alongside a 
domestically popular and strategically vital relationship with Taipei. This context 
dictated his subsequent approach of managing an effective “reconciliation with 
China, deepening with Taiwan” policy.

II. �Strategic Reset: Restoring the “Strategic Mutually Beneficial 
Relationship”

Ishigeru Ishiba is known for his focus on security strategy and institutional 
politics. Recognizing China’s indispensable importance to Japan's stability, Ishiba 
concluded that a “stable Japan-China relationship” was essential for advancing 
Japan’s regional influence.

Given the deeply negative public and business sentiment toward China (with 
some advocating for “decoupling” or datsu-Chū), Ishiba took the bold step of 
explicitly rebranding and repositioning Japan-China relations as a “Strategic 
Mutually Beneficial Relationship” (戦略的互恵関係 ).11 This concept, originally 
proposed by Abe in 2006 but long dormant, was given new, pragmatic meaning: 
establishing political stability with Beijing to carve out greater strategic maneuvering 
room for Japan in the region, particularly on the Taiwan issue.

9. �The establishment of TSMC’s Kumamoto facility symbolized a new era of economic security cooperation. 
See "TSMC opens 1st Japan chip plant amid supply chain concerns," KYODO NEWS, February 24, 2024.

10. �The Japan-ROC Diet Members’ Consultative Council serves as the primary conduit for unofficial political 
exchanges between the Japanese Diet and Taiwan's legislature. The Japan-ROC Diet Members’ 
Consultative Council’s activities are regularly reported by the Central News Agency (Taiwan) and Jiji Press 
(Japan). Also see News Releases, Office of the President Republic of China (Taiwan).

11. �See The Japan Forum on International Relations (JFIR), Policy Proposal & Report “Strategic Communication 
between Japan and China in the Era of the Strategic Mutually Beneficial Relationship: Track-II Exchanges 
among Experts," March 2025.
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Ishiba’s implementation focused on restoring high-level political dialogue:
1. �Diplomatic Resumption: He immediately dispatched Foreign Minister 

Takeshi Iwaya to China and invited Chinese Foreign Minister Wang Yi 
to reciprocate. This led to the restoration of the “Vice-Ministerial Level 
Strategic Dialogue” and the “Defense Authorities’ Communication 
Mechanism,” vital for reducing strategic miscalculation.12

2. �Party-to-Party Ties: LDP Secretary-General Hiroshi Moriyama led 
delegations to Beijing, institutionalizing regular communication with the 
CPC’s International Liaison Department.

Beijing responded positively to Ishiba’s diplomatic overtures. In mid-2025, 
the PRC partially lifted the import ban on Japanese aquatic products and restored 
visa-free entry for Japanese citizens by the end of the year. Furthermore, the two 
sides agreed to relaunch the “High-Level Economic Dialogue” and the “Climate 
Change Cooperation Mechanism,” signaling a return to a stable political track.13

Crucially, Ishiba’s “Strategic Mutual Benefit” was not a simple pro-China 
stance; it was a pragmatic philosophy of “competitive coexistence” (競合共存 ). 
Domestically, he simultaneously reinforced the U.S.-Japan alliance, strengthened 
the Self-Defense Forces (SDF), and pursued supply chain security. His approach 
was to pragmatically manage contradictions with China to prevent conflict escalation 
while maintaining Japan’s defense autonomy.

The underlying strategic objective of this China rapprochement was to secure 
greater diplomatic space for Taiwan policy. By lowering Beijing’s hostility toward 
Tokyo, Ishiba could advance substantive Japan-Taiwan exchanges without triggering 
severe countermeasures. The improved Japan-China relationship was a calculated 
means to achieve greater diplomatic initiative on cross-Strait affairs.

III. Substantive Advancement of Japan-Taiwan Relations

With the stabilization of Japan-China relations reducing Beijing’s immediate 
diplomatic heat, the Ishiba government implemented a strategy of “low-key 
pragmatism and gradual deepening” to elevate Japan-Taiwan interactions without 

12. �The resumption of these key dialogue mechanisms was critical for de-escalation. See Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs of Japan, Joint Press Release on Japan-China Foreign Ministers’ Meeting (Tokyo: MOFA, December 
2024). 

13. �Beijing’s reciprocal gestures, especially the lifting of the seafood ban and restoring visa-free travel, 
validated Ishiba’s diplomatic efforts. See "China Resumes Visa-Free Policy for Japanese, Vows to Enhance 
People Exchanges," The Global Times, November 29, 2024.
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overtly challenging the “official” sensitive line. The relative decrease in the 
intensity of Beijing’s protests was noted by officials at the Japan-Taiwan Exchange 
Association (JTEA).

In just one year, the frequency and level of high-level Japan-Taiwan exchanges 
surged, setting new records. Notable examples of these frequent, albeit nominally 
“non-official practical exchanges,” include:

• �(1) �December 2024: Taiwan’s Democratic Progressive Party (DPP) Secretary-
General Lin Yu-chang visited Japan and met with LDP Secretary-General 
Hiroshi Moriyama.14 

• (2) �January 2025: Foreign Minister Takeshi Iwaya and Taiwan’s Foreign 
Minister Joseph Wu (Lin Chia-lung) interacted side-by-side at the Palau 
presidential inauguration ceremony. 

• �(3) �April 2025: Taiwan’s Deputy Minister of National Defense Po Hung-hui 
visited Japan.15 

• (4) �July 2025: Foreign Minister Lin Chia-lung visited Japan under the guise of 
a “private itinerary.”  

• (5) �September 2025: Kuomintang (KMT) Legislative Yuan Caucus Convener 
Fu Kun-chi led a delegation of 27 KMT legislators to Japan. 

• (6) �September 2025: Japan’s Vice Minister of Agriculture, Forestry and 
Fisheries, Hiroshi Takinami, visited Taiwan. 

• (7) �Mid-September 2025: Former President Tsai Ing-wen visited Japan for a 
“private vacation.”  

• (8) �Late September 2025: Legislative Yuan President Han Kuo-yu led a cross-
party delegation to Japan.  

• (9) �October 2025: Japan’s Parliamentary Vice Minister of the Environment, 
Hiroshi Nakada, visited Taiwan.

The Ishiba government oversaw four notable qualitative shifts in the 
relationship:

1. Recognition of “Taiwan” in Nationality Registration:
In a significant symbolic step, the Ministry of Justice announced in February 

2025 that, starting in May, the designation “Taiwan” would be permitted in the 

14. �High-level party-to-party dialogue between the LDP and DPP is a key indicator of deepening unofficial 
ties. See Kelvin Chen, “China fumes over deepening Taiwan-Japan relations,” Taiwan News, December 
18, 2024.

15. �Visits by Taiwanese defense officials, even unofficially, are viewed as highly sensitive by Beijing and signify 
deepening security cooperation. See John C. T. Lim, “How Will Taiwan–Japan Relations Advance to a 
New Stage in the Lai Ching-te Era?" Liberty Times, September 14, 2024.
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nationality column of household registration records.16 While this was officially 
characterized as a measure “not involving diplomatic recognition,” it signaled the 
government’s shift toward “respecting reality,” simultaneously accommodating 
Taiwanese sentiment and maintaining the non-official framework—a hallmark of 
Ishiba’s “pragmatic balanced diplomacy.”

2. The “Political rather than Official” Visit Model:
The visits by Vice Minister Hiroshi Takinami and Parliamentary Vice Minister 

Hiroshi Nakada to Taiwan utilized the innovative designation of “political visit”(seimu 
hōmon—in their capacity as a political figure) rather than “official visit” (kōmu 
shuppei—in their government post). This institutional innovation allowed vice-
ministerial level officials to interact with the Taiwanese government in their capacity 
as “Diet members,” circumventing the long-standing restrictions on high-level official 
travel and establishing a significant precedent for future cabinets.17

3. Normalization of Minister-level Visits to Japan:
Under Ishiba, Taiwanese ministers, such as the Minister of Economic Affairs 

Kuo Chih-hui, frequently visited Japan under the guise of “attending events” or 
“cultural exchange,” avoiding formal meetings with central government officials. This 
arrangement institutionalized and normalized high-level interaction by balancing 
formal “non-official status” with the substance of indirect government-to-government 
contact.

4. Substantive Participation in the Osaka Expo:
Despite not being allowed to use the name “Taiwan Pavilion,” the arrangement 

for the 2025 Osaka Expo, brokered through extensive negotiation, successfully 
avoided the issue of “sovereignty expression” while securing Taiwan’s substantive 
participation in the international event. This demonstrated Tokyo’s ability to maintain 
its "non-official relationship” principle while maximizing Taiwan’s ”international 
visibility.”18

16. �This policy adjustment was a major win for the Taiwanese community in Japan. See "Years-long push 
secured Taiwan's spot in Japan family registry: Ex-envoy", Focus Taiwan, February 18, 2025.

17. �The "political visit" designation is a significant institutional innovation. See Shinpei Okuhara, "LDP's Hiroshi 
Nakada to visit Taiwan for marine plastic waste countermeasures; Environment Vice Minister to also visit in 
a political capacity." Sankei Shimbun, October 9, 2025.

18. �See John C. T. Lim, “A View from the Osaka Expo: The Delicate Balance of Japan's Relations Across the 
Taiwan Strait.” Ming Pao, April 18, 2025.
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These four developments highlight Ishiba’s effective use of a dual strategy 
of “institutional innovation” and “semantic manipulation” to advance Japan-
Taiwan relations. By adjusting policy language and administrative techniques, he 
expanded the space for cooperation without adopting a provocative “pro-Taiwan 
route.” This “sustainable pragmatic diplomacy” ensured that technological, 
security, economic, and civil society cooperation could continue deepening between 
Tokyo and Taipei.

The core success of Ishiba’s policy was that the advancement of Taiwan ties 
was strategically enabled by the stabilization of China relations. This strategic 
thinking of “advancing through stability” allowed his government to achieve a 
rare diplomatic equilibrium: significant progress with Taiwan without jeopardizing the 
stability he had successfully secured with Beijing.

CONCLUSION
Despite significant domestic pressure, the Shigeru Ishiba government 

successfully redefined Japan-China relations as a “Strategic Mutually Beneficial 
Relationship,” ending a 14-year political impasse. His key strategic achievement 
was replacing “strategic confrontation” with “pragmatic dialogue,” rapidly 
repairing the political distance inherited from the Suga and Kishida eras. The positive 
outcomes—including Beijing’s lifting of the seafood import ban and the restoration of 
visa-free entry—demonstrated the viability of this policy shift.

Simultaneously, Ishiba leveraged this stabilized China relationship to actively 
relax political constraints on Taiwan interaction. The resulting surge in high-level 
Japan-Taiwan exchanges, from ministerial to parliamentary levels, has become 
increasingly normalized. Ishiba’s foreign policy equation of “advancing within 
stability” propelled the substantive cooperation and social connection between 
Japan and Taiwan to a new level without crossing Beijing's established red lines.

The succession of Sanae Takaichi as Prime Minister in October 2025 marks a 
new political phase, and her initial foreign policy appears to carry forward Ishiba’s 
framework.19 During the APEC meeting in Korea on October 31, Takaichi and 
President Xi Jinping reaffirmed the “Strategic Mutually Beneficial Relationship,” 
confirming Ishiba’s diplomatic legacy as the new baseline for Japan-China 
engagement.20

19. �See John C. T. Lim, "Sanae Takaichi's Rocky Diplomatic Road," Lianhe Zaobao, October 7, 2025.

20. �The continuation of the "Strategic Mutually Beneficial Relationship" under Takaichi confirms its status as 
a consensus framework for Japan-China ties. See Maya Kaneko, "Japan PM Takaichi, China's Xi seek 
mutually beneficial ties in 1st talks," Kyodo News, October 31, 2025.
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While the Takaichi government inherited Ishiba’s framework, the political styles 
and rhetorical approaches of the two leaders are vastly different. On November 7, 
Takaichi’s assertive statement regarding a “Taiwan contingency” ignited the largest 
diplomatic conflict between Beijing and Tokyo since Japan’s 2012 nationalization 
of the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands.21 This immediate conflict suggests that despite the 
reaffirmed framework, the severe deterioration of the Japan-China relationship will 
make Beijing extremely guarded against any Japanese attempts to promote ties with 
Taiwan. Consequently, the advancement of Japan-Taiwan relations under Takaichi is 
likely to face greater difficulty than during Ishiba’s tenure.

Nevertheless, the Takaichi government is populated by prominent “pro-Taiwan 
factions”—most notably the appointment of Koichi Hagiuda, a close confidant of 
Shinzo Abe and a strong supporter of Taiwan, as Acting Secretary-General of the 
LDP. This political alignment strongly suggests the new administration will likely 
pursue the dual-track policy even more vigorously: “security-oriented towards China, 
deepening ties with Taiwan.”22 

Ishiba’s brief but impactful tenure stabilized Japan-China relations while 
creating a more flexible and robust space for Japan-Taiwan relations. His pragmatic 
diplomacy established the policy groundwork for Takaichi to continue and deepen 
Tokyo’s strategic partnership with Taipei, moving their bond from mere symbolic 
“friendship” toward a more institutionalized and strategically aligned partnership.

21. �Takaichi’s remarks on Taiwan, made during a reply to a question in the House of Representatives on 
November 7, provoked an immediate diplomatic protest from Beijing. This incident highlights the fragility 
of the "Strategic Mutually Beneficial Relationship" under new leadership. See John C. T. Lim, “Takaichi's 
Miscalculation: Averting a Japan-China Crisis over Taiwan,” Ming Pao, November 18, 2025.  

22. �See analysis on the composition of the Takaichi Cabinet and its implications for foreign policy. The Yomiuri 
Shimbun, October 25, 2025.
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Pursuing a Hard Balancing 
Policy Against China’s 
Maritime Expansion in 
the South China Sea: The 
Marcos Administration’s 
Comprehensive Archipelagic 
Defense Concept (CADC) 
Renato Cruz De Castro*

During the 2022 presidential elections, most Filipino voters picked Mr. Ferdinand 
Marcos Jr. as their 17th president.  Upon assuming the presidency, he laid out his 
agenda for a balanced or middle-of-the-road foreign policy.   He planned to generate 
practical benefits from the Philippines’ relations with the U.S. and China.  He wanted 
to promote economic cooperation with China while, at the same time, reviving the 
Philippines’ security alliance with the U.S.   He designed a foreign policy gambit with 
an apparent division of labor:   a) on the one hand, Beijing providing Manila with the 
market for the Philippine exports and the public investments for the government’s 
infrastructure projects; and b) On the other hand, Washington extending security 
guarantee that could balance Manila’s close economic ties with Beijing, and deter 
Chinese coercive behavior in the South China Sea. 

President Marcos’ initial agenda of seeking a balanced or middle-of-the-road 
strategy in managing the country’s relations between the U.S. and China reflected 
the foreign policy dilemma of every Philippine president since the beginning of 

* � �Renato Cruz De Castro is a distinguished professor at the Department of International Studies, De La Salle 
University, Manila, and holds the Dr. Aurelio Calderon Chair in Philippine-American Relations. He earned 
his Ph.D. from the Government and International Studies Department of the University of South Carolina 
as a Fulbright Scholar in 2001. He obtained his B.A. and two master’s degrees from the University of the 
Philippines.
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the 21st century.   This predicament required a striving for the elusive and delicate 
balance in managing the Philippines’ relations between its distant formal treaty 
ally, the U.S., and an expanding and aggressive power in the country’s backyard, 
China. From 2001 to 2009, then President Gloria Macapagal Arroyo sought a 
balance by fostering a close security relationship with the United States to address 
the Philippines’ domestic security concerns.  At the same time, she encouraged 
trade and investment ties with an economically emergent China.  The Aquino 
Administration, however, disregarded the search for the elusive equilibrium in 
managing the country’s relations with China and the U.S. Confronted by an 
expansionist China at the Philippines’ maritime doorstep, the West Philippines/
South China Sea, the Aquino Administration pursued a balancing policy toward this 
emergent northeast Asian regional power.  During his six-year term, the Philippines 
challenged China's maritime expansion by relying on three primary instruments—
force modernization, enhancing the country’s alliance with the US, and applying 
international law, specifically the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea 
(UNCLOS). 

President Aquino’s successor, Rodrigo Duterte, also overlooked the need 
to pursue the delicate equilibrium in Philippine relations with the U.S. and China.  
Instead, he adopted a policy of appeasement toward China.  This policy was 
characterized by his open and direct contempt for the Philippine-U.S. alliance, 
his patronizing pronouncements on China, and his willingness to accept Beijing’s 
preferred methods of managing the South China Sea dispute, such as direct 
bilateral negotiations and joint development, were diametrically at odds with the 
conventional design and trajectory of 21st-century Philippine foreign policy on these 
critical issues.  Nevertheless, four years into its six-year term, despite the short-lived 
Philippines-China rapprochement, the Duterte administration balanced Chinese 
maritime expansion and coercive behavior in the South China Sea by building up the 
AFP’s capabilities and by seeking greater clarity in the scope of American security 
obligations, as defined in the 1951 Philippine-U.S. Mutual Defense Treaty (MDT), 
from the Trump administration. 

FROM A BALANCED TO A HARD BALANCING POLICY TOWARD CHINA
In December 2022, after months of pursuing a balanced relationship between 

the U.S. and China, President Marcos Jr. announced that his administration would 
bankroll the expensive Armed Forces of the Philippines’ (AFP) shift from  its seven 
decades of focusing all its attention and resources on internal security to external/
territorial defense.  He made this decision in the face of Chinese coercive actions 
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and expansionist activities against the Philippine Navy (PN), the Philippine Coast 
Guard (PCG), and ordinary Filipino fishermen.1 China’s maritime expansion and 
coercive actions against the Philippines made President Marcos realize the AFP 
needed to transition from a military geared for mere constabulary functions to one 
configured for territorial defense.  Consequently, he approved the funding and 
implementation of the revised AFP force modernization program, which entered its 
third horizon or phase from 2023 to 2028.  

The Marcos Administration is cognizant that the AFP could never develop any 
strategic parity with China’s People’s Liberation Army (PLA) despite its substantial 
financial outlay to the program.  This is why President Marcos found it expedient 
to prioritize the development of dynamic, vibrant, and close security relationships 
with the Philippines’ only formal treaty ally, the U.S.  On February 2, 2023, Filipino 
and U.S. defense officials announced that U.S. forces would be allowed access 
to four additional Philippine military facilities under the 2014 Enhanced Defense 
Cooperation Agreement (EDCA). These additional four EDCA sites would provide 
U.S. forces with a strategic vantage point from which they could launch rapid and 
decisive military operations in case of an armed confrontation between the U.S. and 
China over Taiwan, more than 250 miles north of Luzon or the South China Sea.2 

President Marcos’ two strategic decisions, modernizing the AFP while 
enhancing the Philippine-U.S. alliance by allowing greater U.S. strategic access 
to Philippine territory, indicated the return of the Philippine policy of hard balancing 
towards China.  This is reminiscent of the early part of the second decade of the 
21st century, when the late President Aquino III pursued a policy of hard balancing 
that challenged China’s expansive maritime claims in the South China Sea.  
However, the Marcos Administration’s renewed hard-balancing policy toward China 
is more comprehensive, systematic, expensive, and ambitious than the Aquino 
Administration’s. The Marcos administration’s renewed hard balancing policy entails 
building up the Philippine military’s external defense capabilities, enhancing its 
alliance with the U.S. by increasing American strategic presence in the Philippines, 
and fostering security arrangements with other American allies like South Korea, 
Japan, and Australia. And, more significantly, formulating and implementing the 

1. �Jim Gomex, “Philippine Leader Urges Military to Focus on the South China Sea,” Associated Press,February 
28, 2023, https://apnews.com/article/politics-philippines-government-united-states-ferdinand-marcos-jr-
beijing-fb1479b04bc3279ad0344c0f4d4b5b52. 

2. �Jane Perlez, , Alexandra Stevenson, John Liu, and Mike Ives, “China Sends Ships and Planes Toward Taiwan, 
Despite Rising Criticism,” The New York Times, August 4, 2022, https://www.nytimes.com/2022/08/04/world/
asia/taiwan-china-military-drills.html. 
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Philippines’ first grand strategy since it became an independent republic in 1946, the 
Comprehensive Archipelagic Defense Concept (CADC).  

THE COMPREHENSIVE ARCHIPELAGIC DEFENSE CONCEPT
 The Marcos Administration’s formulation and implementation of CADC resulted 

from two developments: a) China’s maritime expansion in the West Philippine/ 
South China Sea; and b) the AFP’s push for force modernization. The Philippines 
is an archipelagic Southeast Asian state confronted by China’s expansion into its 
exclusive economic zone (EEZ) in the South China Sea.  This stems from China’s 
expansionist agenda in the South China Sea, based on its geographic proximity, 
historical baggage, the implications of the constantly changing dynamics of Chinese 
comprehensive power and naval power, and clout over maritime Southeast Asia.   
Secretary Teodoro points out that “the Philippine position on the West Philippine 
Sea is not a function of Sino-American strategic rivalry. Instead, it is caused by the 
overreach of the Chinese Communist Party, of which the most glaring evidence is 
the nine, ten, or eleven-dash line that has no basis in international law.”3

The AFP’s push for its force modernization program is another factor behind 
the Marcos Administration’s decision to formulate and implement CADC. This is 
premised on the Philippine military’s deep belief that  the Philippines should build 
its defense capabilities in response to China’s maritime expansion in the South 
China Sea. From AFP’s perspective, Manila, no matter what the state of its relations 
with Beijing, should build its surface fleet combatants,  improve its intelligence, 
surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) capabilities, and construct more military 
facilities in the strategic border areas adjacent to vital sea lanes of communication.4   

The AFP is convinced that capability buildup should be part of the Philippines’ overall 
strategy vis-à-vis China.5 The AFP’s push for force modernization is premised on an 
entrenched institutional view that capability-building should be part of the Philippines’ 
overall external policy toward an expansionist China.  This gave the Philippine 
military a vested interest in a hard-balancing policy toward China. 

3. �Secretary Teodoro, “Speech at the Plenary of the Shangri-La Dialogue, 01 June 2025,” Pronouncement on 
CADC, p. 8.

4. �Justin Baquisal,  “More Purpose, Fewer Platitudes: The Philippines’ Defence Diplomacy under Marcos,” 
Diplomat, August 11, 2023, https://thediplomat.com/2023/08/more-purpose-fewer-platitudes-the-
philippines-defense-diplomacy-under-marcos/.

5. �Ibid, p. 1.
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6. �“Philippines: Defence Chief: Military to be Used for Safeguarding Philippine Access to Sea Resource,” Asia 
News Monitor, January 29, 2024, p. 1. 

7. �Secretary Teodore, “Interview with Zweites Deutsches Fernsehen, 4 December 2024,” Pronouncements on  
CADC, p. 16.

8. �Secretary of National Defense Gilberto Teodoro, “Interview with Japan Times, 30 January 2025,” 
Pronouncements on CADC, (Department of National Defense, Camp Aguinaldo, Quezon City: Public 
Information and Monitoring Division, Defense Communication Service, 2025), p. 14.

9. �Ibid, p. 1.

10. �Priam Nepomuceno, “AFP Chief: New Defence Concept Fortifies PH’s Watch of EEZ, WPS,” Philippine 
News Agency, July 2, 2024, https://www.pna.gov.ph/articles/1228101.

In January 2024, Secretary Teodoro announced a new defense concept of the 
Philippines called the “Comprehensive Archipelagic Defense Concept (CADC).”6  
The idea is premised on the assumption that, as an archipelagic country, the 
Philippines’ land security mass is limited while the population is increasing, causing 
the need for resources to expand exponentially.   He admits, “…this is fundamentally 
important to the Philippines as a small archipelagic country because we have 
limited resources, we need international trade routes, we need the resources in 
our 200-nautical mile exclusive economic zone to guarantee our food security and 
to guarantee our food security and energy security and to guarantee…”7  CADC 
provides the following measures: a) transforming the country’s security paradigm; 
b) strengthening the AFP’s overall military capabilities; and c) leveraging its alliance 
with its ally, the U.S., and like-minded security partners. 

As the Philippines’ first grand strategy, CADC envisioned the AFP projecting 
its capabilities into [maritime] areas of the Philippines that must be protected and 
preserved. Secretary Teodoro explains: “We have the Comprehensive Archipelagic 
Defense Concept, where we will not be a land-centric defensive concept, but we 
must focus on deterrence to include areas in the EEZ. So that is a major change 
from internal security to territorial defense…”8 This would require the Philippine 
military to boost its maritime domain awareness, connectivity, intelligence 
capabilities (C41STAR), and area denial and deterrence capabilities in the marine 
and aerial domains.9 Secretary Teodoro declared, “CADC will allow the Philippines 
to address its ongoing maritime security challenges and enable the AFP to address 
contemporary threats to Philippine territorial integrity and sovereign rights.”10  
Furthermore, he adds, “CADC, which aims to broaden the depth and scope of 
defending the Philippines from attacks across all domains. This can be achieved 
by developing our defense capabilities and utilizing resources to build a credible 
deterrent posture or forward defense covering the country’s exclusive economic 
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zone…”11  He underscored that this defense concept is multidomain, multi-threat, 
and is aimed at enabling the AFP to develop a credible deterrent force to ensure that 
Philippine diplomacy does not become appeasement.12

According to the DND, the CADC aims to address the Philippines’ strategic 
vulnerabilities and enhance the AFP’s capability to address national interests 
through specific long-term plans. The AFP’s urgent need is to develop its Maritime 
and Air Defense (MAD) Capabilities that should be directed and focused on the 
Philippines’ maritime and air domain, where the country has sovereign rights to 
exploration, extraction, and preservation of the aquamarine environment and 
resources accorded by international law.13 An adequate and credible Philippine MAD 
is expected to protect, defend, and secure against foreign intrusion, extraction, and 
exploitation, and to support law enforcement operations against transnational crimes 
within the country’s 200 nautical miles EEZ and 350 nautical miles continental shelf.   
Teodoro notes, “Our mission is obvious: to create a credible deterrent posture and 
defensive posture to build up our deterrent capabilities.”14 CADC aims to project 
the AFP’s capabilities up to the Philippines’ EEZ and expand the country’s strategic 
depth to enhance the defense of its archipelagic territory.15 Secretary Teodoro 
explains this impact on Philippine defense policy: "We have the Comprehensive 
Defense Concept, where we will not be [operating] a land-centric defensive concept, 
but we have to focus on deterrence to include areas in the EEZ.  It is a major change 
from internal security to territorial defense for the Armed Forces of the Philippines.” 16 

The AFP can only implement the CADC through Joint Force Development, 
which entails the synergistic employment of naval, air, and ground forces to establish 
a credible posture against aggression from foreign and domestic threats.17 This 
would require the Philippine Army (PA) and the Philippine Marine Corps (PMC) to 

11. �Secretary of National Defense Gilberto Teodore, “Briefing on the Department of National Defense and 
Open Forum Session for Masters in National Security Administration (MNSA)—Regular Class 60, 17 January 
2025,” Pronouncements on the CADC, p. 16.

12. �Secretary Teodoro, “Interview with Ray Powell, 10 July 2025,” Pronouncement on CADC, p. 5. 

13. �Armed Forces of the Philippines. National Military Strategy. (Camp Aguinaldo, Quezon City: General 
Headquarters Armed Forces of the Philippines, 2019) , p. 12

14. �Secretary Teodore, Interview with the Philippine Information Agency, 14 July 2025,” Pronouncements on 
CADC, p. 3. 

15.  �Department of National Defense, Briefing Material on the Proposed AFP’s Archipelagic Defence 
Concept (CADC) and its Implications, 2024 Briefing Material (Camp Aguinaldo, Quezon City: Department 
of National Defense, 2024).

16. �Secretary Teodoro, Interview with Japan Times, 30 January 2025,” Pronouncements on CADC, p. 14.

17. �Armed Forces of the Philippines, “National Military Strategy,” p.13.
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acquire short-range, more sophisticated, long-range interceptor missiles to intercept 
Chinese cruise missiles, advanced bombers, and fighter planes. The PA and PMC 
could also be armed with mobile launchers and airship cruise missiles to prevent 
Chinese control within and outside the Philippine archipelago. Ground forces can 
also be equipped with rocket-based torpedoes to deter submarines operating 
along the coast and within archipelagic waters.  Philippine ground forces could also 
contribute to naval mine warfare.  PA and PMC units could play a significant role in 
laying mines along vital Philippine straits that connect the South China Sea to the 
Pacific Ocean and within the archipelagic waters.  By assuming greater responsibility 
for denying the PLAN and the PLAAF the air and sea control it needs to mount an 
effective naval operation along the Philippine coast and EEZs, ground troops could 
free the PN and PAF to perform the missions they can accomplish, such as maritime 
interdictions and air strikes against targets at sea.  

ENHANCING THE PHILIPPINE-U.S. ALLIANCE’S EXTENDED
DETERRENCE

Secretary Teodoro admitted that CADC’s implementation requires the AFP to 
increase its joint military activities with the Philippines’ only treaty ally, the U.S., and 
the country’s security partners such as Japan, Australia, and even South Korea.  He 
acknowledged that the Philippines “will exercise these partnerships to the full, and 
it is within our unquestionable right to do so as a sovereign country.”18 Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff of the Armed Forces of the Philippines (AFP) Lieutenant 
General Brawner echoes the same policy direction when he said: “We also have 
to gain the support of our international allies, and partners, countries that are like-
minded with us.” 19 

CADC recognizes and requires the urgency of strengthening the Philippines’ 
alliance with the U.S. and security partnerships with other American allies as vital 
to the AFP’s preparation for deterrence and even armed conflict.  The Philippines is 
undertaking a major force modernization program and, more significantly, pursuing 
alliance formation and forming coalitions to constrain Chinese maritime expansion 
in the South China Sea.  The Philippines needs to rely on its superpower ally and 

18. �“Defense Chief: Military to be Used for Safeguarding Philippine Access to Sea Resources,” Asia News 
Monitor, p. 1. 

19. �Priam Nepumuceno “AFP Modernization’s Horizon to Focus on Archipelagic Defense,” The Philippine 
News Agency, January 15, 2024, https://www.pna.gov.ph/articles/1216955.
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several security partners. This would enable the Philippines to leverage against 
China’s pervasive and preponderant economic and military power, which the 
Philippines, despite the AFP modernization program, cannot possibly match.   The 
CADC enjoins the Philippines to allow greater American strategic access to its 
territory and, in the process, to link its force modernization in the arrangement.  It 
is also imperative that the PN and the PCG conduct periodic Multilateral Maritime 
Cooperative Activities (MMCA) with American, Japanese, and Australian naval 
forces to establish a defense posture securing the country’s maritime territories, 
particularly the EEZ.20 Moreover, with American assistance, the CADC calls for the 
Philippines to integrate its battle networks and strengthen its air and sea capabilities 
to offset the PLA’s efforts to destabilize the region’s military balance.21 This also 
requires the Philippines to host a rotational deployment of the Littoral U.S. Marine 
Corps Regiment equipped with drones, Naval Strike Missiles, and the U.S. Army’s 
mid-range Typhon Missile system in Northern Luzon.  The two allies aim to develop 
their Anti-Access and Area Denial (A2/AD) posture to confine China’s growing power 
projection capabilities within the first-island chain.22 Relying on its strategic location 
near Taiwan, the Philippines must leverage its alliance with the U.S. to maintain 
and enhance American integrated deterrence in the face of increasing Chinese 
military power in the Indo-Pacific region.23 Secretary Teodoro pointed out Taiwan’s 
significance in Philippines-U.S. defense planning when he admitted, “For us, we will 
have to anticipate, naturally, reactions on both sides. And that probably is also the 
convergence that the One Theater brings, that we can share contingency planning 
on both sides of Taiwan to secure our areas.”24

During his first official visit to Manila in late March 2025, U.S. Defense Secretary 
Pete Hegseth impressed upon his Philippine counterpart, Secretary Teodoro, the 
Trump Administration’s urgency in deterring China’s irredentist ambitions against 
Taiwan and other parts of the Indo-Pacific region.   Secretary Hegseth observed 

20. �Priam Nepomuceno, “DND Secretary Teodoro: Multilateral Drills Part of PH's Ongoing Defensive Shift,” 
Palawan News, April 9, 2024, https://www.pna.gov.ph/articles/1222302.

21. �Andrew Krepnevich, “How to Deter China: The Case for Archipelagic Defense,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 94, 
No. 2, March/April 2015, pp. 78-86.

22. �Sam Tangredi J, “Anti-Access Strategies in the Pacific: the United States and China,” Parameters 49 (1-2), 
2019, pp. 7-20.

23. �Shang-Su Wu, “The Philippines’ Security in the Face of China’s Rising Threats,” Parameters Vol. 54, No.4, 
Winter 2024-2025, pp. 53-70.

24. �Secretary Teodoro, “Interview with Rebecca Tan of Washington Post,” 10 July 2025,” Pronouncement on 
CADC, p. 7.
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that the Philippine-U.S. alliance reflects strength in the face of China’s aggression 
in the Indo-Pacific and demonstrates a commitment to peace and security in the 
Indo-Pacific region.   He then announced that Manila and Washington should work 
together toward reestablishing military deterrence in the Indo-Pacific region.25 In 
his meeting with Secretary Teodoro, he negotiated with his Filipino counterpart to 
formulate a robust agenda for the Philippine-U.S. alliance to reestablish strategic 
deterrence and the realization of Peace through Strength in the Indo-Pacific region.26  

The two allies agreed on the following measures aimed at developing the 
alliance’s extended deterrence, namely:27 1) Deployment of additional advanced 
and strategic American capabilities, including the Navy-Marine Expeditionary Ship 
Interdiction System (NMESIS) into the Philippines; 2) Holding advanced bilateral 
Special Operations training in the most northern part of the Philippines near Taiwan, 
the Batanes Islands; 3) Publishing a bilateral defense industrial cooperation vision 
statement; and 4) Launching a bilateral cybersecurity campaign. 

CONCLUSION
In 2022, President Marcos experimented with a middle-of-the-road approach 

in his foreign policy. He fostered closer economic ties with China while reviving 
the country’s alliance with the US. Unfortunately, internal and external factors 
complicated his plan to seek an equilibrium between the Philippines’ relations with 
China and the US.  The Philippine government’s concern over growing Chinese 
coercive actions against AFP units and Filipino fishermen in the West Philippine 
Sea/South China Sea and the public expectations of a strong government 
response make a balancing policy challenging for the Marcos administration to 
pursue.  Unsettled by China’s expansion and aggressiveness in the South China 
Sea and around Taiwan, it strengthened its security ties with the US, financed the 
third horizon of the AFP modernization program, and implemented the CADC, the 
Philippines’ first grand strategy since it became an independent republic in 1946.

25. �Mathew Olay,  “Hegseth Says the U.S. and the Philippines Agree on a Plan to Reestablish Deterrence in 
the Indo-Pacific,” Department of War, March 28, 2025, https://www.war.gov/News/News-Stories/Article/
Article/4138090/hegseth-says-us-philippines-agree-on-plan-to-reestablish-deterrence-in-indo-pac/.

26. �Arsenio R. Andolong,  “United States-Philippines Joint Statement on Secretary Hegeseth’s Inaugural Visit 
to the Philippines March 27-28, 2025,” Department of War Press Release, March 27-28,  2025, https://www.
war.gov/News/Releases/Release/Article/4137869/united-statesphilippines-joint-statement-on-secretary-
hegseths-inaugural-visit/.

27. �Ibid, pp. 1-2.
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The Philippines’ adoption of CADC as a grand strategy in the face of China’s 
maritime expansion has two implications.  On the one hand, the nine Southeast 
Asian states are pursuing cost-free diplomatic strategies such as leveraging, 
hedging, and compensating to avoid costly armed conflict. On the other hand, 
the Philippines is funding, re-equipping, modernizing, and fostering alliances and 
security partners to help prepare the AFP to be more agile, flexible, and responsive 
to better address emerging security challenges confronting the Philippines in a fluid 
and potentially dangerous Indo-Pacific region.
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The Security Implications
of China’s Inclusion of
Eight Taiwaness Defense
Industry Entitles on Its
Export Control List
Paul A. Huang*

INTRODUCTION
On July 9, 2025, China’s Ministry of Commerce, citing “national security and 

non-proliferation obligations,” announced for the first time that it would impose export 
controls on eight Taiwanese entities. The action was taken under the authority of 
the Export Control Law of the People’s Republic of China and the Administrative 
Measures on Export Control of Dual-Use Items. The targeted entities include: 
Aerospace Industrial Development Corporation (AIDC); GEOSAT Aerospace & 
Technology Inc.; National Chung-Shan Institute of Science & Technology (NCSIST); 
JC Technology Inc.; CSBC Corporation, Taiwan; Jong Shyn Shipbuilding Co., Ltd.; 
Lungteh Shipbuilding Co., Ltd.; and Gong Wei Co., Ltd.1 (See Table 1 for details). 

The items designated as “dual-use” (military and civilian) by the Beijing 
authorities fall into ten major categories: special materials and related equipment; 
chemical products; microorganisms and toxins; processing materials; electronics; 
computers; telecommunications and information security; sensors and lasers; 
navigation and avionics; ships; aerospace and propulsion systems; and other 

* � �Paul A. Huang received his Ph.D. in Political Science in 2010 from the School of Social and Political Sciences 
at the University of Melbourne, Australia. He is currently an Associate Research Fellow in the Division of 
Defense Strategy and Resources at the Institute for National Defense and Security Research (INDSR) in 
Taiwan. His research interests include international relations, strategic culture, China’s naval development 
and maritime strategy, the modernization of People’s Liberation Army (PLA), and security dynamics in the 
Indo-Pacific region.

1. �Lu Chia-jung, “Taiwan Unfazed as China Puts 8 Taiwanese firms on Export Control List,” Focus Taiwan, July 9, 
2025, https://focustaiwan.tw/cross-strait/202507090017.
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related items. Following China’s announcement of export restrictions on these eight 
Taiwanese companies, any ongoing export activities were immediately halted. In 
the future, if these companies wish to obtain high-end electronic components or 
rare earth materials produced in China—classified as dual-use items—they will be 
required to apply for special permission from the Chinese government. Without such 
approval, exports to Taiwan will be entirely prohibited. In other words, China may 
increasingly use an integrated mechanism of control, licensing, and monitoring over 
these items to constrain the development of Taiwan’s dual-use technologies.

Given that these eight companies are at the core of Taiwan’s defense 
technology development, China’s recent announcement of export restrictions 
represents a deliberate attempt by Beijing to disrupt Taiwan’s access to critical 
materials essential for advancing its military technologies. Since dual-use 
technologies are intrinsically linked to the growth of the defense industry—and given 
the heavy reliance of advanced military equipment on rare earth elements—such 
materials occupy an irreplaceable position in military-industrial applications. As the 
majority of these materials originate from China, rare earths have become a central 
focus of China’s regulatory measures against Taiwanese firms.

Strictly speaking, Taiwan’s current development in military technology poses 
only a limited threat to China. Besides, the immediate economic impact of placing 
these eight defense-related Taiwanese entities on China’s export control list is likely 
to be minimal. However, the strategic significance of this move lies in Beijing’s 
intention to use export controls as a political signal—conveying a clear warning that 
cross-Strait relations have substantially deteriorated. Therefore, the implications of 
these Chinese export control measures for Taiwan’s national security merit close 
examination.
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Entity Name Entity Type Area of Expertise Key Technologies Strategic Role
AIDC State-Owned 

Defense 
Industry

Manufacturing and 
maintenance of 
main fighter aircraft 
(IDF and AT-5 
Brave Eagle), F-16 
upgrade programs

Flight control 
systems, avionics, 
composite materials, 
propulsion systems

Backbone of the 
Air Force’s combat 
capability; key 
developer of drones 
and aerospace self-
reliance

GEOSAT 
Aerospace & 
Technology 
Inc.

Private 
Defense 
Contractor

Development of 
UAV systems 
and unmanned 
platforms, such as 
Navy surveillance 
drones and Army 
micro UAVs

UAV navigation, 
autonomous flight 
control, electro-
optical payloads, 
communication links

Military UAV design 
and development firm

NCSIST National 
Defense R&D 
Center

Indigenous 
development of 
defense systems 
including air 
defense, anti-ship 
missiles, rockets, 
radars, etc.

Guided missiles, 
satellite navigation, 
unmanned 
platforms, phased-
array radar, 
electronic warfare 
systems

Core institution for 
Taiwan’s military 
technology R&D

JC Technology 
Inc.

Private 
Defense 
Contractor

Military-grade 
electronics, 
navigation and 
sensing systems, 
unmanned 
platforms

Data fusion, satellite 
communications, 
electro-optical 
lasers, battlefield 
awareness 
platforms

Provider of electronic 
warfare and UAV 
technology support

CSBC 
Corporation, 
Taiwan

State-Owned 
Shipbuilding

Construction 
of submarines, 
amphibious 
transport docks, 
replenishment 
oilers, frigates, and 
patrol vessels

Submarine 
propulsion 
systems, shipborne 
sonar, modular 
shipbuilding, 
structural 
engineering

Key shipbuilder for 
Taiwan’s indigenous 
naval shipbuilding 
program

Jong Shyn 
Shipbuilding 
Co., Ltd.

Private 
Shipbuilding

Construction of 
various fast boats, 
coastal defense 
frigates, and light 
air-defense/anti-
submarine vessels

Composite hulls, 
stealth design, 
integrated avionics, 
modular weapons 
systems

Builder of ROC Coast 
Guard vessels and 
small combat ships

Table 1: Overview of the Eight Taiwanese Entities Subject to China Export 
Restrictions
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Source: Compiled from publicly available information, including: AIDC, https://www.aidc.com.tw/en/; 
GEOSAT Aerospace & Technology Inc., https://www.geosat.com.tw/TW/investors-financial-reports.aspx; 
NCSIST, https://www.ncsist.org.tw/eng/csistdup/main/Default.aspx; JC Technology Inc., https://www.jctech.
tw/en; CSBC Corporation, Taiwan, https://www.csbcnet.com.tw/English/; Jong Shyn Shipbuilding Co., Ltd., 
https://www.jongshyn.com/; Lungteh Shipbuilding Co., Ltd., https://www.lungteh.com/; Gong Wei Co., Ltd., 
https://www.twincn.com/item.aspx?no=29006502.

2. �John Liu, “Taiwan Puts Companies behind China’s AI Ambitions on Export Control List,” CNN, June 16, 2025, 
https://edition.cnn.com/2025/06/16/tech/taiwan-china-huawei-smic-export-control-intl-hnk.

Lungteh 
Shipbuilding 
Co., Ltd.

Private 
Shipbuilding

Manufacturer of 
missile patrol boats 
and unmanned 
surface vessels

Stealth hull 
design, high-
speed propulsion, 
integrated sea-
air communication 
systems

Auxiliary developer 
and producer of naval 
vessels alongside 
CSBC

Gong Wei Co., 
Ltd.

Private 
Defense 
Contractor

Supplier of military 
and police-
grade protective 
equipment (e.g., 
body armor, shields, 
bomb suits)

Mobile battlefield 
infrastructure, 
simulation training 
systems, military 
vehicle equipment

Major domestic 
supplier of military-
grade protective gear

CHINA’S REYALIATORY ACTIONS TOWARD TAIWAN IN THE 
CONTEXT OF HUAWEI AND SMIC

   Against the backdrop of the U.S.-China trade war, Beijing’s decision in 
July to place eight Taiwanese companies on its export control list is closely linked 
to Taiwan’s earlier move in June to impose restrictions on China’s Huawei and 
Semiconductor Manufacturing International Corporation (SMIC). In response to 
national security concerns such as preventing weapons proliferation, ROC Ministry 
of Economic Affairs (MOEA) has, since 2021, been implementing the “Strategic 
High-Tech Commodities (SHTC) Entity List” to review the export destinations and 
end-uses of certain high-tech goods. In the updated version released on June 10, 
2025—authorized under Article 13 of Foreign Trade Act of ROC—Taiwan added 
601 entities from countries involved in proliferation-related activities, including 
China, Russia, Pakistan, Iran, and Myanmar. Notably, Huawei and SMIC from China 
were both added to the list.2 As a result, Taiwanese companies seeking to export 
advanced semiconductor manufacturing technologies, equipment, or materials to 
these entities must first obtain prior government approval.
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Huawei and SMIC are two of China’s most important companies in the 
development of advanced semiconductor technology, with Huawei also playing 
a central role in the country’s pursuit of artificial intelligence. To prevent Chinese 
companies from illicitly acquiring U.S. critical chip technologies, strategic materials, 
and related products that could be used for military purposes, the U.S. has placed 
Huawei and SMIC on its export control entity list since 2018.3 In alignment with 
U.S. policy, Taiwan followed Washington’s lead and added Chinese tech firms to 
its own control list just before the Trump administration officially announced its tariff 
measures. This move was widely seen as a strategic gesture of support for the U.S. 
position in the trade and technology dispute. In response, China’s Taiwan Affairs 
Office accused Taiwan of “relying on foreign powers to seek independence,” while 
the Ministry of Commerce of China retaliated by legally placing eight Taiwanese 
defense-related enterprises on its own export control list.4

It is worth noting that in response to the United States’ imposition of high tariffs 
on China on April 2, 2025, Beijing quickly retaliated by announcing, on April 4, export 
controls on rare earth-related items aimed at counterbalancing U.S. tariff measures. 
Between 2014 and 2017, approximately 80% of U.S. rare earth imports originated 
from China. According to The Central News Agency, China is currently the world’s 
largest producer and exporter of rare earths, with reserves estimated at 44 million 
metric tons—around 40% of the global total. It also holds approximately 85% of the 
world’s rare earth refining and separation capacity and controls nearly 70% of the 
global rare earth supply chain.5

As rare earth elements are essential raw materials in the production of 
advanced defense systems, China’s export controls are likely to impact the U.S. 
military technology sector, potentially constraining the research and production of 
high-tech defense products. Given Taiwan’s longstanding reliance on the U.S. and 
European countries for military-industrial cooperation, its defense industry may also 
be indirectly affected by China’s restrictions.

Although the eight Taiwanese companies listed in China’s export control 
announcement have publicly stated that the impact is limited, the reality is that 

3. �Paul Triolo, “A New Era for the Chinese Semiconductor Industry: Beijing Responds to Export Controls,” 
American Affairs Journal, Vol. 8, No.1, Spring 2024, pp. 29-52, https://americanaffairsjournal.org/2024/02/
a-new-era-for-the-chinese-semiconductor-industry-beijing-responds-to-export-controls/.

4. �Zhang Yi, “8 Taiwan Entities Added to Export Control List,” China Daily Global, July 10, 2025, https://epaper.
chinadaily.com.cn/a/202507/10/WS686ef13da31072f9198f3d00.html.

5. �Li Ya-wen. “China Imposes Export Controls on Heavy Rare Earths; Experts: Countering U.S. Military Products,” 
CNA, April 5, 2025, https://www.cna.com.tw/news/acn/202504050075.aspx.
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if Western countries lose access to rare earth materials from China, Taiwan’s 
defense industrial development could face significant constraints. This is likely one 
of the strategic reasons behind Beijing’s decision to target these eight companies. 
However, the full extent of the impact on Taiwan’s defense industry remains to be 
seen.

THE POLITICAL INTIMIDATION CARRIES MORE WEIGHT THAN 
ACTUAL ECONOMIC IMPACT

China’s imposition of export controls on Taiwanese defense companies 
coincided with Taiwan’s annual “Han Kuang 41” military exercises. This move 
not only serves as an economic signal to Taiwan’s government—warning against 
promoting “independence through military buildup” under the banner of “Taiwanese 
independence”—but also functions as a form of political pressure on both the 
government and related industries, reaffirming Beijing’s hardline stance on the 
Taiwan issue.

Even if this measure may further strain cross-Strait relations, many Taiwanese 
scholars and industry leaders believe that its actual impact on Taiwan’s defense 
supply chain will be limited. This is because Taiwan’s defense industry primarily 
collaborates with partners from the U.S., Europe, Japan, and Israel, and the eight 
targeted entities have minimal reliance on Chinese suppliers. Moreover, Taiwan 
government has long prohibited the use of Chinese-made components in sensitive 
defense sectors. Ironically, China’s announcement aligns with Taiwan’s broader 
effort to reduce dependence on Chinese supply chains—commonly referred to as 
the “de-Sinicization” of the defense industry—which may further weaken future 
industrial linkages between Taiwan and China in sensitive military domains.

In terms of civilian applications, Taiwan’s affected defense-related enterprises 
have responded differently to China’s export control measures, but they generally 
believe the actual impact to be limited. For instance, the AIDC noted that the 
export restrictions may have some effect on their civilian operations. The Lungteh 
stated that most of the Chinese-sourced raw materials and components used in 
their civilian projects are easily replaceable. The CSBC, also released a statement 
affirming that the supply chains for submarine construction and Coast Guard vessels 
primarily rely on European and American sources, with only a minimal portion of 
commercial shipbuilding materials originating from China.6 Though the current round 

6. �Lu Chia-jung, “8 Entities Listed for Export Control by China; Analysis: Not Much Impact on Taiwan,” CNA, 
July 9, 2025, https://www.cna.com.tw/news/acn/202507090100.aspx.
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of export controls is expected to have limited impact on Taiwan’s overall economy 
and trade, it may accelerate efforts by these defense enterprises to seek de-
Sinicized supply chains or alternative sources for key components and raw materials 
in the global market.

In the military domain, Taiwan strictly prohibits the use of Chinese components, 
materials, or supply chain products in all defense-related operations involving military 
technologies and weapons systems. As such, China’s export control measures 
do not directly affect Taiwan’s defense sector. However, it is undeniable that any 
disruption in the supply of rare earth materials could impact the development of 
Taiwan’s military equipment and systems—for instance, components such as missile 
guidance motor modules, microwave elements for electronic warfare systems, and 
propulsion or avionics modules for unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs).

According to The Global Views Monthly, a large portion of Taiwan’s imports in 
2024—including rare earth metals, mixed rare earth compounds, rare earth magnets, 
and cerium compounds—originated from China and accounted for a significant 
share of total imports (see Table 2).7 While it is highly unlikely that the eight listed 
defense enterprises directly procure rare earths from China, some of these materials 
may be sourced indirectly through third-party importers or intermediaries.

Looking ahead, if China were to impose stricter rare earth export controls on 
Taiwan, the Taiwanese government would likely prioritize sourcing these materials 
from alternative suppliers to meet the needs of its national defense industry. 
Therefore, the overall impact on the military sector would remain limited. By 
contrast, Taiwan’s civilian high-tech industries—including semiconductors, consumer 
electronics, green energy, and aerospace manufacturing and R&D—would likely 
experience short-term disruptions, although a longer-term shift toward non-Chinese 
rare earth supply chains can be expected.

Strictly speaking, China’s announcement of these export control measures is a 
deliberate attempt to interfere with Taiwan’s defense planning and to induce a state 
of supply chain anxiety among affected enterprises. In essence, this represents 
the weaponization of trade measures against Taiwan. By applying pressure on the 
Taiwanese government and its associated defense firms, Beijing is conducting a 
form of “pressure testing” to assess the extent and scope of its impact, with the 
aim of identifying vulnerabilities within Taiwan’s defense industrial supply chain. 

7. �Peng Hsing-chu, “Impacted by the ‘Rare Earth War’? China Imposes Controls on 8 Taiwanese 
Entities, Raising Expert Concerns,” The Global Views Monthly, July 10, 2025, https://www.gvm.com.tw/
article/122635.
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Accordingly, it cannot be ruled out that China may pursue more targeted actions 
in the future to undermine the development of Taiwan’s defense industry. Such 
actions would be intended to erode public confidence in the country’s defense 
self-sufficiency, provoke internal divisions, and generate public pressure through 
heightened political discourse.

Source: ROC Ministry of Finance Customs Import-Export Statistics, ROC; The Global Views Monthly.

ACCELERATING THE RESTRUCTURING AND RESILIENCE OF 
TAIWAN’S DEFENSE INDUSTRY SUPPLY CHAIN

The Taiwanese defense enterprises listed under China’s export control list—
particularly the NCSIST and other state-owned corporations—have long recognized 
the risks associated with reliance on the Chinese supply chain. In alignment with 
the government’s “de-Sinicization” industrial policy, these entities have, for years, 
actively diversified their sources. As a result, many critical military technologies and 
high-end components are now primarily imported from countries such as the U.S., 
the U.K., Germany, France, Israel, Japan, etc.8 These include missile guidance 
and seeker modules, radar and sensor modules, advanced military-grade chips, 
fiber-optic inertial navigation systems, electronic warfare and jamming modules, 
aerospace composite materials and thermal protection components, and ISR 
systems for unmanned platforms.

By contrast, components imported from China have largely consisted of 
general-purpose, low- to mid-end, and easily substitutable items or non-critical 
technology modules—such as industrial screws, washers, basic electronic resistors, 
aluminum alloy housings, CNC-machined parts, non-military-grade sensors, solder, 

Table 2: Share of Taiwan’s 2024 Rare Earth Imports Sourced from China

Item Import Volume (2024) Share from China (Volume) 
Rare Earth Metals 0.957 metric tons 50.6% (0.581 metric tons)
Rare Earth Mixed Compounds 7,048 metric tons 86.1% (6,070 metric tons)
Rare Earth Magnets & Related 
Products

1,924 metric tons 95.3% (1,833 metric tons)

Cerium Compounds 4,616 metric tons 79.5% (3,668 metric tons)
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and plastic fittings. Therefore, in the short term, China’s export control measures 
are unlikely to have a substantial impact on the core operations of these eight 
enterprises. Nevertheless, the national security implications of this move remain 
significant. It clearly signals Beijing’s intention to impose targeted sanctions on 
specific sectors of Taiwan’s defense industry, thereby escalating the strategic 
pressure on Taiwan’s self-reliant defense.

China’s recent export controls on Taiwan primarily target ten broad categories 
of dual-use items. The wide scope of these categories complicates Taiwan’s 
efforts to identify and assess which materials and components will be affected. 
Many foundational technological materials, general-purpose electronic parts, and 
communication equipment products possess dual-use characteristics, compelling 
Taiwan’s defense industry to adopt a more cautious approach in evaluating 
all procurement sources and seeking alternative suppliers. Strategies such as 
promoting rare earth recycling and diversified sourcing, as well as encouraging 
domestic manufacturers to enhance independent production capabilities and 
establish backup material technologies, are likely to be emphasized. 

Furthermore, this event will accelerate the diversification and localization 
of Taiwan’s defense industry supply chains. Even enterprises with initially low 
dependence on China will become increasingly vigilant in reviewing all potential 
risks. In the long term, these developments will contribute to strengthening the 
resilience of Taiwan’s defense industrial supply chain, reducing reliance on single 
sources, and aligning with Taiwan’s strategic goal of advancing self-reliant defense 
development.

However, it is noteworthy that while Taiwan is actively excluding the “red supply 
chain” and pursuing international cooperation, it should also cautiously assess the 
infiltration and influence of China’s red industrial chains within the global defense 
industry. Although Taiwan’s defense industry partners are primarily like-minded 
countries in Europe, the United States, and Japan, inadvertent use of China-
designated controlled items in certain collaborative projects or production processes 
could potentially affect export approvals or the progress of international cooperation. 
This serves as a reminder for Taiwan and the international community to remain 
vigilant about potential risks associated with red supply chains when engaging in 
defense technology collaborations.

CONCLUSION
For Taiwan government, China’s recent export control measures targeting 

specific defense-related enterprises primarily aim to obstruct or delay Taiwan’s 
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development and manufacturing of military and high-tech equipment. However, this 
action seemingly only reinforces the necessity for Taiwan to advance its policies 
on strengthening defense self-reliance and diversifying supply chains. Moreover, 
international cooperation—particularly with countries such as the U.S., Japan, and 
European nations—becomes increasingly vital, as they can provide technological 
support and serve as backup supply chain partners.

The security implications of China’s control measures on Taiwan can be 
summarized as follows:

1. �Building resilience and diversification in the defense industry supply chain

Taiwan should strengthen cooperation with key defense technology source 
countries such as the U.S., Japan, Germany, and Israel, and promote the 
management of a “critical technology localization” list to accelerate domestic 
development of chips, sensors, power modules, and other key components.

2. �Enhancing defense technology legislation to improve information security

Enact legal frameworks such as the “Critical National Defense Technology 
Protection Act” to clearly regulate risks of information leakage and technology 
transfer, and reinforce corporate information security as well as oversight of joint 
ventures and procurement activities involving China.

3. �Implementing international cooperation in the defense industrial sector 
to reduce supply risks

Within the framework of the U.S. Indo-Pacific security architecture, Taiwan 
should actively pursue inclusion in international “non-red” industrial chains, while 
advocating for like-minded democratic partners such as the U.S., Japan, and 
European countries to recognize Taiwan’s defense industry as a subject of secure 
technology exchange and support. Collaborative efforts should focus on developing 
alternative raw materials, technological self-reliance, and resource integration.

4. Building societal resilience and public communication

In response to China’s hostile measures against Taiwan, the government 
needs to transparently communicate the limited impact of these events to the public, 
preventing panic or misjudgment, and jointly with industry and military stakeholders, 
explain countermeasures and future transformation pathways.
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Trump’s Security Policy toward 
Taiwan
Shao-cheng Sun*

During Trump’s first term, the US-Taiwan military-to-military relationship 
remained robust. However, Trump thought that Taiwan should pay the US for their 
defense. During his second term, Trump adopted an ambiguous approach regarding 
whether the US would intervene in the event of a China invasion against Taiwan, 
stating that “If I answer that question, it will put me in a bad negotiating position.” 
According to a 2024 survey conducted by The Chicago Council on Global Affairs, the 
number of Americans who supported the use of troops in a China-Taiwan war has 
decreased, from 52 percent in 2023 to 36 percent in 2024. The fatigue in US public 
opinion over the war in Ukraine could have a significant effect on public support for 
Taiwan. Thus, Taiwan must prepare its military readiness to operate independently 
in the event of a Chinese military invasion. Taiwan should demonstrate it is serious 
about its own defense by raising its defense budget, and communicating the 
imminent threats Taiwan faces from the Chinese military to the people of Taiwan. 
This paper examines the US security policy regarding Taiwan during Trump’s first 
term and explores his second-term security policy. Finally, the paper argues that 
Taiwan must fight for its own survival.

Ⅰ.TRUMP FIRST TERM
The Trump worldview was the promise of the “Make America Great Again” 

campaign to put “America first.” The Trump administration, under the influence of 
conservatives in charge of US security-related policy, such as John Bolton (National 
Security Adviser), Matthew Pottinger (National Security Council Senior Director for 

* � �Dr. Sun is an Associate Professor in the Department of Political Science at The Citadel. He is a veteran of 
the Taiwanese military, retiring as a full colonel. He received the James A. Grimsley Award for excellence in 
undergraduate teaching at The Citadel in 2025.
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Asian Affairs), and Randall Schriver (Assistant Secretary of Defense for Asian and 
Pacific Security Affairs), showed sympathy toward Taiwan in opposition to China.1 
They guided Trump toward a hostile relationship with Beijing.  

THE US’S INDO-PACIFIC STRATEGY AND ITS IMPACT ON TAIWAN
Journalist Bob Woodward recounted a January 19, 2018, meeting at the White 

House where Trump and his national security team discussed the rationale for the 
US’s defending Taiwan. Trump asked, “What do we get from protecting Taiwan?”2 
On June 1, 2019, the Pentagon released the “Indo-Pacific Strategy Report” (IPSR), 
outlining the US vision for the region, and the defense strategy. IPSR had been 
labeled as the US military policy to contain a rising China. The US established 
the free and open Indo-Pacific architecture by forming the Quad network, which 
comprises Australia, India, Japan, and the US. The objectives were to pursue 
preparedness and partnerships in the region. The preparation focused on realistic 
training to confront China’s military buildup. The US increased interoperability 
to ensure that US military hardware and software could integrate with allies and 
partners, including Taiwan. 

(1)The creation of the Taiwan Travel Act

For the past three decades, the Taiwan government has requested its US 
counterparts to elevate their high-ranking official contacts. With the persistent efforts 
of all parties in Taiwan and the US, the Taiwan Travel Act was passed by the US 
Congress and was signed into law by President Trump on March 16, 2018.  The 
Act allowed the following activities. (1) Officials at all levels of the US government 
could travel to Taiwan to meet their counterparts. (2) The US allowed high-level 
Taiwanese officials to enter the US under respectful conditions when they meet. 
(3) The US encouraged the Taipei Economic and Cultural Representative Office to 
conduct business in the US.3 In May 2019, Taiwan’s Security General of the National 
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Security Council, David Lee, had a dialogue with the US National Security Advisor, 
John Bolton.4 The Taiwan Travel Act enhanced bilateral strategic partnerships by 
facilitating collaboration between high-ranking officials.

(2)Mike Pompeo and Taiwan’s policy

Soon after becoming Secretary of State, Mike Pompeo realized that the US’s 
engagement with China had previously been based on not angering Beijing. Pompeo 
directed his team to reevaluate the US’s Taiwan policy and think creatively about 
engaging with Taiwan. Pompeo dispatched Under Secretary of State, Keith Krach, to 
Taiwan in September 2020. In the State Department, the Taiwan Contact Guidelines 
regulated matters, such as which federal buildings Taiwanese officials could enter, 
which Taiwanese officials could shake hands with US officials, and which rank of 
officials could visit Taiwan. Pompeo canceled the Guidelines in January 2021.5  

(3)The US arms sales

The Trump administration increased arms sales to Taiwan and considered 
moving away from its previous “bundling” method toward a case-by-case approach. 
Secretary of Defense, James Mattis, stated that the US was committed to working 
with Taiwan and providing it with defensive weapons. In June 2017, the US 
announced the arms sale of $1.42 billion, including Heavy Weight Torpedoes, Joint 
Standoff Weapons, and High-Speed Anti-Radiation Missiles. In October 2018, the 
US approved the sale of spare parts for F-16s and other military aircraft worth up 
to $330 million. In April 2019, the State Department approved the third arms sale to 
Taiwan, which included pilot training programs, maintenance, and logistics support 
for Taiwan’s F-16 fighters, at an estimated value of $500 million.6 At the June 2019 
G20 meeting in Osaka, Xi urged the US not to sell arms to Taiwan. However, John 
Bolton and Mick Mulvaney persuaded Trump to agree with arms sales. On August 
13, in a conference call with Trump, Bolton explained the huge political backfire if 
the sale didn’t proceed. Taiwan would pay $8 billion for the F-16s, and Boeing would 
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get many jobs. Trump finally agreed.7 During Trump’s first term, the US provided $15 
billion worth of arms to Taiwan, dwarfing the Obama administration’s $14 billion in 
eight years.8

(4)The US’s response to China’s rising threat

The PLA increased pressure against Taiwan during the Trump administration. 
Beijing dispatched military aircraft and vessels to circle Taiwan. Accordingly, the 
Pentagon increased sending US military vessels and warplanes to patrol the Taiwan 
Strait to deter China’s coercion. In July 2019, Beijing warned that it was ready for 
war if Taiwan moved toward independence. In response, a US Navy warship sailed 
through the Taiwan Strait. A Seventh Fleet spokesperson stated, “The ship’s transit 
through the Taiwan Strait demonstrated the US commitment to a free and open 
Indo-Pacific.” 9

Ⅱ.TRUMP SECOND TERM
The second-term Trump Administration focused on three aspects of the US-

Taiwan relationship: the trade deficit, semiconductor manufacturing, and defense 
sharing. Trump’s general comments on Taiwan have focused on the microchip 
industry and Taiwan’s defense capabilities. Following the tariff threats, on March 
4, 2025, TSMC announced plans to invest an additional $100 billion, bringing its 
total investment to $165 billion, to expand a semiconductor campus in Arizona. The 
expansion includes plans for three new fabrication plants, two advanced packaging 
facilities, and a major R&D team center, solidifying this project as the largest single 
foreign direct investment in US history. However, this development did not halt 
Trump from targeting Taiwan in his tariff plans. Trump has also been critical of 
Taiwan’s defense budget, which is less than 3 percent of its GDP on defense. He 
said that the number should be 10 percent.10



3535

11. �Abby Shepherd, “Impending National Defense Strategy Release Raises Questions about China, Taiwan 
and the Davidson window,” InsideDefense.com, September 30, 2025, https://insidedefense.com/daily-
news/impending-national-defense-strategy-release-raises-questions-about-china-taiwan-and. 

12. �Simina Mistreanu, “China’s Defense Minister Renews Threats to Take over Taiwan as He Opens Security 
Forum,” Associated Press, September 18. 2025, https://apnews.com/article/china-taiwan-xiangshan-
forum-dong-jun-5d82126b58ad660a9b901f62372beeb0.

13. �“China’s Xi Calls on Nation to Firmly Oppose Taiwan Independence,” Reuters, September 30, 2025, https://
www.reuters.com/world/china/chinas-xi-calls-nation-firmly-oppose-taiwan-independence-2025-09-30/.

14. �Drew FitzGerald, “Pentagon Pushes to Double Missile Production for Potential China Conflict,” Wall Street 
Journal, September 29, 2025, https://www.wsj.com/politics/national-security/pentagon-pushes-to-double-
missile-production-for-potential-china-conflict-ee153ad3?gaa_at=eafs&gaa_n=AWEtsqfZTa9Q4SHUV3Ar8
a2mWjwvfDBqzWcE1Zg7OCu3aQal1upX4IhMNvdEcd8kP_8%3D&gaa_ts=68f06aaf&gaa_sig=1RnNLwwJu
KNRi0VPU1E85A7wd25LIycyJkfPZZl1dEj1TUNFnEx_jz1c4sVksRSjxpCsU16VmoeYVMiMFaFzLg%3D%3D.

15. �Yimoe Lee and Fabian Hamacher, “Taiwan Shows off First Missile to be Jointly Manufactured with US Arms 
Maker,” Reuters, September 17, 2025, https://www.reuters.com/business/aerospace-defense/taiwan-
shows-off-first-missile-be-jointly-manufactured-with-us-arms-maker-2025-09-17/.

16. �Thomas J. Shattuck, ibid.

1.US-Taiwan Security Collaboration

In 2021, the head of US Indo-Pacific Command, Adm. Phil Davidson, said that 
a conflict provoked by China and involving Taiwan could happen within the next 
six years. It is now known as the “Davidson window.”11 On September 18, 2025, 
China’s defense minister, Dong Jun, emphasized that China would never allow any 
separatist attempts for Taiwan independence to succeed.12 On September 30, Xi 
Jinping called on the nation to oppose Taiwan independence separatist activities 
and external interference.13 The Pentagon, alarmed at the low weapons stockpiles 
the US would have on hand for a potential conflict with China, is urging its missile 
suppliers to double or even quadruple production rates on a breakneck schedule. 
The push to speed production of the critical weapons in the highest demand has 
played out through a series of high-level meetings between Pentagon leaders and 
senior representatives from several US missile makers.14

Taiwan unveiled its first missile to be jointly manufactured with a US company 
on September 17, 2025, marking a major step in the fast-growing defense 
cooperation. President Lai said in June he would deepen security cooperation 
with the US to jointly develop and manufacture weapons. The military-owned 
National Chung-Shan Institute of Science and Technology (NCSIST) displayed 
an autonomous and low-cost cruise missile. They said that it plans to produce the 
missile in Taiwan with a goal to build their entire production line locally.15
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2.Taiwan’s Fate Is Its Own

Trump has been consistent in his statements about the US security commitment 
to defend Taiwan. When asked in February 2025 about his commitment to Taiwan, 
he said, “I never comment on that. I don’t want to ever put myself in that position.” 
Before his inauguration, in December 2024, Trump made a similar statement to 
NBC. When asked, “Are you committed to defending Taiwan?” He said, “I never say, 
because I have to negotiate things, right? Trump said that Xi Jinping “respects me, 
and he knows I’m crazy.” He elaborated, “I would say: if you go into Taiwan, I’m sorry 
to do this, but I’m going to tax you at 150% to 200%.”16

Arms sales are an important indicator of US and Taiwan strategic cooperation. 
However, the Trump administration has delayed delivery of F-16V and did not 
approve $400 million in military aid to Taiwan. To strike a trade deal with China and 
have a Trump-Xi APEC summit in late October 2025, Trump did not want to procced 
with arms sales during this sensitive period. Trump views Taiwan as an economically 
capable country. They should pay for their military equipment.   

Vice President, J.D. Vance, suggested in 2024 that the US should take a more 
proactive role in Taiwan’s defense, stating: “We should make it as hard as possible 
for China to take Taiwan in the first place.” In March 2025, Secretary Hegseth 
emphasized that the US remains committed to sustaining credible deterrence in the 
Indo-Pacific, including the Taiwan Strait. A secret Pentagon memo mentioned the 
US should deter China’s takeover of Taiwan. China is the DoD’s sole pacing threat, 
and denial of a Chinese seizure of Taiwan, while defending the US homeland, is the 
sole pacing scenario.17

In mid-July, as reports surfaced of President Lai’s planned stopover in New 
York, Beijing voiced its protests. The White House advised Lai to postpone the 
stopover and hold off on Taiwanese Defense Minister Wellington Koo’s visit to the 
US. The Trump administration appeared to create a more conducive atmosphere 
for a summit between Trump and Xi. The Trump team’s decisions to postpone Lai’s 
transit and reschedule Koo’s visit were to protect a fragile trade talk.18
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Trump and Ukrainian President Zelensky met in the White House on Feb. 
28, 2025. Trump castigated Zelensky. In Taiwan, the slogan of “Today Ukraine, 
Tomorrow Taiwan” resurfaced on social media in Taiwan after the fallout.19 Randall 
Shriver, an assistant secretary of defense during the first Trump administration, 
acknowledged that “the search for the big deal is part of this president’s character.” 
This characteristic, combined with prolonged ambiguity, has led some to speculate 
that Trump may use Taiwan as a chip to strike a bargain with China.20

Ⅲ.CONCLUSION
During Trump’s first term, he paid little attention to Taiwan by comparing Taiwan 

to the tip of a sharpie pen. However, most of the US Congress members were 
strong supporter of Taiwan. They enacted several pro-Taiwan acts. In addition, at 
that time the US and China experienced various conflicts in trade wars, espionage, 
and COVID-19. Therefore, Trump allowed these congressional initiatives to proceed 
without a veto.

Comparing the two terms of Trump’s policy, he has become more familiar with 
Taiwan-China relations and cautious in dealing with China in his second term. Now 
his hand-picked national security team has committed to implementing his cross-
Strait policy. Trump focused on improving the US economy in his second term, by 
imposing a trade deal with China. Because of the war-weariness from the Russia–
Ukraine conflict, Trump does not want to see another conflict in the Taiwan Strait.

Trump appeared to believe that his own personal relationship with Xi would 
be the key factor in settling US-China disputes. Trump referred to Xi as a good 
friend and sought to build a personal relationship with him as a way of getting 
China to change course. As Xi became more authoritarian at home and assertive 
in his foreign policy, the US–China contentions over trade, military, and technology 
exacerbated their relationship.21 Over the course of Trump’s first term, US officials 
came to view China as a rival or adversary. During Trump’s second term, his 
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administration sent US naval ships to the Taiwan Strait. At the Shangri-La Dialogue 
in May 2025, Defense Secretary, Pete Hegseth, warned about the Chinese military 
threat to Taiwan and the need to accelerate preparations. In June, senior Taiwanese 
officers were invited as observers to participate in a US-led multilateral air exercise 
in Alaska, highlighting the continued US security assistance to Taiwan. Meanwhile, 
continuity in US-Taiwan military cooperation and congressional support remain key 
sources of assurance and deterrence in the Taiwan Strait.22

Taiwanese defiance toward China triggers aggressiveness from Beijing. Taipei 
must recognize that the US may not be there to help. A cross-Strait war would 
have no winners. Preventing one would secure Trump the place in history as a 
peacemaker that he so covets.23 Preventing war serves the interests of the US, 
Taiwan, and China. Several conflict resolutions deserve our attention. First, the US 
should encourage Beijing to refrain from escalating tensions. Second, Taiwan and 
China should handle disputes peacefully through dialogue without any preconditions. 
Ultimately, Taiwan should transform itself into a warrior state to deter a hungry 
predator. Taiwan needs to build a strong military with cutting-edge weaponry and 
technology, well-trained personnel with fast and efficient responses to any crisis. 
Since Taiwan, the U.S., and China do not want to see a war begin, the leaders on all 
sides should prevent armed conflict from happening. 
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Modern Warfare Against
Traditional Warfare:
Lessons form Ukraine
Yurii Poita*

INTRODUCTION
The Russian invasion of Ukraine and the subsequent Russian-Ukrainian full-

scale war demonstrated that the high technologies of modern warfare in many cases 
became “critical enablers” or so-called “game-changers”1 and made it possible 
to achieve operational and sometimes strategic superiority over the enemy.2 In 
particular, this concerns the use of high-speed Internet communication “Starlink” 
for the organization of communication and Command and Control (C2)3, artillery 
high-precision ammunition with GPS guidance M982 Excalibur and M142 HIMARS 
missiles, reconnaissance and strike air, sea and land drones, which ensured the 
transparency of the battlefield, and in many cases changed the dynamics of the 
war.4
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At the same time, it cannot yet be said that technological war has completely 
transformed traditional war, since a number of traditional means, such as the 
superiority of artillery fire, powerful aerial bombs, a large number of troops, aviation, 
missiles (especially if they are equipped with modern systems reconnaissance and 
guidance), remains an important factor even in modern warfare.5 The purpose of 
this article is to analyze the use of means of modern and traditional warfare on the 
example of the Russian-Ukrainian war.

FEATURES OF MODERN AND TRADITIONAL WARFARE
In general, modern wars differ from traditional ones in the use of high 

technologies, the latest, accurate and intelligent weapons, smaller scale of 
operations (focusing more on asymmetric strikes)6. For example, in modern wars, 
the latest technologies are increasingly used, such as drones, satellite systems, 
artificial intelligence, etc.7 This makes it possible to significantly improve the 
effectiveness of reconnaissance, communication and control, and the accuracy of 
the use of weapons. In the same aspect, an important element is cyberattacking, 
which make it possible to weaken the enemy’s communications, disrupt the 
functioning of its critical infrastructure, banking and financial systems, and reduce 
the efficiency of its economy.8 Secondly, non-governmental actors, such as 
terrorist and guerrilla groups, or private military companies are widely used in 
modern warfare. This makes conflicts less clear and preserves the “fog of the war”, 
allows to hide the role of a specific government, and mislead the enemy and the 
international environment, creating the illusion of a civil war, etc. Thirdly, modern 
warfare, in addition to purely military means, includes the complex and coordinated 
use of the entire range of means of pressure on the enemy: information operations, 
propaganda, economic sanctions, political and diplomatic pressure, disabling its 
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critical infrastructure. Fourthly, modern warfare is focused on rapid, precise military 
operations (mainly against irregular partisan formations or terrorist groups), while 
traditional warfare is characterized by the confrontation of hundreds of thousands 
of soldiers and the conduct of operational and strategic operations with the use of 
thousands of tanks, artillery and armored vehicles, hundreds of planes, dozens 
of warships.9 After all, modern warfare has a significant informational component 
within the framework of the so-called informational or cognitive warfare10 and 
manipulation of consciousness,11 at the stages of preparation, conduct and end of 
the war, with the aim of undermining the moral and psychological state of the enemy 
and weakening the resistance of his government, institutions, armed forces, the 
population, as well as the support of partners.12

ELEMENTS OF MODERN WARFARE IN THE RUSSIAN-UKRAINIAN 
WAR

Russian-Ukrainian war contains most of the elements of modern warfare: cyber-
attacks; disinformation to influence the public’s consciousness; informational and 
psychological operations against the government and foreign partners; economic 
sanctions and strikes on critical infrastructure, energy, oil and gas facilities; 
involvement of irregular military formations (the so-called private military campaign), 
etc. Due to the large number of features, a review of the technological element 
will be conducted, namely the development of new weapons and technologies 
and changes in this connection, the nature and results of hostilities, organizational 
structures.

The most visible development in the Russian-Ukrainian war was the extremely 
wide use of drones of various types, which became an indispensable element of 
military operations, significantly improved the capabilities of ISR, kinetic strikes, 
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providing logistics, evacuation of the wounded, mining and demining, and led to 
a change in a number of issues of the tactics of the use of troops. In particular, 
drones have become a mandatory element of every infantry military unit, which has 
allowed small military units to significantly increase their autonomy (due to better 
intelligence, in fact 24/7 on the frontline); significantly improve the strike capabilities 
of its artillery; allowed small military units to plan and conduct military operations 
relatively independently according to the Mission Command concept. As a result, in 
2022 drones became a game-changer in favor of Ukraine (ensured the advantage of 
the military operations of Armed Forces of Ukraine during the liberation of Kyiv and 
Kharkiv regions), and during 2022-2024 – in the Black Sea (destroyed up to 30% 
of the Russian Black Sea Fleet, displaced it from the Western part of the Black Sea 
and ensured the operation of the maritime grain corridor of Ukraine13).

At the same time, due to the rapid increase in the number of drones in Russian 
units in 2023, and the significant saturation of the front with them, this created 
problems for the Ukrainian troops, since the approach of heavy weapons to the 
frontline closer than 20 km is accompanied by a very high probability of being 
detected and hit immediately by 4-5 FPV-drones. The saturation of Russian troops 
with drones, including the disruption of the Ukrainian counteroffensive in 2023, 
forced a review of doctrines and concepts of the use of troops. In particular, the 
advantages of classic weapons – tanks and combat vehicles – were reduced, and 
maneuverable offensives were actually made impossible in these conditions. As a 
result, heavy weapons were moved to a safe distance and used to a limited extent, 
the delivery of ammunition, water, food, evacuation of the wounded, is carried out 
literally on foot (or with the help of air and ground drones) in the last 10 km to the 
frontline. For the effective use of heavy equipment, it is necessary to make the 
operation of enemy drones impossible or significantly difficult.

One of the organizational and structural consequences of the growing 
importance of drones in combat was the creation in the structure of the Armed 
Forces of Ukraine of a separate branch - the Unmanned Systems Forces, which will 
perform the tasks of providing units with drones, their technical support, recruiting 
and training specialists, as well as planning military operations involving unmanned 
systems.14 They will also collect experience and interact with manufacturers of 
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UAVs. Moreover, in the structure of each brigade, companies and then battalions 
of unmanned systems were created, as well as separate battalions, regiments and 
brigades of UAVs (including marine ones), which perform operational and strategic 
tasks.15

Another consequence was the urgent need to protect against the enemy's 
reconnaissance and attack drones, which are capable of conducting reconnaissance 
and strikes both in the tactical and operational radius. This has increased the 
relevance of small and large EW devices, rope nets for protection against drones 
in dugouts and along logistics routes, kinetic means for destroying drones, as well 
as the development of anti-drone UAVs. Work on countering drones, as well as on 
solving the problems of organizing the interaction of drone units and EW (avoidance 
of “friendly fire”) continues both on the Ukrainian and Russian sides.

TRADITIONAL WARFARE HAS NOT DISAPPEARED
At the same time, the capabilities of the technologies of modern warfare 

still remain limited. Drones significantly supplemented, but did not fully replace 
traditional means of war in the Russian-Ukrainian conflict. In particular, a critical 
enabler and game changer for the Russian army in 2023 was the use of a huge 
number of artillery shells, a significant part of which was obtained from economically 
and technologically backward North Korea (as of June 2024 – up to 5 million 122- 
and 152-mm artillery shells16). Having achieved an advantage in artillery up to 5-10 
times over Ukraine, the Russian troops are gradually moving forward. In this aspect, 
despite the economic and technological potential of the Western countries, which 
exceeds Russia by ten times, the countries of Europe could not achieve parity with 
Russian and North Korean shells, and their number was several times smaller. In 
2025, recognizing the critical shortfall, European states and EU institutions began 
accelerating efforts to rebuild and scale up defense industrial capacity. Through 
initiatives such as the EU “Readiness 2030” roadmap and SAFE program, member 
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states launched joint procurement and new production lines, signing contracts worth 
over €10 billion to increase ammunition and military equipment output.17 It includes 
air and missile defence, artillery systems (advanced fire systems for precise, long-
range attacks against land targets), ammunition and missiles (building strategic 
stockpiles and enhancing production capacity).18

Another traditional means was the massive use in 2024 of a significant number 
of corrected air bombs (KABs), weighing 500-1500 kg, which are fired by Russian 
aircraft at a distance of 40-50 km, which remains inaccessible to Ukrainian air 
defense, and hover at an angle to Ukrainian positions.19 Despite relatively low 
accuracy, their considerable power (weight of the warhead 250-750 kg) and mass 
use allows Russia to easily raze even very well-equipped Ukrainian fortification 
positions and entire houses to the ground, thus leveling the defense of Ukraine. In 
the two months of 2024, the Russian aviation dropped more than 3500 KABs on 
Ukrainian positions (according to some data, 5000), which was 16 times more than 
in 2023, and was approximately 45 bombs per day (sometimes up to 100 bombs 
per day). It was KABs that became a factor in the success of the Russians in town 
Avdiivka. 

As for countering drones, especially those that have good protection against 
the enemy's EW, the means of the first and second world wars and the Vietnam and 
Afghanistan wars have gained relevance. For example, the World War I-style A-22 
and Yak-52 biplanes have proven effective against Russian and Iranian drones. In 
addition, their use is much cheaper than the use of a missiles, the cost of which is 
millions of dollars, against the Orlan-10 drone, which costs only 100 000 dollars. The 
use of civilian Yak-52 or A-22 aircraft costs only a few hundred dollars per hour. Also, 
Mi-8 helicopters with small arms on board are used to destroy “Shahed-136” drones. 
In addition, the German anti-aircraft systems “Gepard”, which are equipped with a 
pair of 35-mm Oerlikon KDA L/90 guns, have proven themselves well.

In this regards, Gustav Gressel, Senior Research Fellow at the European 
Council on Foreign Relations (ECFR) during the Ukraine-Japan forum of the “New 
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Europe” Center noted that one of the lessons that Europe learned from the Russian-
Ukrainian war is that: a) old weapons are still deadly, especially if equipped with 
modern means of reconnaissance and guidance; b) the Russian-Ukrainian war is 
also a confrontation between defense industries, and industrial resilience. This is the 
most painful lesson, because the European defense industry is not keeping up when 
it comes to supporting Ukraine in the war.20

PRELIMINARY CONCLUSIONS\RECOMMENDATIONS:
Firstly, at the moment, technological development in some matters competes 

with traditional weapons (for example, FPV-drones against tanks, or usage of FPV-
drones instead of artillery etc.), and in some it complements it, making it more 
effective and deadly (for example, a drone as an element of reconnaissance for 
artillery or missile systems). A priority direction in the future may be the integration 
of AI technologies into drones, which can significantly improve the capabilities 
of weapons. At the same time, it is a mistake to completely abandon traditional 
weapons and replace them with high-tech ones. The Russia-Ukrainian war 
demonstrates that in some domains a quantitative advantage in conventional 
weapons can be more effective than a small number of high-tech but expensive 
means. Therefore, integration of traditional and modern weapons is necessary.

Secondly, the technological processes of military R&D should be reviewed 
and their maximum speed should be ensured. R&D that previously took decades 
may now could be uncompetitive due to the rapid integration of technologies and 
the creation of cheap and effective lethal weapons. Also, one should think about 
reducing the cost by scaling up the production of weapons. Expensive and complex 
“Patriot” missiles are exhausted very quickly if used against thousands of cheap 
decoy UAVs.

Thirdly, the war demonstrated both the importance of decentralized 
development and production and centralized but intelligent and flexible government 
management. During 2022-2024, the number of Ukrainian private companies 
producing drones reached 200, high competition leads to the speed of development 
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speakers during the 1st panel discussion of the 4th Ukraine-Japan Forum],” Center New Europe, March 
2024, https://neweurope.org.ua/klyuchovi-mesydzhi-spikeriv-pid-chas-i-panelnoyi-dyskusiyi-iv-forumu-
ukrayina-yaponiya/.
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and supplies to the military, improving the quality of products. This may be more 
effective than the bureaucratic and inertial state defense-industrial complex.

This leads us to the fourth conclusion, namely the need for effective public-
private cooperation. At the stage when it is necessary to quickly scale up production, 
government support should be included, for quick delivery to the troops, placing 
an order for production, providing funds and investing. In Ukraine, the success 
story is the Unmanned Systems Forces (successfully centralized the supply and 
maintenance of drones to the troops) and the project of the Ministry of Digital 
Transformation of Ukraine “Brave-1”, “Army of Drones” and “Accelerator of 
the Ministry of Defense”, which became a unifying platform between the army, 
developers, volunteers and sponsors. Work is currently underway on scaling up and 
creating ground drones.
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