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THE UNITED STATES AND THE EAST ASIA SUMMIT
BY

Sayo Saruta

ABSTRACT

The thesis explores the reason why the US partespa the East Asia Summit (EAS). The
US decided to join the EAS in 2010, while the U8 dot join at its inauguration in 2005.

From the realist perspective, the EAS participatiovuld be explained from balance of
power. The US wants to maintain its presence inréggon and to hedge against China.
From the liberalist perspective, it would be expéml that the US enters regional
cooperation and uses the multinational organizatifor the regional stability because
regional cooperation helps to ensure the US inteF@em the constructivist perspective,
the US decision would be made because the US gtar@operate with regional countries
from common security perspective and started taesAESEAN Ways with the regional

countries. They would also mention the Obama adiration’s identity as a Pacific nation.

The author takes an eclectic combination of theoridhe US joined the EAS mainly to



maintain its presence in the region and to intrednorms and values in the region. In
addition, the US decision was made as the US dtatt@aring the interest of common
security in the region and some ASEAN ways, alttoégia-Pacific way has not been

established.

ii



APEC
APT
ARF
ASEAN
ASEAN-PMC
ASEM
CBM
CSCE
EU
GDP
IMF
NAFTA
NATO
OECD
PMC
PRC
SEATO
UN
USA

ABBREVIATIONS

Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation

ASEAN Plus Three

ASEAN Regional Forum

Association of Southeast Asia

ASEAN Post-Ministerial Conferences

Asia Europe Meeting

Confidence-building Measures

Conference on Security and Cooperation rogeu
European Union

Gross Domestic Product

International Monetary Fund

North American Free Trade Area

North Atlantic Treaty Organization

Organization for Economic cooperation amy&opment
Post-Ministerial Conferences

People’s Republic of China

Southeast Asia Treaty Organization

United Nations

United States of America

1ii



TABLE OF CONTENTS

AB ST R A CT ot

ABBREVIATION . .. e e e e e iii

CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION. .. ..ottt e e e

1.1 Hypothesis and Thesis Structure

1.2 Methodology

CHAPTER 2 THEORIES ON REGIONALCOOPERATION AND INHTUTIONS

FOR PEACE AND STABILITY .o e e

2.1 Realism

2.2 Liberalism

2.3 Constructivism

CHAPTER 3 EAST ASIA SUMMIT BEFORE US PARTICIPATION..................

3.1 The Transformation of the Asia-Pacific Regism

3.2 Summary on the East Asia Summit

3.3 Diplomatic Battle around the EAS

3.4 Evaluation of the EAS before US participation

v



CHAPTER 4 TRANSFORMATION OF THE US POLICY
TOWARDS EAST ASIAN REGIONALISM ..o, 43

4.1 The Post-Cold War Era
4.2 Clinton Administration
4.3 Bush Administration
4.4 Obama Administration

4.5 Active involvement in Multi-lateral Institutis

CHAPTER 5 THE UNITED STATES PARTICIPATION
IN THE EAST ASIASUMMIT ..o e e 73

5.1 US attitude toward the EAS at its inception
5.2 Reasons for participation
5.3 The US accession to the East Asia Summit

5.4 The & East Asia Summit with United States Participation

CHAPTER 6 CONCLUSION:
THEORIES ON US PARTICIPATION INTHE EAS ..., 99

6.1 Realism

6.2 Liberalism

6.3 Criticism against realism and liberalism
6.4 Constructivism

6.5 Conclusion



BIBLIOGRAPHY

vi



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

US policy in the Asia-Pacific region has bdmsed on bilateral relationships with
allies and partners since the end of the WWII. Disehas five allies in the region, Australia,
Japan, South Korea, the Philippines and Thailand,hes partners such as Singapore. The
United States did not try to get involved in thejiomal organizations actively in the
Asia-Pacific until recently while it has maintainedbstantial multilateral relationships with
Europe.

Also for East Asian countries, regional organizasilhlave not been the main schemes
for their international relationships for a longn&. The majority of the countries have
depended on bilateral relationships with the Uniftdtes especially for their security
almost exclusively. However, recently the paradigmihie region have been seen changing.
Many regional organizations have been establismetdh@ve been developing. After the
Asian financial crises in 1997, when the regionldawt receive cooperation from the West
including the US, the East Asian regionalism haskrated. There are multiple regional

institutions including Asia-only organizations amia-Pacific organizations; ASEAN



(Association of Southeast Asian Nations), ASEANsptaree (APT; Japan, Korea and
China), ASEAN plus six (APT plus Australia, New Zasad and India), ASEAN Regional
Forum (ARF), Six Party Talks (The US, China, Rushkiarth and South Korea and Japan),
Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC), the ShmeigCooperation Organization
(SCO) and East Asia Summit (EAS). Although nonéheim have reached the integration
level either of the EU or of NATO, they have be@veloping and their importance to each
member country and to the international societydras/n rapidly in recent years.

As of March 2012, the United States is a membesarhe institutions (ARF, Six
Party Talks, APEC and EAS) and not a member ofrett®SEAN, APT, ASEAN plus six
and SCO). Although the US’ bilateral relationshgre still in the center of the region’s
geopolitics, some organizations, including the ongsout the US membership, have been
growing. Some scholars argue that the emergendhesie new orders relies on close
cooperation among regional nations without US lestdp and that it is less influenced by
the US than in the paStOthers also say that the regional powers, sucBhisa, Japan,
India and Russia, and other smaller Asian govertsnegive been shifting to securing their

interests by more diversified diplomacy, militargeparations and other means than from

1 Robert G. SuttefThe United States in Asia60.



solo reliance on the bilateral relationships wiie US? Although, in general, almost all
Asian governments want positive relations with th& some seek diversified relationships
with other countries, especially in the contextising China, to enhance their secufity.

The US policies in dealing with Asian multilatesai and regionalism have been
complicated and also gradually been changing. Alghothe priorities are still heavily on
bilateral relationships and the US policy concdiowis on particular issues in individual
countries through bilateral relationships, it hasréased its involvement in those regional
institutions. After the Obama administration’s igatation, the speed accelerated. In April
2008, the US appointed an Ambassador for ASEANckvimade the US the first dialogue
partner of ASEAN to have appointed its AmbassadoASEAN? The US signed the
ASEAN Treaty of Amity and Cooperation in 2009. 101®, the US decided to join the East
Asia Summit (EAS) and it participated in the EASc& 2011.

The EAS is a regional consultative forum for distos of leading political, security
and economic issuéslt started in 2005 with the 10 ASEAN countrieslDhina, South

Korea, Japan, India, Australia and New Zealand2QmO, in response to the US request,

2 |bid., 276.

® Ibid., 276.

4 Secretary-General of ASEAN, “Welcomes ConfirmatidrFirst US Ambassador to ASEANASEAN
SecretariatMay 2, 2008http://www.aseansec.org/21496.htm

® Severino, “The East Asia Summit.”




ASEAN agreed to invite the US to the EAS.The US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton

declared at the ASEAN meeting in 2010,

The East Asia Summit, where you bring other coestrn addition to the core
ASEAN countries together to discuss political amdusity matters, is a very
important forum for the US to be part of. Wheraiessof a political, economic, and
security consequence are being discussed in therrethe US wants to be thete.

1.1 Hypothesis and Thesis Structure

What made the US join the EAS? This is the maieassh question of this thesis.
Around the core question, many questions rise. Way the decision made in 2010, while
the US did not join at its inauguration in 2005%tldecause of the US policy positive
change in terms of the Asia Pacific regionalisngeneral? There seems to be multiple
factors stimulating the US involvement, such asgasing Chinese influence in the region,
growing Asian market and the US administration ¢gfearThere seems to be economic and
normative reasons as well as geopolitical secoedgons.

This thesis examines these factors deeply in detam the facts and the theories.
This thesis will apply three international relasornheories, realism, liberalism and

constructivism, to the facts. From the realist pecsive, the EAS patrticipation would be

® Chachavalpongpun, “How the US plays into the Bag Summit for ASEAN.”
" Severino, “The East Asia Summit.”



explained from balance of power. The US wants tontasn its presence in the region and
to hedge against China. From the liberalist petsgedt would be explained that the US
enters regional cooperation and uses the multinati@rganizations for the regional
stability because regional cooperation helps toumnsthe US interest. From the
constructivist perspective, the US decision would rhade because the US started to
cooperate with regional countries from common decyerspective and started to share
ASEAN Ways with the regional countries. They woulddso mention the Obama

administration’s identity as a Pacific nation.

My hypothesis is that the US joined the EAS maiolynaintain its presence in the
region and to introduce norms and values in thened also think the decision was made
as the US started sharing the interest of commourisg in the region and some ASEAN
ways. | would like to use an eclectic combinatidntiteories® In order to prove this
hypothesis, this thesis first explains the theoattiramework (Chapter 2), second, focuses
on finding empirical facts (Chapter 3-5) and lasthplies the theories to the facts (Chapter

6).

8 Sil and Katzensteirnalytic Eclecticismd11-431.
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1.2 Methodology

I chose mainly qualitative research because thithaoe generally focuses on a
smaller number of cases and investigates thess aaggeat depth. The main part of the
examination was conducted through archival researudh interviews. Past facts were
collected and analyzed mainly based on literataxgew. In order to analyze those data,
this research employed contents analysis methoont&ts analysis is a careful, detailed,
systematic examination and interpretation of ai@agr body of material in an effort to
identify patterns, themes, biases, meanifighs the method is used on various forms on
human communications, contents analysis methogpsoariate for my research, which
dealt with many communication documents. Within ttentents analysis method, |
employed summative content analysis. The summativgent analysis is the method in
which the researcher expends his/her exploratiomdlude latent meanings and themes
that are apparent in the existing words or phrés@his method is needed because the
surface wordings of the government documents dciaffstatements are often different

from what they really intend. The limitation of tleentents analysis is especially about

° Berg,Qualitative Research Methad338.
19 |bid,. 341.



ineffective testing of causal relationships betweariables:* | made an effort to find how
each motivation is interrelated and how they afated with the outcomes. These efforts
were made based on interviews and analysis fromladi literature review.

Archival research also includes data from webs@ksegional organizations and
governments, from libraries and academic and ttank databases. Although this research
thesis focuses on the decision made by the Unitetes§ the data is collected from
websites in English and Japanese. My Japanesedgedbility and Japanese background
help add deep understanding of the issues.

Regarding the archival data, | especially focusedyovernment official statements
and speeches, such as the speech of US presidantaCind the statement of Secretary of
State Hillary Clinton.*?

In addition, due to focusing on the on-going eveatd limited data on the EAS,
which is a relatively new organization, and givea study’s exploratory nature to dig into
the one specific issue deeper, information froneriiews is very useful. The interview
participants were chosen based either on theitioakhip with the region, on their position

to influence the issue, or on their scholarly posit Thanks to my location, Washington

™ \bid., 365.
12 geverino, “The East Asia Summit.”



D.C., and interviewees’ kind cooperation, | coutthduct substantial interviews with many
academic scholars, Congressional staffers and fogmesrnmental officials. | employed a
semi-standardized Interview method, which is moreless structured and flexible.
Questions were asked in a systematic and consisteet, but the research probed far
beyond the answers to prepared standardized qnsstio

Quantitative data is also used for examining somermational relationships such as
economic relationships between the US and Asiaiomagcountries.
This research relied also on many existing thewaktivorks on international relations

theories and conflict resolution.

13 Berg,Qualitative Research Methodk07.



CHAPTER 2

THEORIES ON REGIONALCOOPERATION AND INSTITUTIONS
FOR PEACE AND STABILITY

The US decision to participate in the EAS can haared differently from various
International Relations theories. This chapter @iplain how three International Relations
theories: realism, liberalism and constructivismew international cooperation and
institutions. The following chapters will explorbet facts and evidence by which these

theories would explain the US decision to join EAS.

2.1 Realism
Realism is to analyze the anarchical world fromameatl interests and power of each
country. In the neo-realist theories, decisionseath country are made on the goal to
promote its security, and countries’ power is a mse achieve their goal. Each country
has to work for self-help in the anarchical woilthe power competition resulting from the
self-help effort brings a balance of power betwesstes In general, realism is not

positive towards international cooperation betweauntries unless the relations are not for

14 KatsumataEstablishment]83.



balancing powers. Fear of being cheated has agsirdluence on their policy making.
States still cooperate, but their cooperationnstéd because realists think states don't trust
each othet® Cooperation is sometimes not well achieved ands dust last for a long
time!® Balance of power often makes states form allisrmminst common enemi€s'?

But alliances are only temporary cooperation fotheatate’s momentary interest. These
states’ cooperation is to deter or defeat threatgantities, but is “contingent, unstable, and
the by-product of dangers posed by imbalances wepor serious threat® Realists even
recognize that states sometimes work through inistits?® but for them, institutions are
“arenas for acting out power relationships.”

There are some differences within realfét©efensive realism is relatively positive
towards international cooperation. They argue thabuntries can maintain their security,
they don't seek further power. They view regionadtitutions positively since regional
cooperation is useful for avoiding unnecessary arates and unintended militarized

disputes. If it helps their security, countriesegnternational cooperation such as regional

MearsheimerThe False Promiseé.

'® bid., 12.

7 bid., 13.

Walt, The Origins of Alliances.

Keohane and Martirf,he Promise of International Theody,
MearsheimerThe False Promise,3.

Evans and Wilson, “Regime Theory,” 330.

Yoshikawa and NoguchPerspectivel41-148.
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security systems actively. On the other hand, daneive realist argues that countries
always try to strengthen their power unlimitedlylanternational cooperation is difficult to
be seen?® Offensive realists think, “Daily life is essentjah struggle for power, where
each state strives not only to be the most powexdtor in the system, but also to ensure
that no other state achieves that lofty positith.They simply explain the regional
cooperation as a means to balance powers.

Although there are some differences between varie@aisst schools, the fundamental
position of realism is that anarchy decisively ldig states seek advantages over other
countries, and makes them behave in a self-inetesnd self-help mann&Y.Regarding
creating peace, realists believe institutions hvéndependent effect on state behavior and
therefore believe that institutions themselves dbwork for creating stabilit§® In other
words, for them, institutions are simply mirrors pbwer distribution in the anarchic
international systerfi. 28

Thus, when a realist tries to find the reason wigylS decided to join the EAS, they

MearsheimerThe False Promisd,l1.

24 1bid., 9.

Adler and MichaelSecurity Communitie$.
MearsheimerThe False Promise,.

2" \bid.,13.

% bid., 7.
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would focus on the power shift in the region andrd&ivation to enhance its own powers.

2.2 Liberalism

Liberalists would view international cooperation negositively. Liberalism argues
that counties are not necessarily always fightiggirsst each other even in the anarchical
world, and that countries can cooperate with otleemtries for their prosperity. Liberalism
views international institution and norms, demdcragovernance and economic
interdependence as means by which the securityditein the anarchy can be redué&d.

Neo-liberals hold that actors in the anarchic wamdy act rationally and seek
cooperation, instead of pursuing immediate gainsfidefection. They argue states can
cooperate to pursue common interests, because rediwpe strategies under some
circumstances produce benefits more than unilatactibns. Liberalists take a more
optimistic view towards regional institutions thaalists. They say that even in the security
field, multiple states could share common interestey pay attention to the conditions
under which states might establish a stable setiles and institutions to promote their

shared interests. States want to deal with threath as military attack, or control risks

29 Russett and Onedlriangulating Peace90.

12



such as nuclear proliferation or regional confli@uch common interests produce
incentives for cooperative security strategy. Theyue that likelihood to be cheated in the
anarchic world can be minimized by increasing infation about the actions and intentions
of other states, by providing schemes for monitpriby creating incentives for good
behavior and by applying sanctions against theatdos>

The main difference between realists and liberatitutionalists is on whether
institutions ~ significantly affect the prospects fdnternational stability’ Liberal
institutionalists believe that international norensd institutions are a powerful force for
stability®? They say, “Successful institutions develop normd eules that regularize the
behavior of states belonging to them, making it enpredictable® Institutionalists also
argue, “Institutions play a role in security retets by affecting states’ cost-benefit
calculations; by shaping their strategies; by imdgconformity to established conventions
and norms; and even in the long run, by alteringg Bocieties view their interests and the
mandates that states have to act in world polifitsThey believe that institutions change

state preference and therefore behavior. Institatican discourage countries from

Keohane and Martim,he Promise of International TheoB49.

MearsheimerThe False Promis€,.

Ruggie, “Multilateralism,” 561.

" Keohane and Martiifhe Promise of International Theo#y,
Ibid,. 1.

13



calculating only from self-interest and they arg@alae of moving states away from war.
Liberalists underline that once the internationagjime with rules and principles is
established, even powerful countries have to abigdhe regime, namely, norms and
rules®® “These resources may be of immense importancehéstates accept these norms
and thereby alter their preferences in ways thatff@rorable to the norm-creating state.”
In this way, institutions can affect prevailing &eand norms®’

Liberalists also stress the meanings of economerdependence for creating peace
through global activities of international corpdoas, trade and investment and people’s
ties. They argue that interdependence works fordawgp escalation of the armed conflict,
even when serious issues exist between countriésegotiation does not solve the issues.
States recognize consequences of conflicts oneleeinomic relation®

Liberalists view democracy as a significant constran the use of force as well. The
Democratic Peace theory argues that the likelihobd dispute is much lower between
democratic countries than the possibility betweeuntries with other political systems.

They explain that a domestic democratic system sgchn election prevents unintended

Keohane|nternational Institutions and State Powéi72.
36 H
Ibid.,10.
37 Ibid.
Russett and Oneadlriangulating Peacel54.
% \bid., 145.

14



wars and policy makers need deep deliberation bdfwir decision to enter wars. Under

this theory, each actor in the international warigs to increase the number of stable

democratic nations.

Thus, regarding the US decision on its EAS parditgm, a liberalist would first try

to find the US interest for cooperation with thgiomal countries through the EAS. Under

this theory, the US is supposed to share the sateeest with other regional countries,

which makes all countries enter regional coopenatithey would also examine whether

the US expects to establish rules in the regiooutin the EAS and whether the US expects

the EAS shapes other countries’ strategies andvimehd hese examinations have to be

conducted from a cost-benefit perspective as thesl#so supposed to be forced to abide

by these norms and rules under this theory. Int@afdiliberalists would try to find whether

the US seeks deeper economic interdependence andcdecy through the EAS for

creating regional stability.

2.3 Constructivism

Constructivism criticizes the assumption in realanad liberalism that cooperation is

understood mostly as separate collective actiodifect gains.

15



Constructivism argues that the world politics iscialty constructed. For
Constructivists, international reality is a sociabnstruction driven by collective
understandings including shared knowledge, ideatidorces and a dense normative
environment, which emerges from social interact!dnrather than materialé?
“2Constructivism focuses the role of shared ideasramths in shaping state identities and
interests as well as their behavidr. They think that state interests are an important pa
constructed by systemic structures, not exogenouthem?* *° States’ interests are a
normative structure that emerges and evolves dubet@ctions and interactions of state
and non-state actot$.*” Such interests and identities are central detemtinof state
behavior. They emphasize actors’ identities andsitwerces of state interests, suggesting
that the purposes for which power is deployed arégarded as socially legitimate may be
changing based on the identities and intef&sts.

Constructivist explanations describe why diverseuntoes would pursue

Adler and MichaelSecurity Communitied,2.
Wendt, “Constructing International Politics,” 73.
Adler and MichaelSecurity Communitie$-10.
Wendt, “Constructing International Politics,” 71.
* Ibid., 73.

Adler and MichaelSecurity Communitie$-10.

*° Ipid., 15.

KatsumataEstablishment] 87.

Adler and MichaelSecurity Communitied,2.

16



international cooperation or regionalism when thereno clear material incentivé.
Constructivists underline cooperation as “dynansiocial ‘process of interactions’ by
which actors negotiate not just specific interdsis also new norms and thinking about
relationships.®® Constructivists argue that international structyeen including anarchy,
are not given, but constructed by social practic@hey say shared knowledge determines
their significance in deciding whether states cleodoalancing, cooperation, or war. Under
the proper conditions, actors can generate shaadtiiies and norms that are tied to a
stable peac® They argue, “When states identify positively withe another, the security
of each is perceived as the responsibility of Hl.”

Thus, regarding the US decision to participatdh@EAS, a constructivist first would
examine what kind of interests and identities th® khs created through actions and
interactions with other regional states, and iktheterests and identities motivate the US
for the EAS. In addition, they would look at whathkere is a shared knowledge, which

determines if the regional countries, including &, opt for cooperation through the EAS.

9 Ba, “The ASEAN Regional Forum,” 29.

* bid., 21.

°1 Wendt, “Constructing International Politics,” 73.
%2 Adler and MichaelSecurity Communitied,0.

®3 Wendt, “Anarchy is what States Make of it,” 400.
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CHAPTER 3

EAST ASIA SUMMIT BEFORE US PARTICIPATION

3.1 The Transformation of the Asia-Pacific Regidsral

US involvement in the Asia-Pacific region has beleased on its bilateral
relationships with its allies and partners sinaeahd of WWII until today. Australia, Japan,
South Korea, the Philippines and Thailand are thaty allies of the United States and
Singapore has close security relationships withUthited States? The US organized the
system and sustained it to manage the Cold Warsia’A The US multiple bilateral
relationships are called a “hub and spokes” systemizh locates the US in the center as a
hub and the US allies around the US as spokesoédth two decades passed since the end
of the Cold War, this hub and spokes system isntlaen security structure in the Asia
Pacific both for the US and the East Asian natfSnBor the majority of Asia-Pacific
non-communist countries, the United States is tlostnmportant partner, especially for

security.

%4 Cook, “The United States and the East Asia Surh28(7.
% |bid., 297.
%% |hid.

18



However, multilateralism and regionalism in EastiaAand the wider Asia-Pacific
Region has grown gradually since 1980s, espectdligr the financial crisis in 1997.
Multiple layers and various forms of the regionastitutions have emergéd,although
neither one is not institutionalized to the extefithe European regionalisifl.It is still
controversial and not clear if and how the trendegfionalism leads the more integrated
East Asia or Asia Pacific grouping. It is also nettain that this trend could lead the region
to become more cooperative in terms of securityileMaconomic cooperation has been
rapidly developing and has led to the communitydiog in the region. The Asia-Pacific,
which includes the United States, Japan, ChinasiBuand India, is the most crowded
Great Power region in the world. The Great Powers and the small countries like ASEA
10 are all trying to be involved in the region asllvas in the process of regionalism for
their own interest in their own ways. Even the niegrof the region, the “East Asia”
and/or “Asia-Pacific’ is different to each actor darthe members of the existing

organizations are always extensively discussedtisfg their own interests.

" Jimbo, “An Emerging East Asian Communty?” 14.
58 H
Ibid.
%9 Cook, “The United States and the East Asia Surh2i.
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The termination of the Cold War helped the regialntries realize their need for
regional cooperation. It is especially becauseomgi countries had their deep concerns
that the United States may not stay engaged irAsiee-Pacific region. US allies and even
the United States itself started considering coaper regional security arrangements
necessary for complementing the hub and spokesrsy3the former communist countries
also started seeking the new regional offiéFhe end of the Cold War also lifted divisions
in the region and their constraints on regionali&kBEAN's expansion in the 1990s to
include the previously excluded countries of maidle&Southeast Asia, Vietnam, Laos,
Cambodia and Burma, is a good example. The fearegbnal countries due to the
reduction of a US security presence and the unng&egs brought by the resurgence of
Chin&* made the regional countries form the ASEAN Redidtmaum (ARF) in 1994 for
discussing political and security issues and femting cooperative relationshiff§® The
Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation forum (APEC) vessablished in 1989 primarily for

economic cooperation and became elevated in impmetavhen APEC Leaders’ Meetings

%0 Cook, “The United States and the East Asia Surh2g-9.
22 Nanto,East Asian Regional Architectyr22.
Ibid.

% Today, the ARF has 26 members, the 10 ASEAN spitesthe United States, China, Japan, Russia,
Australia, Canada, New Zealand, South Korea, Nddtea, India, Pakistan, Mongolia, Papua New Guinea,
and East Timor and European Union. The ARF is pngsa gradual three-stage evolution from confidence
building, to preventive diplomacy and eventual agghes to conflict resolution. The ARF does nothav
summit meetings but foreign ministers’ meetingshashighest forum.

20



started in 1993.

The Asian financial crisis in 1997 made the nationshe region realize that they
share interests and more regional cooperation veaslad. All over East Asia, leaders
realized that the region was already more closeketl as a kind of “unit of Asia” than
they had thought. The universal financial systerwimch the US and the IMF have main
roles did not respond to this crisis properly. Thiéicism against the system rose from the
Asian nations strongly. When individual nations axilsting universal systems could not
protect themselves from such a crisis, the lead@igzed that they must establish collective
institutions to protect the region as a group. k@cthe crisis, the region did not have any
regional organization to rely on. The APEC, onetlo¢ oldest and most organized
Asia-Pacific regional organizations, did not hamewgh capacity to react to the crisis. This
series of the incidents had a psychological effecthe countries in the regiéh.Backed
by the strong needs, ASEAN plus Three (China, JapanSouth Korea) frameworks have
established some financial cooperation systemsudimg the Asian Bond Funds and a
series of currency swap arrangements (The Chiarigriiative).°®> The APT framework

has been developing not only in the field of finahcooperation, but also in political and

% Kurlantzick, “Pax Asia-Pacifica?” 69.
% Jimbo, “An Emerging East Asian Communty?” 20.
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security cooperatiof® It has been structurally developing as well, ahdre¢ are 64
mechanisms in the APT cooperation; 1 summit, 16ist@nal, 23 Senior Officials, 1
Directors-General, 17 technical level meetings &ndther tracks meetings.The APT
initiative covers a variety of are8%.

Other regional communities’ development such asaad NAFTA also stimulated
Asian countries and made the Asian country feehtred of greater East Asian cooperation.
China’s dynamic economic growth also revealed thpoirtance of cooperation in tratfe.
The inauguration of the Asia-Europe Meetings (ASEM)996, which provides a dialogue
forum between Europe and an “Asia” as a group, alstourage Asian groupings. The
Asian identity feeling among Asian people also play role as the Asian people get
connected increasingly through trade, businesdRtethnology’’

The foundation for the rapid Asian integrationhs tong-lasting strong economic tie

% bid., 19.

®" This information is as of November 2010.

%8 Association of southeast Asian Nations, “ASEAN<Tinree CooperationASEAN Secretariat,
accessed April 15, 201Bttp://www.asean.org/16580.htm

This cooperation includes food and energy secufiitgncial cooperation, trade facilitation, disaste

management, people-to-people contacts, narrowimgéielopment gap, rural development and poverty
alleviation, human trafficking, labor movement, commicable diseases, environment and sustainable
development, and transnational crime and countesfiem.

% Frost and Rann, “The East Asia Summit, Kuala Lump#é December 2005.”

0 Kurlantzick, “Pax Asia-Pacifica?” 68-69.
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by the intraregional trade and investment since0$97 The economic integration has
kept growing. In 2003, when the EAS establishmeas$ wnder discussion, the East Asian
intraregional trade share reached 53.3 percentgvithivas only 33.6 percent in 19867
The number exceeded the rate of the North Amercae Trade Agreement (44.5 percent)
and was getting closer to the rate of European tJ(66.3 percent). In addition, having led
by the fast Japanese economic development andtinees East Asia became the
cross-border “integrated economic space,” wheregXample, a final product is made with
the parts produced in many other countries in Bakt. "> Now, 21 nations and economies

are the members of APEC?

As many regional organizations have been kstedol in the Asia-Pacific region, it
has been discussed and disputed which would betioen®undation for the future East

Asia community, if any. Some say one or a few wiltvive as the core for the regional

1 Jimbo, “An Emerging East Asian Community?” 15.

2 |bid.

3 Ibid.

™ 1n 1989, APEC started out as an informal dialogreip of an original 12 members (Australia, Brunei,
Canada, Indonesia, Japan, the Republic of Koretgydia, New Zealand, the Philippines, Singapore,
Thailand, and the United States) and developedtivggroup with 15 members in 1991 (with the addif
China, Hong Kong, and “Chinese Taipei”) to its emtrmembers of 21, with the addition of Mexico and
Papua New Guinea (1993), Chile (1994), Peru, Ruasid Vietham (1997T.he membership of Hong Kong
and Taiwan is the unique characteristics of the BPE
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community. Some say it is good to have multipldaegl institutions as each of them has
different mandate, different system and differemnmbers’> The East Asia Summit was
born for more integrated regional institution arak tbeen involved in such complicated

diplomatic discussions even before its establisimen

3.2 Summary on the East Asia Summit

The first East Asia Summit was held in Kuala Lumpuar 14 December 2005. Ten
ASEAN member countries and China, Japan, the RO#ia) Australia and New Zealand
participated in the first EAS. While the ASEAN sumrmvolves a series of meetings
among the ten ASEAN members and dialogues with mzaatners including the AP,
the first EAS was also held as a part of these avV&SEAN meetings during the 11
ASEAN Summit!’

The EAS was decided to convene in the 10th ASEAMISit on 29 November 2004.

The 8th ASEAN Plus Three Summit supported it onshme day® The idea of the EAS

> Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said these aigations should remain flexible and be refinedtueir
missions. Clintonlntervention at the East Asia Sumn@ctober 30, 2010,
http://www.state.gov/secretary/rm/2010/10/150198.ht
Zj Frost and Rann, “The East Asia Summit, Kuala Lump# Deember 2005.”
Ibid.
8 The East Asia Summit, “Kuala Lumpur Declarationtiba East Asia Summit,” 14 December 2005,
http://www.asean.org/23298.htm
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was born in the expectation for further integratodrEast Asian regional architecture. The
EAS has been proposed particularly in the discassamd cooperation pursued by ASEAN
and by the ASEAN Plus Three procé3dn the report from the East Asia Vision Group
(EAVG), which was established by APT on 2001 toreixee ways of enhancing East Asian
cooperation, the group recommended, “the revolutddnannual summit meetings of
ASEAN +3 into East Asia Summif® 8 The “Kuala Lumpur Declaration on the East Asia
Summit,” the leaders' statement issued by the Swwtnmit, indicated that it will be a
“forum for dialogue on broad strategic, politicaddaeconomic issues of common interest
and concern, and with the aim of promoting peatahilgy and economic prosperity in
East Asia.®

Since the first EAS in 2005, six EAS meetings hbgen held; the second meeting
was in Cebu City, Philippines in January 2007, thied meeting was in Singapore in
November 2007, the fourth was in Cha Am and Hua Hirailand in October 2009 and the

fifth was in Hanoi, Vietnam, in October 2010. Thgtls EAS, which the United States

" Frost and Rann, “The East Asia Summit, Kuala Lumpé December 2005.”

8 East Asia Vision Grouplowards an East Asian Community,
http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/asia-paci/report20aif.p

8 park, “The US-led alliance in the Asia Pacific49l

82 The East Asia Summit, “Kuala Lumpur Declarationtiba East Asia Summit,” 14 December 2005,
http://www.asean.org/23298.htm
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joined for the first time, was held in Bali, Indaie in November 201%

ASEAN determined requirements for participants bethhe EAS convened, and the
EAS membership is considered by ASEAN on a casedsg basis. These membership
criteria are all ASEAN-relate?f. The participants must have signed the ASEAN Treéty
Amity and Cooperation (or be prepared to signat)d must be full ASEAN Dialogue
Partners, and have to hold substantial relatiotts ASEANZ® In this sense, compare to
APT or ARF, some say that the EAS has more diradtteeaty-based link to ASEAR.
From the first meeting in 2005 until the fifth miegtin 2010, the members did not change;
ten ASEAN countries, China, Japan, South Koreaa|milustralia and New Zealand. As an
observer, Russia has participated in the first EBA$he invitation while the US was not
invited to the first meetinff. Russia requested to become a member of the EAS &m

beginning. In 2010, ASEAN has agreed to invite ti& and Russia to the EAS.As this

8 Association of Southeast Asian Nations, “East Aiamit,” accessed April 15, 2012,
http://www.asean.org/22765.htm

8 Cook, “The United States and the East Asia Surh806.

% Frost and Rann, “The East Asia Summit, Kuala Lumpé December 2005.”

8 Cook, “The United States and the East Asia SurhB0i3.
87 Nanto,East Asian Regional Architectyr23.

8 Chairman of the 16th ASEAN Summit, “Chairman’st&taent of the 16th ASEAN Summit, Towards
the Asean Community: from Vision to Action," httpuivw.asean.org/24509.htm
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paper will mention in detail later, in 2010 the dB8nounced to join the EAS with a full
membership status from the sixth EAS in Novembdr120

In addition to the membership requirements, as dbevener of the Summiit,
ASEAN located itself in the center of the EAS. THwala Lumpur Declaration at the first
EAS ruled that the EAS will “be hosted and chaibgdan ASEAN Member Country that
assumes the ASEAN Chairmanship and held back-th-leith the annual ASEAN
Summit.”® It also explicitly mentioned that ASEAN is “theiving force working in
partnership with other participants of the EastaASummit” in the EAS! The ASEAN
Secretariat, as well as each country’s governmtficiads, facilitates follow-up action and
coordinates and implements the cooperation the Suishentified >

This membership and ASEAN-centered structure wesbkshed after a long severe
diplomatic dispute. These issues have strong mgarenen today and these discussions
represent one of the most critical political sitoas in the Asia Pacific region. It is also

highly related to the US participation in the EARIlavill be examined later in this paper.

8 Frost and Rann, “The East Asia Summit, Kuala Lumpé December 2005.”
% The East Asia Summit, “Kuala Lumpur Declarationtiba East Asia Summit,” 14 December 2005,

http://www.asean.org/23298.htm
1 Ibid.
92 Chairman of the First East Asia Summit, “ChairnsaStatement of the First East Asia Summit,”

December 14, 2005, http://www.asean.org/23310.htm
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The Kuala Lumpur Declaration on the East Astanmmit sets its principles and
purposes, areas of cooperation and primary moekiiti®* It covers wide areas including

security as well as economy.

* Fostering strategic dialogue and promoting cogi®m in political and security
issues to ensure that our countries can live atcpeaith one another and with the
world at large in a just, democratic and harmoni@rs/ironment;

* Promoting development, financial stability, enesgcurity, economic integration
and growth, eradicating poverty and narrowing theelopment gap in East Asia,
through technology transfer and infrastructure depenent, capacity building,
good governance and humanitarian assistance andaneting financial links,
trade and investment expansion and liberalisatemd

* Promoting deeper cultural understanding, peoplgs€ople contact and
enhanced cooperation in uplifting the lives andlseing of our peoples in order
to foster mutual trust and solidarity as well asomoting fields such as
environmental protection, prevention of infectialiseases and natural disaster
mitigation >

In the first summit in 2005, the emphasis was oveltging communication among
the memberg® The chair of the meeting, Malaysia’s Prime Minisseri Abdullah Ahmad
Badawi, described in his Chairman’s Statement ‘Soenmit as a ‘leaders-led’ gathering

that initiated confidence-building as a first steprards more substantial collaboratich.”

93 H
Ibid.
% The East Asia Summit, “Kuala Lumpur Declarationtiba East Asia Summit,” 14 December 2005,
http://www.asean.org/23298.htm
% |bid.
% Frost and Rann, “The East Asia Summit, Kuala Lumpé December 2005.”
%" Ibid., and Chairman of the First East Asia Sumh@hairman’s Statement of the First East Asia
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A variety of issues were discussed in the Summduding the Korean peninsula’s nuclear
crisis, terrorism, infectious diseases, sustaindbleelopment, and the need for progress in
the Doha round of World Trade Organization negimtiet. They also discussed the EAS
role as a complement to existing cooperation diagsgfor realizing regional community
together with APT and ASEAN+1 processésThe Kuala Lumpur Declaration was issued
declaring that the Summit will be an “open, inclgsi transparent and outward-looking
forum in which we strive to strengthen global norms! universally recognized values”
The Summit also issued a special declaration cananfluenza®

The second summit in January 2007 focused offuthee purposes and operation of
the EAS and also issued the “Cebu Declaration ost Bsian Energy Security,” a
declaration on energy security and climate changgtement® The third summit in
November 2007 adopted the Singapore Declaratio€lonate Change, Energy and the
Environment. The fourth summit in October 2009 dddstatements on disaster relief and

the revival of Nalanda University.

Summit,” December 14, 2005, http://www.asean.orgl23htm

% Frost and Rann, “The East Asia Summit, Kuala Lumpé December 2005.”

% The East Asia Summit, “Kuala Lumpur Declarationtiba East Asia Summit,” 14 December 2005,
http://www.asean.org/23298.htm

100 Association of Southeast Asian Nations, “East Aiamit,” accessed April 15, 2012,
http://www.asean.org/22765.htm

101 Nanto,East Asian Regional Architectyr23.
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Ministry-level meetings in many fields are alsocdelithin the frame of the EAS,
including the Ministers meeting of Energy, Foreigffairs and Environment. Other
high-ranking officials’ meetings started to be hakiwell**> Now and then, the EAS also
issues statements at the time of crises or incsgenich as the case of South Korean
hostages in Afghanistan in 2007 and the global @eon and financial crisis in 2009. The
EAS has emphasized energy security the most ishibst history until the United States
joined in 2011. Energy security is a very pressgmjonal concern and topics all nations in
the region can discuss with other membB&tsAlthough the EAS was established to talk
about traditional security issues as well, tradiiosecurity issues, especially the issues
which EAS members are adversaries on, had harally iscussed in the EAS until the US

participation.

3.3 Diplomatic Battle around the EAS

Before the EAS inauguration, severe diplomatic aiep occurred.

The EAVG report, “Towards an East Asian CommuniRggion of Peace, Prosperity

192 Association of Southeast Asian Nations, “East Aiamit,” accessed April 15, 2012,
http://www.asean.org/22765.hfrand Kim, “Politics of regionalism in East Asid,31.
193 Cook, “The United States and the East Asia SurhB5.
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and Progress,” which proposed the EAS, recommetmledolve the annual APT summit
into the EAS. The aim of the proposal was to ehbd path for the future East Asia
Community:®* From the very beginning, China strongly suppotteel idea for the APT
transition and enthusiastically worked to promaotéit the APT foreign ministers meeting
in 2004, Chinese foreign minister Li Zhaoxing deeththat China supported “the initiative
to hold an East Asia Summit to promote new stepstd East Asian cooperation.” China
showed its intention to host the first EAS. Chisadithe strong economic cooperation with
ASEAN nations to motivate them to support Chinaigiative. ASEAN countries also
basically wanted to promote the transition. Malaysas strongly in favor of the creation of
East Asia-only institutions to revitalize the idefathe East Asia Economic Group (EAEG),
which Prime Minister Mahathir Mohamad proposechatearly 1990s.

China wanted to strengthen its role in the proogéssgional integration and planned
to raise its influence in the region through thegass. Recognizing the APT's limitations

105

including the lack of ASEAN’s leaderships and reses, > China wanted to replace the

ASEAN-driven process with one in which all membexsuld have equal roles, namely, in

104 Kim, “Politics of regionalism in East Asia,” 114.
195 |bid., 115-116.
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which China could obtain more pow8f. By participating in agenda setting and norm
building as a great power, China wanted to becdmecbre and engine of the regional
community building process for its intere&t6.China also expected to manage regional
rivalry with Japan through the early transition tfe APT°® Furthermore, China

ultimately wanted to limit American dominance ire tregion*®®

Many issues had risen around the EAS inauguratiean the leader’s position and
membership in the EAS. The EAS was caught up ingoquelitics since its beginning®
The US Congressional Research Service report stated EAS is viewed as important...
for its potential importance as an indicator of IG§ rising geopolitical importancé®
China’s sudden support for the EAS, which impliddr@’s predominant role in the region,
triggered competition from Japan, another regiogr@at power, and fear from some

ASEAN countries*? Japan also wanted to lead the EAS and had beimy tiy prevent

106
107

Soesastro, “East Asia: Many Clubs,” 50.

Kim, “Politics of regionalism in East Asia,” 119.
198 |bid., 118.
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19 1bid., 121.
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China from dominating the proceSs. Japan preferred to include more counttésJapan
was even trying to involve the US in the EAS, the US decided not to join in 2005. Japan
sought to include Australia and New Zealand, clagrmihat a larger framework would be
more viable for an East Asian commuriity. The China-Japan battle began over the
symbolic issue of whether or not the EAS shoulddrened only with APT countries or
also with Australia, New Zealand and India.

At the beginning, many ASEAN countries believedytibeuld simply transfer from
the APT to the EAS. Malaysia and Thailand suppo@iha’s position on membet¥
However, concern about China’s dominance also edsome ASEAN countrieShey did
not want to lose their driver’'s seat position i ttegionalism if the stronger Northeast
Asian countries, China and/or Japan, had more aiting power in the EAS*"*'® Some
ASEAN countries started working to include non-ARduntries. Indonesia supported

Australia and New Zealand’s participation to redtleeinfluence of China. Singapore also

13 Kim, “Politics of regionalism in East Asia,” 118.

14 1bid., 122.

15 |bid.

18 Cook, “The United States and the East Asia Surhit]. “Malaysia has been the strongest advocate
of the East Asian regional idea and the most whth@wider Asia-Pacific one since the Prime Miaist
Mahathir Mohamad until now. In 1990, Prime Miniskahathir proposed the idea of an East Asian-only
grouping, the East Asian Economic Group (EAEG). n.tfe other hand, Indonesia and Singapore have been
the strongest and most influential supporters wik8EAN for the idea of the Asia-Pacific regionaiis

17 Kim, “Politics of regionalism in East Asia,” 123.

18 bid., 122.
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supported a wider geographic scope of members.eTBR&EAN countries stated that it
would also benefit the regional countries to sttbag relations with these neighboring
countriest*® 1%

At the end of the battle, Malaysia proposed a camge, “APT should be
maintained but the EAS developed in paraltét."When ASEAN countries decided to
allow non-regional powers to join the EAS, Chingemipted to divide the participating
countries into two groups; a core group and seayngl@up. It is because China wanted to
include less US allies from the formation of an t&&sian community?? This two-tiered
structure received support from South Korea, Buriftgiland and Malaysi&® Due to
strong opposition from Japan as well as Austrafid #&dia*?* ' China gave up on
instituting the two categorig$®

The sequential battle over the membership creatdathage of the EAS as a kind of

fence around Chin¥’ People’s Daily commentary criticized Japan foryiftg to drag

119 1bid., 123.

120 gpesastro, “East Asia: Many Clubs,” 51.

121 gpesastro, “East Asia: Many Clubs,” 51.

122 Malik, “The East Asia Summit,” 209.

123 1bid., 210.
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125 Malik, “The East Asia Summit,” 207.
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countries outside this region... to counterbalance&t?® China viewed Japan, Australia
and India as representing the US in the regiortaignation. In addition to the aspect of
regional power politics, Beijing also did not like be criticized about its human rights
situation, which would weaken Chinese influencehiaregion?°

The ASEAN was interested in balancing great powensl, refused to choose either
side of China or Japdi® ** ASEAN has always been trying to play a leading ol East
Asian institutionalizatiort®> ASEAN was worried about being marginalized withire
EAS!33 134 However, as China and Japan were competing, lmthtides had to give up a
leading position and to allow ASEAN to take thevdris seat>® '*® The ASEAN
remained at the center of the EAS, and refusetddoesthe summit chair with non-ASEAN

countriest®’ 138

China does not like the EAS, which includes norieegl countries and is led by

128 Malik, “The East Asia Summit,” 209.

129 bid.

130 Kim, “Politics of regionalism in East Asia,” 125.
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ASEAN. The outcome disappointed China and Chinathwesiasm for the EAS faded
away™*® 1° Beijing has been more willing to retreat to the TARvhere it has a more
central positiort** China started arguing that the EAS should co-exittin the APT and
the APT should be the main vehicle for regional oamity building. The Chairman’s
statement at the first EAS declared, “We also apjtbat the East Asian region had already
advanced in its efforts to realise an East Asiamroanity through the ASEAN+3 process.
In this context we believed that the EAS togethéhwhe ASEAN+3 and the ASEAN+1
processes could play a significant role in comnyuhitilding in the region.”*?> The EAS
was given only the third position after APT and ASEfor community building. While
Japan was successful in including India, Austrahd New Zealand into the EAS, China
countered by letting the Chair declare that the APThe main institution for further
integration. Some critiques said the EAS ceaseprdgress when China lost its interest in

it 143
It.

While China started enhancing the APT and eved todanclude security issues in the

139 Malik, “The East Asia Summit,” 210.
140 Kim, “Politics of regionalism in East Asia,” 126.
141 Nanto,East Asian Regional Architectyr23.

142 chairman of the First East Asia Summit, “ChairnsaStatement of the First East Asia Summit,”
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APT agendd®* Japan began making its effort to bring the EAS the mainstream of East
Asian regionalism. The EAS has developed graduddlgming a series of functional
frameworks for regional cooperation including miargal meetings in foreign affairs,
finance, economics, energy and the environmentoéinet high-ranking officiald?® Japan
also uses the EAS to promote values such as huigiais and democracy to limit China’s
influence’*® Japan's attempt is mainly welcomed by, but notitéth to, non-regional

countries in the EAS.

3.4 Evaluation of the EAS before US participation

The EAS is a strategic forum run by leaders mambdtiediscuss a variety of issues
from global security to building people-to-peoplentacts among EAS natiohs. While
economic issues have been discussed in APEC megeting EAS is the only regional
forum for security issues attended by national destf® Many view “the EAS as a

reformulation on the political and security side tbe East Asian Economic Caucus

14 |bid., 128.
145 Association of Southeast Asian Nations, “East Aiamit,” accessed April 15, 2012,
http://www.asean.org/22765.htm and Kim, “Politidsegionalism in East Asia,” 131.
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(EAEC)."**° Some see the EAS as an important further steprtbwiélogue in the
region®*® Singaporean Prime Minister Lee Hsien Loong stegke importance of the
EAS process of dialogue, saying, “step by steph@sue you meet, you are cultivating
ground, keeping it fertile, maintaining relationshiand dealing with problems before they
arise, before they become seriolis."The EAS supporters appreciate this process as the
further East Asia integration. Some say its meeation, as well as the inclusion of Japan
and China, like Germany and France in the EU, istep forward for the regional

building.*>?

However, there are many criticisms of the EAS foragety of reasons. Some say the
EAS is still not even “a formal institution” buttreer an informal forum of participating
countries, or talk shop® In 2006, Ong Keng Yong, the former secretary-gainef

ASEAN, told that the East Asia Summit was little ra¢han a "brainstorming forum®*

149 Nanto,East Asian Regional Architectyr23.

150 Frost and Rann, “The East Asia Summit, Kuala Lumpé December 2005,” and Lu and Hughes, “The
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Mohan Malik said “in the absence of a thaw in Siiapanese or Sino-Indian relations or
great power cooperation, ... At the best, the EAS bl a talk shop like the APEC or the
ARF where leaders meet, declarations are made, litilet community building is
achieved.*®® Satu Limaye from East West Center even rejectdlingathe EAS an
institution, but a grouping® Another criticism is about issues dealt with ire tBAS.
Although the EAS was expected to provide a forumdiscussion on security issues, no
substantial steps had been taken in the area ofiset’

Some critiques say the further regional irdégn through the EAS is difficult
because, as with other Asian regional organizatidhe large disparity in economic
development, for example, between Japan and Lag@soblematic¢>® It is seen as difficult
also because the EAS’s central leadership remailitscplly distant especially between the
two great regional powerS® The relationship with other existing regional hesdi

particularly the APT is also viewed as very probégimfor further integration®®
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Many criticisms against the EAS are conceattabn its potential to become a
foundation or at least a driving force for the f@twegional community. Although the EAS

was born with the expectation for promoting regloaechitecture®® 162 163

and many
Asian leaders tried to make the EAS play a sigaiftaole in Asian community building?
APT was declared the main vehicle towards East Psiammunity in the Chairman’s
Statement of the First East Asia Sumffiitand the EAS received only tertiary position
after ASEAN and the APT%® The EAS has to compete with other organizationd, does
not seem to easily become a foundation for futntegiration:®” Although some opinions
claim that competition of multiple fora is not nesarily an obstacle for the regional
integration and may well lead towards a positiveation!®® other opinions oppose this

idea. Many are concerned about EAS duplication théminstitutions in the regiorn®°

They argue multiple regional organizations with edinthe same mandates and systems
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make regional cooperation more diffictif. The mandates of the EAS and APT overlap
substantially because the EAS was expected toaeyte APT}"* Some scholars even
criticized that although the EAS could have culidhEast Asian identity, it has instead
divided countries’? Soesastro argued that the launching of the EASamaad accident.
173

The competition between China and Japan will alsoticue to have a negative
impact for further building the regional archite&uNow, it seems the EAS is backed by
Japan and APT is backed by China for the futuréoned integratiort.”* Both have been
busy working on gaining their own leadership positin East Asia and they cancel each
other’s initiative out. They use the regional framoek as a foreign policy tool to increase
their influencet” Many people hope one institution will remain aretdme a foundation
for the East Asia Community, but it does not likegppen that either the APT or the EAS
will prevail over the other soor{®

In addition, some critiques say the expanded meshies, which include Australia,
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New Zealand and India, have limited its future pt# as an East Asian regional
institution”” Australia, New Zealand and India are clearly masia-Pacific countries
than East Asian oné&®
After all, although the EAS was once seen as “aiiggint step forward in building a
1,79 180

regional community in East Asia, some already see that the EAS cannot be the key

architecture for community building.
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CHAPTER 4

TRANSFORMATION OF THE US POLICY
TOWARDS EAST ASIAN REGIONALISM

Since the end of the Cold War, the US polawdrds the Asia-Pacific multilateralism

has been changing. Its policy towards the Asiafltacegion has also been rapidly

changing during the past twenty years. This chapitiines the US policy shift towards

East Asia-Pacific regionalism.

4.1 The Post-Cold War Era

Following the end of the Cold War, during the Geoky W. Bush administration, the
US attitude towards Asia-Pacific multilateralismsahat it “was an idea whose time had
not yet come™® US decision makers viewed the idea with apprelarasnd suspicion. In
1990, when Malaysian Prime Minister Mahathir Mohdnmoposed the establishment of
an East Asia Economic Caucus (EAEC), the UniteteSteeacted vehemently calling it the

“caucus without Caucasians.” Secretary of State e3amaker characterized it as a

181 park, “The US-led alliance in the Asia Pacific441 And Evans, Gareth. “The Second Annual Sir
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dangerous idea that would draw a line down thefieaand famously worked to kill the
proposal® In 1991, when the Japanese government suggeste@natASEAN
Post-Ministerial Conference (PMC) gathering thafoaum be established to discuss
regional security issues, the US was very suspicadout the idea again. Having relied on
a long time bi-lateral relationship since 1945, th® government hesitated to embrace

multilateral approaches, especially to addressitgrity concernd®

4.2 Clinton Administration

The Clinton administration changed the US approdoh the East Asian
multilateralism positively’®* !8° East Asian multilateral institutions then became
recognized as useful tools in pursuing US natiam&irests in the field of security as well
as economy®® unless it would replace US bi-lateral relationshigr threaten the US
presence in the region. President Clinton advocdked creation of “a new Pacific

community” in 1993. He declared ten priority poliggals for Asia, one of which was “a
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commitment to enhanced multilateral security disea§The US shift was matched with
the desire of the Asian countries, which prioritizénited States involvement in the region
after the end of the Cold WHY President Clinton proposed and hosted the APE@drsa
Meeting in 19938 Establishment of the Leader’s meeting elevated @Rposition. US
support for the Asia Pacific regional institutionasv so strong that the Clinton
administration attended all the meetings of the BREad ARF.

It was also at the same moment that the weak mgtdlism in the region started
developing. The change also reached the securtyg. IASEAN started considering
security-related issues in PMC deliberations. Paangple, on 1992, ASEAN PMC in
Manila issued a joint statement calling for the qefal settlement of territorial disputes
involving the South China Sea issue. Presidentt@liaccepted the concept of multilateral
security dialogue in Asia, calling it one of theufgillars of the “new Pacific community,”
he proposed'®® Even APEC, which focuses on trade issues, hofutsliical and at least a

guasi-security role just by its mere existence beeat provides opportunities for leaders to
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meet around the APEC summiit. President Clinton proposed US support for several
potential areas of security dialogue including APECAt the 1993 ASEAN PMC, the
members of PMC and China, Russia, Vietham and d#M€ observers talked about
security matters. This group decided that they @waoetonvene the following year in the
ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF), which was launched emBkok in 1994°2 The series of
events clearly showed that the attitudes towarésntultilateral security dialogue were
changing in the US and Asian countrié¢&®

Throughout the 1990s, the United States was trigpngake the regional institutions
“Asia Pacific” ones rather than Asia-only ones. \Whesian countries proposed Asian-only
groupings, such as the Japanese plan to estahlisbian Monetary Fund during the Asian
financial crisis in 1997, the US strongly opposednd made its an effort to block the

ideal®

4.3 Bush Administration

The Bush administration is generally recognizedaisstressing the importance of

190 H
Ibid.
191 Tay, “An East Asia Community and the United StatesEast Asian Perspective,” 25.
192 Cossa, Tay and Chung-min, “The Emerging East ASiammunity,” 4.
193 H
Ibid., 4.
194 Gannon, “Engaging in Asia,” 17.

46



the multilateral regionalisnt’® The Bush administration’s approach to East Asia
regionalism is viewed as “benign neglect mixed vekiepticism.**® Most Asia experts in
the US viewed the emerging efforts to build a reglocommunity as just “talk shops,”
concluding that no substantial steps toward regiorsditution building were likely to be
taken in the near futurd’ Moreover, the Bush administration was criticizedlttit lost its
interest in Asia, focusing only on the Middle E&%tCritics said it had interest in Asia
only in the context of the war on terfdt. East Asia, especially South East Asia, was
considered the second front of the War on TeffbiVhile the US was willing to develop a
multilateral approach in combating global terrorisinying to receive support from the
Asian countries, the multilateral cooperation ire tfegion did not deter the US from
unilateral operation if necessary for its interéStdt is said that US preoccupation with
Irag and Afghanistan led to underestimation of itmportance of evolving geopolitical

dynamics in Asia including the development of regioinstitutions’®* Secretary of State
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Condoleezza Rice did not participate in the ARF tings twice in 2005 and 2007
ASEAN leaders raised questions about Washingtanimued commitment to East Asian
regionalism.?** ?°® This US attitude brought the current rapid develept of the East

Asian regionalism where the US does not have ariggubsition.

Despite its reputation for unilateralism, some satsoemphasize that there is another
aspect in which President Bush strenuously usedilatatal forum in terms of policy for
the war on terrof°® They argue that Bush administration reinvigoraté®l interest,
especially in the ARF and APEC, and strongly sufggbthem. The Bush administration
tried to use APEC, which is originally solely feade and economy, for security purposes.
In the APEC leaders meeting in October 2001, imatetl after the September 11 incident,
President Bush explained the US war on terroristhsaught support from Asian countries.
The Leaders’ Meeting issued a Statement on Coufgerorism, which was the first

political document in APEC’s 13-year histdfy. While some evaluated this US action as a
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victory of President Bustf® some criticized the US for using APEC for its opurpose,
distorting the organization’s mandates. Since thiea,APEC Leaders’ Meeting continues
discussing security matters such as proliferatfoneapons of mass destructitfi.

Although Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice didatiend some ARF meetings,
the Bush administration showed its support for &RRF. Various ARF Inter-sessional
Support Groups have provided meaningful opportesitor the US in many fields, such as
maritime cooperation and fighting terrorism. Searngtof State Colin Powell attended all
four ARF meetings held during his term. After histf ARF meeting, he even described it
as, “very, very useful?!°

The Bush administration’s September 2002 Natioeal8ty Strategy for the United
States of America expressed its appreciation oftilatdral organizations, saying
“multilateral institutions can multiply the stregtof freedom-loving nations.” The
document further stated that ASEAN and APEC provetgonal stability on which the US
can develop a mix of regional and bilateral strig®gdn the regiod™* The positive US

attitude towards Asian multilateralism was alsonsee the Korean nuclear crisis issue, the
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Six-Party Talks. The US also utilized the Prolitewa Security Initiative (PSI), which was
a part of the US-led global efforts to counter thmliferation of weapons of mass

destruction in Asia Pacific regidn?

After all, even under the Bush administration, Basian multilateral organizations
were useful tools for the US when they worked @llUS national security interest§"®
This US attitude is called “ad hoc multilateralisrithe bilateral relationships were the
center of US diplomacy in the region and nothing wamparable to this priority. The US
2006 National Security Strategy clearly spelled, 6asian nations that share our values
can join us in partnership to strengthen new deawes and promote democratic reforms
throughout the region. This institutional framewothowever, must be built upon a
foundation of sound bilateral relations with kegtes in the region.”*

While the Bush administration did not have activeoivement in Asian regionalism,

and did not have a strong commitment in the regfigelf, the Asian regional institutions

continued developing. Some architecture which ededuthe United States such as APT
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and SCO showed its impressive development. Soméguas said that the Asian
regionalism including the East Asia Summit weralsteattempts by China to chip away at
US influence in the region, when the US was busylidg with the War on Terrof*> The

US was seen falling behind the rapid change ofthst Asian regional organizations:?

4.4 Obama Administration

From the beginning, the Obama Administration cleateclared that it would
prioritize Asia. President Obama expressly mentiotieat he would like to change the
predecessor’s Asian policy, and pledged more aativelvement in Asia. In his speech in
Tokyo on November 14, 2009, President Obama detlai® approach to strengthen the

relationships with Asian nations, calling the US‘Asia Pacific nation”.**’

The United States of America may have started aeri@s of ports and cities
along the Atlantic Ocean, but for generations weehalso been a nation of the
Pacific. Asia and the United States are not sepatdty this great ocean; we are
bound by it.?8

He also declared, “As America's first Pacific Pdesit, | promise you that this Pacific
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nation will strengthen and sustain our leadershighis vitally important part of the world.”
219 secretary of State Hillary Clinton develops théigyoforward. In her speech in January
2010, she also declared, “the United States is vakia.” ?%°

The Obama administration intentionally tried to whioow the US was making an
effort to have a larger and deeper involvemenh@region. The first foreign leader of state
invited to the White House was Japanese Prime kinigaro Aso, and for the first time in
nearly 50 years, the first overseas trip for a kESvSecretary of State Clinton was to Asia.
In her first year, Secretary Clinton scheduled foips to the region, although the fourth
trip was cancelled due to the Haiti earthquake 0A0%?* Secretary of Defense Robert
Gates visited Asia regularly as wélf. Many Asian countries enthusiastically welcomed
Obama’s proclamation to return to ASf&.The general perceptions in the region on the
United States have improvétf.

This trend has been increasing until today Ofhama administration’s high officials

repeatedly stated that the United States is aiPawtion and the United States has shifted
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its weight into Asia. For example, in 2011, at thestralian Parliament Obama again
stressed that “the United States has been, angswid be, a Pacific nation,” “The United
States is a Pacific power, and we are here to"stag “So let there be no doubt: In the

Asia Pacific in the 22 century, the United States of America is all if*®

Why has the United States shifted its weighiAsia? It has clear reasons. Asia’s
rapid economic development has raised the regmos#tion as one of the major players in
the international community. China’s emerging pgweergether with rapid economic
development in other Asian countries, has beertishithe regional balance of powé!.
Now Asia’s presence in the world is significantémms of economy as well as politics and
strategies.

East Asia, including the EAS 16 nations, constgutelf the world population. Its
combined GDP is $16.4 trillion, growing faster treither North America or Europe, while
the US has a GDP of $14.8 trillion ($17.3 trillifor NAFTA).??’ East Asian countries’

GDP has been growing rapidly. Besides China, ttegee many other rapidly growing
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economies in the region. The development rate aha&hreal GDP is 12.7% (2006),
14.2% (2007), 9.6% (2008), 9.2% (2009) and 10.39402. India’s development rate of
real GDP is 9.3% (2006), 9.8% (2007), 4.9% (20@8)% (2009) and 8.8% (2010§*
Indonesia’s rate is 5.5% (2006), 6.3% (2007), 6(@298), 4.6% (2009) and 6.1% (2010).
Vietnam’s rate is 8.2% (2006), 8.5% (2007), 6.39%0@), 5.3% (2009) and 6.8% (2010).
These rates are quite high compared to the Westamtries’ rate. The US Development
rate of real GDP is 2.7% (2006), 1.9% (2007), -0.@2008), -3.5% (2009) and 3.0%
(2010)?*° The Euro area’s rate is 3.0% (2007), 0.4% (2008)3% (2009) and 1.9%
(2010).2*° Asian nations are now a driving force for the wogiconomy. It is especially
true when many Western states are suffering franfittancial crisis and cannot find a way
to get over it.

The United States’ strong interest in Asia is basadeconomic benefit. The US

wants to expand markets for US products in theoregnd create more jobs for American
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people through its trade with Asian countd&sln 2010, 24.6 % of US trade was with East
Asian countries (ASEAN 10 (5.5 %) and China (7.2 38pan (4.7 %) and Korea (3.0 %))
while trade with the 27 countries of the EU représé 8.7% of the total US trade amount.
Although it is less than US trade with NAFTA at 3%7*? the percentage has been
increasing. In 2010, the largest exporter to théddnStates is China at 19.1% of total US
imports, while the second largest is Canada at%4:Bhe US wanted its own economy
stimulated by the rapidly growing Asian economyeThS economy depends on East Asia
to a large extent.

In addition to the economy and trade, Asian nat@amsnow significantly important
in the world on a variety of political and stratedgssues. As a result of the economic
development, six out of twenty countries in the @G&2e from the East Asia region. The
region also has major nuclear holders. The impbrissues such as counter terrorism,

energy security and climate change have to be detitamong these rising powers. The

% In his speech in Tokyo in November 2009, Presid@mama emphasized the reason why he wants to
have strong partnership with the region that theadase economic miracle “would spread throughoeit th
region, and in a single generation the lives amtufes of millions were forever changed for thetdret
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Asian nations’ political voices now have a strongpact on world politics.

Moreover, Chinese expansion of military power i€ afi the most critical elements
for Asia, drawing the attention of many countrigsthe region as well as the US. China
increased its military spending more than 10% ysayear (12.7% increase in 2011 and
11% in 2012f>® As the US wants to prevent any nation from threiatg its dominant
power and hegemonic status; the only country withgotential to do so, China, is one of
the biggest concerns to the US. This phenomenaniradseases the importance of Asiato a

large extent.

The Obama administration clearly recognizesa’dsrapid development and its
increased influence in the international commurittglearly understands Asia is now very
important for the United States. President Obanma@med the reasons for the US policy

shift in his speech in 2010.

...because what happens here has a direct effecuphives at home. This is
where we engage in much of our commerce and buy wfaour goods. And this
is where we can export more of our own products emrdte jobs back home in
the process. This is a place where the risk of @deawn arms race threatens the

233 Richburg, “China military spending to top $100libit in 2012, alarming neighborsThe Washington
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security of the wider world, and where extremist®wlefile a great religion plan
attacks on both our continents. And there can besolation to our energy

security and our climate challenge without the ngsipowers and developing
nations of the Asia Paciffc?

Secretary of State Hillary Clinton also mentionsher article why Asia is important

for the US.

The Asia-Pacific has become a key driver of glgimditics. Stretching from the

Indian subcontinent to the western shores of therfas, the region spans two
oceans -- the Pacific and the Indian -- that arer@asingly linked by shipping

and strategy. It boasts almost half the world'sydapon. It includes many of the
key engines of the global economy, as well asafyes$t emitters of greenhouse
gases. It is home to several of our key allies iamabrtant emerging powers like
China, India, and Indonesia.

The Obama administration would like to benefit emoically from Asia’s dynamic

energy. Secretary Clinton continued,

Harnessing Asia's growth and dynamism is centrahioerican economic and
strategic interests and a key priority for Presiti®@bama. Open markets in Asia
provide the United States with unprecedented oppdrées for investment, trade,
and access to cutting-edge technology. Our econagetovery at home will

depend on exports and the ability of American fimmdap into the vast and

growing consumer base of Asia. Strategically, nzamhg peace and security
across the Asia-Pacific is increasingly crucial ggobal progress, whether

through defending freedom of navigation in the Bdthina Sea, countering the
proliferation efforts of North Korea, or ensuringahsparency in the military

activities of the region's key players.

She underscores how much the future of the UnitateSis intimately intertwined with the
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future of the Asia-Pacific. And she concluded, tRategic turn to the region fits logically

into our overall global effort to secure and sustainerica’s global leadership.”

4.5 Active involvement in Multi-lateral Institutien

It is globally recognized that the Obama admintgirahas a multilateral policy and
is active towards multilateral cooperation. Thidigo shift has been seen also in the
context of Asian regional institutions, and thipeawill analyze how and why the shift
occurred in detail later. However, one thing thahrmot be overlooked is that the US
approach in East Asia is still firmly based on fbandation of its bilateral alliances and
partnerships. Although it became active in the iatdral institutions, the Obama
administration’s reservation for multilateral orgaations as supplementary roles are called
“bilateralism plus.”?** Having tried to combine the advantages of muéitaism and
traditional bilateral relationships for its secyritrategy, the policy is referred to as ad hoc
multilateralism?*®

In Obama’s Tokyo speech in November 2009, he meetip

To meet these common challenges, the United Sta&s to strengthen old
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alliances and build new partnerships with the nasi@f this region. To do this,
we look to America's treaty alliances with Japamut® Korea, Australia,

Thailand and the Philippines -- alliances that awet historical documents from
a bygone era, but abiding commitments to each dtierare fundamental to our

shared security?*’

These alliances continue to provide the bedrockectirity and stability that has
allowed the nations and peoples of this region tospe opportunity and
prosperity ... %%

Multilateral relationships with the regional ar@ddture come after the bilateral

relationships.

In addition to our bilateral relations, we also bmle that the growth of
multilateral organizations can advance the secuaityl prosperity of this region.

I know that the United States has been disengagewch fmany of these
organizations in recent years. So let me be cledarhose days have passed. As
an Asia Pacific nation, the United States expeaxtsetinvolved in the discussions
that shape the future of this region, and to pd@pate fully in appropriate
organizations as they are established and evdive.

Secretary of State Hillary Clinton also emphasigteel US priority on relationships with
alliances first as well as partner countries in thgion in her “Remarks on Regional

Architecture in Asia, Principles and Priorities® In the Obama administration, which
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views multilateralism as important, President Obawavell as Secretary Hillary Clinton
clearly stated, first alliance, second partner, ahitd multilateral cooperatio**
Multilateral organizations are complements to leilat relationshipé?*? In the near future,
the US will not likely allow such multilateral insitions to substitute for or threaten US
bilateral alliances and other US security arrangesfé® It won't likely change under any
administration either Democrat or Republican inrrfeéure?** After all, there is a basic
US perspective that the US does not have any re@soppose regional organizations as
far as they don't threaten or attempt to underni@ebilateral alliances, or its central role

in East Asian security affair$*®

Although bilateral relationships are at the coretled US diplomacy, the Obama

companies export $320 billion in goods and servioghe Asia-Pacific countries every year, creating
millions of good-paying jobs. Hundreds of thousaafisur servicemen and women provide the regioh wit
security — a task that our military has shoulddoedyenerations. As Secretary of Defense Robere$laas
noted, the United States is not a visiting poweksia, but a resident power.”
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administration is clearly more positive towards titatleralism in general than its
predecessd?’ The Obama administration took steps to engagkerEast Asian regional
organizations more. Participation in the EAS wagdkr under this US policy change.

In his remarks in 2009, President Obama explairtesl diverse reasons why
Asia-Pacific multilateral architectures are impattdor the United States to participate
more actively*’ He stressed that balanced economic growth and opeRets in the
Asian Pacific are important for job creation in tHaited States. He also mentions many
issues should be covered in the multilateral imstihs, including economy, trade, climate
change, nuclear weapons, security of sea lanesctiofis disease, extreme poverty and
traffickers, fundamental rights and dignity of llman being$?®

In Secretary Clinton’s remarks in January 2010, twonths after the President’s
address, she outlined the US approach to issuasubilateral cooperation and showed a

strong interest in the multilateral organizations the region?*® She said regional
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institutions should work to advance the United &ashared objectives, such as security
and stability, expanding economic opportunity amdwgh, and fostering democracy and

human rights. The US eagerness on Asian regionaliss easily perceived in her

statement of interest in participation even in tAT and Shanghai Cooperation

Organization, of which the US is not a menbér.

This Obama administration’s shift is first found ms active engagement with
existing institutions. They have been trying t@sgthen these institutions and to create the
culture of cooperation mofé' The Obama administration took many steps to wonkem
closely with ASEAN, including acceding to the Treaif Amity and Cooperation, and
opening a US mission with Ambassador to ASEAN. i accession to the TAC, the US
issued the statement, “the speed at which the ti8tates worked together with ASEAN
members to realize US accession to the Treaty igigfisl our re-energized involvement in
Southeast Asia, as well as the close mutual tiegjtsoby ASEAN and the United

States.”? Secretary of State Clinton visited Southeast Aggjuding the ASEAN
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Secretariat in Jakarta, as her first overseasasiSecretary?® In September 2010, the
ASEAN and US summit was held for the first tifi&.President Obama is the first
American President to meet with all the leadersASEAN nations togethér® In his
opening statement, President Obama said that ASEAA core to US economic and
national security interestS. Both the United States and ASEAN rejected tha itiat their
relationship is defined by China.

The Obama administration clearly intends to pusiwéod multilateralism even in
the field of security. The 2010 Quadrennial DefeRswiew (QDR), published by the US
Department of Defense, noted that one aim of théedrStates in Asia is “encouraging the
continued development of multilateral institutioaad other integrated approaches to
regional security affairs?®®’ The US Department of Defense has historically been
strongly associated with a heavy reliance solelybiteteral relations in Asia, but for the

first time since its inception in 1996, the DeferBepartment cited the promotion of
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multilateral institutions in Asia as a priority the Quadrennial Defense Review (QFf).
Secretary of Defense Bill Gates met with his ASEédunterparts and others in the first
ASEAN Defense Ministers’ Meeting +8 (ADMM +8) in @9. The formal Asian defense
ministers’ meeting is relatively new, and it wae fiirst time to include the United States
and Russi&>® The Obama administration also has strengthenesifiport for the ARE®
Secretary of State Clinton is trying to push ARFward beyond dialogue to acti6ff,

where the US first has focus on disaster réfief.

Why did the US change its policy towards multilatenstitutions?

In one aspect, the United States strategically e&hlbe new policy, but in another
aspect the regional environment forced the UnitadtkeS take the policy shift.

The US chose the policy on its own. The US recamiadvantages and
disadvantages of the current East Asian regiorgadrozations. Some scholars argue that

the US strategically tries to use the advantagg watien it is useful for its interests. The
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US clearly understands their limitations, espegilterms of traditional security. They are
not comparable at all to NATO, which is a comprediem security arrangement. East Asia
multilateral security mechanisms are viewed more@sfidence building measures for
avoiding possibilities of crises or aggression.nrtbe US perspective, their utility remains
limited in the security arena for two main reasdrisst, these organizations still largely
remain dialogue mechanisms only for talking abauerying security challenges, rather
than for responding to or dealing with them. InsloAsian institutions, its process is
viewed as important as the outcome, which origihé&tem the ASEAN Way®® Second, it
is critical for the United States that Taiwan haser excluded from many of these
mechanisms, and one of the region’s greatest $galrallenges; China-Taiwan relations
cannot be discussed in these organizations bechiBssjing's insistence 2

However, the US also found many advantages in u&sign multilateral security
mechanisms as vehicles for promoting long-term @eand stability’®> The Asian
multilateral approach is useful for peacekeepingaster relief and nontraditional security

issues. The frameworks provide opportunities forticming direct involvement for the US
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in regional security matters. Not only for the W8} also Japan, China, and Russia, among
others, can get more actively involved in regiosedurity affairs through the frameworks
in a manner nonthreatening to their neighbors. &edisecurity institutions are also good
for mitigating the tension between China and Japdrile American officials realized that
the US would be dragged into any conflict betwedea tivo countries, and they worked
feverishly behind the scenes to encourage bothtesrtio ratchet down tensiof€. Even
North Korea could have a chance to see real inferra politics’ situation in the
multilateral dialogues. The regional frames alsovjgte a mechanism for other regional
actors’ voices to be heard. By this process, merstages build a sense of regional identity
and a spirit of cooperation and confidence buildfigrhese opportunities for creating a
long-term peace are considered advantages fornitedJStates.

These multilateral organizations are also usefultfi® US to promote American
values, such as democracy, a liberal market econmmayhuman rights, to the regional
countries. Recognizing China’s potential for gaghanleadership position, the United States

has enhanced its policy to promote these valugecesly to Ching®® If the US uses the
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multilateral organizations, the US can introducesthvalues as the universal values, or at
least regional values, while it would be recognized pressure from the US to adopt
American values in bi-lateral relationshif§&.Many scholars and practitioners mentioned
the importance of the role of the multilateral gions to introduce norms. Frank S.
Jannuzi, Policy Director on East Asia and Pacififfaiks, Senate Foreign Relations

Committee, explained this well:

We joined it [the EAS] not only to maintain hegemoposition. It because we
genuinely believe advancing norms is good for wafcing principles is good for
us. You want to participate in an organization thah help you to create norms and
to defend norms. If you look at South China Se&ANBis a better defender, better
than one country acting alone. And ASEAN, withUBe is even more able to defend
the norm. If the US tries to be acting alone withA@EAN, our effectiveness would
be less. Even though we are the super power, Waestid friends. We need allies. We
need partners. We need partners because of thpalihty to bring moral authority
that brings. We are all defending the same norntssame principles. That gives the
US more moral authority. We are working with otlemuntries. Not unilaterally
imposing our will unilaterally.

Regional architectures can serve as one importarirel to promote principles and
values and encourage in the region’s nations the ¢f sustainable development, which is

in favor of the interests of the United Staté€.
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Because of these positive reasons, the UnitedsStatese its multilateralism policy.

However, some critiques argue that the regionalriigcand economy environment
forced the US policy shift to occur. They say theitedd States did not have any other
option other than becoming positive towards redionganizations.

First of all, the United States has to engage & Akian multilateral organizations
because Asia became very important, and US interdgke region is growing as formerly
mentioned. Ellen Frost from the Institute for Imational Economics and National Defense
University had stated that unless the United Steltesiges its attitude towards Asia from
one in which the US downplayed Asian regional dettures with ‘benign neglect’ and a
preference for bilateral agreements only, the U8levgradually lose influence, especially
relative to Chin&’* The need to engage more with Asia at any levebafraunication and
diplomacy required more active US involvement i@ Atsian regional organization.

Second, the US has to use the regional institutfiondostering a better political

environment with China. The US ultimate concernrdwast Asian regional arrangements
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is simply about Chin&’? While the US goals in the region are to prevent @ation from
dominating Asi&”® China is viewed as aiming at gaining a leaderpbiition in Asia, and
is already displacing Japan and the US among ASEdWhtries as the top trading partner
and donor of economic afd* The 2008 US National Defense Strategy mentionddaCis

a potential country for competing with the US doamt position in the region. The US
needs to interact with China with a long-term andtirdimensional strategy for mitigating
short-term risks while protecting US interests otere?’> Most Asian leaders also desire
a larger US engagement in the region to countembal@otential Chinese dominatitf.
Although some argue the United States needs toehagainst China’'s growing militafy’

a containment policy is not viabt€® 2”° Having been highly integrated economically and
financially, the US cannot avoid maintaining cogile relations with Chin&° The
Asian regional architectures are good fora forliseto form such relationships with China.

The US also understands that it has to promote &&hiteeper integration into regional
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communities as a ‘responsible stake holder.” Engag@ihina in the regional mechanism is
also expected to hedge against a more hostile asertve Chinese foreign polit
Many policy makers in the US as well as other coestrecognize they need to use
regional institutions for engaging China into a vedbules and interdependen®é.

Lastly, for new transnational security challenges¢ch as climate change, WMD
proliferation, natural disasters and societal dektation, the United States needs to
engage in the regional organizatiéfs.Security nowadays does not mean only traditional
“balance of power” type of issues. The US pressihgeat perceptions have been
substantially shifting toward transnational probein Asia recently?®* US Assistant
Secretary of State Kurt Campbell said, “The rapidesence of transnational security
challenges demands collective actigfr,"although some critics view this US explanation
as an effort to avoid showing its focus on tensieite China and North Kore®®

Some argue that the US cannot preserve those stgdarethe region solely by the

traditional bilateral relations any ma?¥. They say the US is in need to use the multilateral
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organizations. Kent Calder said,

There is a dynamic which is driving us beyond the Srancisco system. Many
people still think hub and spokes system is sidl. fHowever, the reality has changed.
Increasingly, we have broader economic integratm we have soft security issues
like piracy, terrorism... In reality, they were fotey the realities of the world and
particularly terrorism.

While countries such as China will continue to griovthe next several decades, the
relative power of the United States in the regiah e declining both economically and
strategically. Although the US has been trying &intain its presence in the region through
bilateral relations, the United States may neveelas large an influence in the region as it
does now. Both the increased complexity of the raaliional threats to security and the
US fiscal strictness are also increasing the tf&hdn order to seek its increasing interest
in the region, the US has to shift its reactivagyoto a more proactive role in the regional
community?®® 2°° |n addition, by the time of the Obama administiais inauguration, the
competition among countries in the region had sthghaping the regional order. Unless
the US immediately gets more involved in the regiGhina would establish a regional

leading position in forming the organizatiois.If so, these regional organizations would
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not be structured in favor of US intere$ts.Even after Obama administration’s clear
declaration of prioritizing Asia in 2010, some st still argue that Obama administration’s
attitude towards Asia is only symbolic rather therbstantial, and they strongly suggest

that the US take a more active approach towardéseé Asian regionalisft>
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CHAPTER 5

THE UNITED STATES PARTICIPATION IN THE EAST ASIA SMMIT

The US did not attend the first EAS meeting in 2006e US was not invited
because the EAS was created in the stream of tlea Asgionalism accelerated after the
Asian financial crisis, where Asian countries pereé a failure by the United States to
effectively respond to f** While Russia did energetically ask EAS membeestst invite
them and attended the EAS as an obséivathe US did not even make an effort for the
invitation. It was during the Bush administratiamhich did not have a large interest in
Asian regional organizations per se.

After President Obama took office, US policy towsatde East Asian region as well
as multilateralism in general has changed draniptiCEhe United States acceded to the
Treaty of Amity and Cooperation in July 2009, whighs the mandatory requirement for
US participation in the East Asia SumAtt. From 2010, the US officially started showing

its interest in participating in the Asian regionaiganization and in October 2010,
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Secretary of State Clinton announced that the USjaim the EAS. In November 2018

President Obama participated in the EAS with arfhidimbership status for the first time.

5.1 US attitude toward the EAS at its inception

The US participation was not necessarily expectsth on the former US policy. In
2005, right before the EAS inauguration, the USegoment’s attitude toward multilateral
cooperation and regionalism in East Asia remairgghérally quiet or circumspect on the
subject.??® It was not clear if Washington even wanted to ipaate in the EAS® In
response to a congressional hearing, US Assisegrefary of State Eric John stated that
the US would not push for an invitation until thA&began to take shape. The US had not
as yet formulated a policy on the EAS because i ween as a “black boX®® US
Decision makers thought it was still premature tcdme too concerned about the

emerging East Asian community and its “wait and s@g@roach was appropriaté’ They
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thought as long as many of the participants, sicldagan, Australia and New Zealand
shared US values and concerns, and as long as taumzh US presence and deep
association with East Asia could be maintainedwas highly unlikely that this new

community would develop in a direction threateniod)S interests.”%?

In the United States, many obstacles for EAS ppdton had been pointed out.

At the time of the EAS inauguration, the US saddfthe first two criteria of the EAS
memberships: being a full ASEAN dialogue partned having “substantial relations” with
ASEAN, but not the third criterion, signing on thR&SEAN Treaty of Amity and
Cooperation (TACF® Ratification of TAC was the biggest challenge the US. TAC
required member countries to refrain from militaoperations. This was thought to
undercut America’s Asian alliance®? In addition, it is generally said that the United
States has never signed an international treatytthas not a party to negotiatirity

Other than the simple thought that the EAS is notenthan a talk shop, it was the

largest concern that the EAS would replace othéstieg regional organizations of which
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the US was a member; APEC and ARF. APEC would itsspre-eminent role as the only
leaders’ meeting in the Asia Pacifit’® The EAS would also threaten the ministerial level
ARF3%" The United States did not oppose East Asia retigmaper se, and it carefully had
tried not to show its objection or to discourage BAS,*® but the US did not want to
dilute the effectiveness of APEC and the ARF.
In addition, US preference is clearly on Pan-Peadifistitutions rather than Pan-Asian
institutions>!° Also for this reason, APEC and ARF have priorityeo Pan-Asian
community building. Then Assistant Secretary oft&tar East Asian and Pacific Affairs
Christopher Hill raised the issue of “inclusivityFe characterized the debate over
“Pan-Asianism” vs. “Pan-Pacificisni

Other concerns were also argued in the US, suchttixaas considered logistically
difficult to get the US president to two Asian suitareach year for the EAS and APEC
leaders’ meeting*? that the EAS does not include Taiwan while APE€Edes it*® and

that the US would have direct contact with the gugbvernment of Myanmar, which the
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US does not recognize as legitimaté&*

The US stance on the EAS in 2005 was morerataly described as “wait and see”
than rejection. It clearly had an interest in l@agnmore about the EAS, including its
membership criteria, its mission, objectives anibrjiies®*®> The Bush Administration
thought that the EAS agenda was unclear. The Bdsfingstration continued to support
APEC as “by far the most robust, multilateral grimgpin Asia.®*® The US is largely
concerned about how the new regional communitydingl affects the existing global
norms, especially in the areas of counter-terrorimd counter-proliferatiofi:” After
monitoring regional architectures, Washington'sibagiestion was “Do their [APT, EAS]
overlapping agendas make sense or do they duplicatedermine existing fora such as
APEC and ARF?*® Washington had been paying attention to the eioiuif the EAS as
well as APT

The most important issue for the US was who woeltllthe EAS. When the EAS
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was launched, the issue of membership was fougdtt learshly by China, Japan and other
EAS members. ASEAN was officially referred to aslraver of the EAS, but they are a
group of small countries and it was not clear wbtally leads the ASEAN natiorié’ If
China is the leader, the US could have perceivedBAS as being aimed at limiting or
replacing Washington’s influence in the regiéh.The Bush administration was watchful
over the regional organizations to ensure thatethstitutions did not diminish US interest
in the regior’®? The Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) iweteby some in the
US as challenging America’s regional preseiféef the EAS turned out to be a potential
forum used by China to reduce the America presanckinfluence in the region, the US
thought it had to take some steps to prevent that happening.

The US hub-and-spoke alliance serves to hedge whesy emerging multilateral

orders were to put the current US-led regional oadeisk®?* In the EAS, the US believed
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that its interest was protected by US allies andnpes in the EAS. Before EAS
establishment, Singapore and Japan tried to keepbership positions for Australia and
India. This effort was to ensure that US alliesyptha major role in the EAS, and that the
EAS was formed on liberal democratic vald&sRichard Armitage, then United States
Deputy Secretary of State, stated that Japan amstiaia would represent the position of
the United State in the EA%® This hedging system prevented the developmentnof a
Asia-only grouping in the regioff/ Australia’s entry into the EAS was clearly US’ ed
against East Asian exclusivism in the Asian ordgitding mechanisni?® Moreover, the
inclusion of India, Australia, and New Zealand veagood balance against the emerging
power of China. Not only the US, but also Singapdepan, Vietham and Indonesia shared

such a feeling.

A few scholars opposed US participation in E&S, or additional new security
institutions in East Asia. Gerald Curtis claimedttEast Asia did not need a new security

architecture. After he examined possible institgioin his article, he reached that
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conclusion because it seems difficult to have &actfe and meaningful regional security
mechanism. Although he did not specifically menttbe EAS, emphasizing the bilateral
relations, he argued that East Asia only needst@mtave US government that engages
with the Asian countries with flexibility and imawgition. He recommended that the
relationships be advanced on institutions and pslién place and changed when the
environment requires?°

Kurlantzick raised doubt about US participation. $4&d the United States should use
other measures in order to maintain its positiorth@ region, while he recognized the
importance of Asia. He viewed Asian regionalismaggrocess of Asian identity building
and argued that the US should not try to slow Asidéntity building. He saw the East
Asian integration as inevitable and US participatio the EAS would stand in the way of
Asian economic and cultural integration. He alsatext that there is only a minimal
negative effect on the US even if the East Asiae frade zone is realized. He appreciated
the conflict resolution function of the regionalisHe said Asian regional economic
integration and people’s contacts could serve &saBie on conflict between Japan and

China. He also claimed that if Asian regionalismuldoreach the level of EU-type
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organization, covering trade and other public poltbat organization would better solve

regional conflicts. He said that the US could usecontinuing presence in the region to

support nascent democratization in Asia, consultiogely with the regional partners. He

suggested the US give Asia the same priority asfteurin order to improve its own image

in Asia, he also said the US should reinvigoraeitblic diplomacy and closer interaction

between Asia’s leading powers, instead of joinimg EAS. Then he suggested that the US

develop its interactions through regional orgamirest in which it has a role, such as

ASEAN and ARF, not through the EAS. By securingritde in Asia more with these

commitments, he said the US would be better pomtoto support the region’s

democratization, shaping the future of China ardrating Asian institutions that do not

include the United States.

5.2 Reasons for participation

Even in 2007, the United States’ stance towardd Bagn integration was still
unclear. Some U.S. governmental officials startedmmting the US participation and

argued that Washington should try to forestall mher Asian-only integratioft° Some
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scholars strongly claimed that the US should jbim EAS, or at least sign on the TAC in

2007. 1

The main reason for promoting participation wamgintain the current US presence
in the regior®>? It was for looking after its economic and secuiitierests as well as for
promoting its valued*® The original “wait and see” stance was taken bseahe US
wanted to know how the EAS would work in terms otgmtial impact to diminish US
influence in Asia. Some US scholars said that tBesblould not be concerned, as the EAS
did not seem to threaten American influence in Asvhile others argue that it would
reduce US influence in the regidt. However, while Washington continued to stay away
from the East Asian regionalism, the environmerdngied to a large extent. The Asian
economy kept developing while the financial crisisthe US economy. Two US wars in
the Middle East almost ended. Chinese military csctbecame more active. ASEAN
increased its presence in regional politics. Agiegionalism had accelerated rapitfly.

Some said the centrality of the United States isv meing challenged by renewed
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regionalism in Asia and by China’s rising influerié® Almost all interviewees for this
thesis said that the US needed to join the EASderato prevent China from dominating it.
US allies also called for the US to joff.

For the United States, the largest diplomatic igsu@sia, or even possibly in the
world for decades from now is how to grow a corttue relationship with ChinZ® The
US stance on the EAS is also related to Chinalegigeopolitical importance. In this
context, the EAS is also important in terms of fiasitions of other regional nations
relative to China and the United States. Many agemin the world including the US feel
that an approach to foster the peaceful rise oh&ls necessary® The US approach to
engagement in the Asian region has not been the tloaie would be interpreted as
containment against China. It should be the ordetoonstrate that the US seeks to hold an
active and constructive engagement in Asian mtetigd affairs and that it supports China’s
constructive integration into the existing regiomaald world affair$*® US entry into the

EAS was expected to create a forum where both Chnththe US gathered with other
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countries with interests substantially affected W$-China relationd* It is considered
meaningful to have an annual meeting which woulddthe leaders of the United States,
China, Japan and India together in an informal rfoitlhat is mandated to discuss both
economic and security issues. There is no suchtutish other than the EAS in the
world 342

Priority on the APEC had been one of the strongsaea to oppose the US
participation in the EAS* The US was watching to see if EAS would replac&EBRas
the main multilateral forum in Asia on trade andestment liberalization and economic
integration®** However, while the US did not show any concreterist in joining the
EAS, APEC was considered gradually losing its manman>*> Even in 2005, there was
already an increasing perception that APEC didhaste the leadership enough to meet
future issues?® It is also said that APEC's expansion to includeaivay and structurally
less significant economies from both sides of theifit. Ocean had weakened APEC.

While the US tried to find what the objective andssion of the EAS was, the Asian
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countries including the US allies had indicatedeaicpreference and priority toward APT
and the EAS*® The US found that it needed to join the EAS; nthedess, it prefers
APEC. The majority of my interviewees who are Aroan decision makers and scholars
said that the EAS is expected to work for securire than economi? It is because the
US still tries to use APEC as priority forum fos ibriginal economy and trade purpose.
After a long time commitment, it is difficult fohé US to give up APEC at least as the
economic forun?>°

Many opinion leaders said that the EAS is usefuktdtivating a long term peace on
traditional security as well as non-traditional wéty. Frank Jannuzi said, “The EAS is
good for dialogue on traditional security, armserand transparency. It is too big to
respond effectively to insurgency, say, in Burmadorth Korea.” He claimed that relying
only on bi-lateral security relationships is notegdate any more. He said, “Nature of
challenges is not cold war [style], but transnaipmultinational and nontraditional.” He
continued, “There is a value of dialogue in the EA®ialogue itself is helping to build

1851

community.>~ William Wise argued that the EAS is not useful foe short term peace
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creating, but a long time go&f

Many also believed that the EAS could become thasbaf a future East Asian
Community. The EAS is viewed as strategically int@ot for many countries. That is why
regional states such as Australia and India sotggbe included in the EAS so that they
will not be excluded from any future East Asian Qoumity.>** Not only ASEAN
countries, but also the US allies such as Japarth$wrea, and Australia feel the magnetic
force of a new geopolitical pofé? If the US wants to get involved in the future EAsian
Community, entry into the EAS had been viewed as oh the steps to ensure its
position>>°

Although the US hesitated to join the Asiayomilganizations, the US patrticipation in
to the East Asia Summit seems to drastically shitcharacteristics of the EAS from the
East Asian architecture to the Asia Pacific dtieAlan Romberg from the Stimson Center

said, “It is self-evident that any organizationwhich the United States plays an important
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role with Asian countries is, by definition, morean-Pacific’.**’ Critiques said the EAS
had lain uncomfortably in between the broader A%aific region and the narrower East
Asia. Ralph Cossa claimed that not only showingpgnopposition against the Asian-only
body, but also providing an active US commitment gireference on pan-Pacific
institutions was necessary for the US to changetineent situation where the US had been
left behind in the quick regionalism in East A¥i.

Another issue for the US was if the emerging EasiiA regionalism would adopt
global norms and values in many fields such as tewdarrorism, counter-proliferation,
free and open markets, human rights and demodtackhe US was not sure if the APT
and EAS, of which the US was not a member, wouldviiéng to adopt global norms in
these area®’ The US wanted to use US allies to continue havirflyence on these
regional institutions. Within ASEAN, the US viewsdionesia as the preferable driver as the
largest member and its current commitment to prargatemocratic values, seen Indonesia
started to stresses democracy and human rightdowever, these impacts were still

indirect. In fact, regional institutions are usefat the US to put pressure on the region
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regarding human rights issues and other issues.Uhevanted to shape the normative
feature of the regioff? On this aspect, focusing on the relationships betwChina and
the EAS, Satu Limaye said, “It is important to h&@na embedded in dialogue to shape
regional rules of the law, [it is important] for @A to understand that they are not dealing
with a small power in the region. They have to ustiad what people are saying®

US participation in the EAS was strongly proposkswd &om the mere fact that East
Asia became very important to the US. Asia incrdatepresence in international politics
at every level year by ye3# Alan Romberg from the Stimson Center said, “Thetésh
States views participation in the EAS as an impanpart of its reemphasis on East Asia as
an area of the world critical to American interesteconomic, political and securit}f®
Given Asia’s rapidly growing importance and needdeamonstrate America’s continuing
commitment to the region, it is claimed that theiteh States needs to more clearly
articulate its support for the East Asian regicsmalin general and particularly the EAS.

These proponents stated that US participationeretAS would show the US had adopted a

32 gzechenyi, Interview.

%3 | imaye, Interview.

4 Cronin, Interview.

35 Romberg, Emal interview.

3¢ Cossa, “East Asia Community Building,” 1. “Relunte to do so is broadly interpreted as U.S.
indifference toward Southeast Asia or as additi@vadlence that preoccupation elsewhere (Iraq, DRRIS)
caused Southeast Asia to increasingly be overlabked
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policy recognizing Asia as an important partiférlt was also said that while the Bush
administration was seen to have neglected Asidicgzation into the EAS would send a
powerful signal of US reengagement to A¥f.

In addition to many reasons above, matgrviewees said, “When compared,
which is worse? Participating in the EAS or notp#participation is worse®*° Satu
Limaye said the problem is “we are not there,” eakxphg that when important discussions
are held in the region, the US needs to attendligmussiort’® Michael Green also said
that the EAS is not useful, but if there were sachorganization, the US should better

attend.

Gradually, the support for EAS participaticedhincreased in the US during the term
toward the end of the Bush administration. For ging the intervention, the obstacles
mentioned above have to be overcome.

The US policy makers found that East Asia commuinitjyding does not likely bring

any threat to US bilateral relations with allieslgrartners, and would be able to co-exist

367 Cook, “The United States and the East Asia SurhB0i5.
%8 bid., 307.

%9 Green and Limaye, Interview.
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with the existing US-led Asian structure. The U8rfd that it could use the EAS simply as
the way to promote its purpose and enhance itepoesin the region.

When the US declared its participation in the EANS Secretary of State Clinton
stressed ASEAN'’s central role. Key criteria supipgrthe United States’ decision to join
the EAS included three important points: “Recogmitithat ASEAN would be the core
of these new structures; Understanding that strestuwould be ineffective unless
ASEAN is strengthened; and, Commitment to substalytideepen and strengthen ties
with ASEAN and its key memberé™ There was hope that ASEAN would become a
more powerful driver, which could lead the way feubstantial regional community
building3"2

Another US obstacle to join the EAS was accessiaimé ASEAN Treaty of Amity
and Cooperation (TAC). Some feared that the trdeyuted US (and allies’) operations in
the region, including military operations and s&ms>"® However, the US understood it
as not affecting the operations since all five @sWington’s Asia allies have signed with no

perceptible impact on the alliance network. In #ddj as a member of the ASEAN

371 Bower, “Paradigm Shift,” 2.
372 Cossa, “East Asia Community Building,” 1.
373 Jannuzi, Interview.
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Regional Forum, the US had already agreed witlpthpose and principles of the TAC as
a code of conduct of ARE? The US signed the TAC in 2009.

It was also claimed logistically difficult fahe US President to visit Asia twice per
year for the APEC Leaders’ meeting and the EAS. él@x, not all APEC Meetings are
held in Asia and if the APEC meeting is held inéghe EAS could be arranged within the
same trip to Asia as APEC: Furthermore, participation in the EAS would guaeanat
least one presidential trip to Asia per a year,cwhnow is even considered necessary

concerning the importance of Asi&.

5.3 The US accession to the East Asia Summit

At the beginning of 2010, Secretary of State Hyll@linton stated that they started
considering US participation in the Asian regiongganization by consulting with Asian
partners on how the US might play a role in the E&®l how the EAS fits into the broader

institutional landscap®.” In July 2010, the Obama administration expresseihtention
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to participate in the summit starting in 2C11.

At the 8" EAS in October 2010, Secretary Hillary Rodham ®lnannounced the
United States’ participation in the East Asia Sumi@ecretary Clinton explained the five
key principles of the US regarding the EAS.First, the US expected to work closely with
the EAS members on wider issue in the EAS not onljts existing agenda and initiatives,
but on wider potential areas for cooperatith. Second, the US believed that ASEAN
should continue to play a central role and the EA8uld go beyond mere dialogue into
results. Third, the “EAS should pursue an activeergig that involves the most
consequential security issues.” She mentions nucpgaliferation, the increase in
conventional arms, maritime security, climate clearand the promotion of shared values
and civil society®* Fourth, “the EAS should complement and reinforice work being
done in other forums.” Lastly, the importance dataral relationships with alliances and
partners in the region was emphasized again inspleecti®® Regarding other regional

organizations, Secretary Clinton said these orgdioizs should remain flexible and their

378 Gannon, “Engaging in Asia,” 28.
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missions should be refinétf

5.4 The & East Asia Summit with United States Participation

In November 2011, the US as well as Russia formailyed the EAS with a full
membership status at the™ 6meeting in Bali, Indonesia. The EAS changed its
characteristics and increased its importance \ighprticipation of the United States.

President Obama attended tHR BBAS as a part of nine-day Asia-Pacific trip from
November 11 to November 19, 2011. He first attertiedAPEC summit and Trans-Pacific
Partnership (TPP) meeting in Hawaii, then visitads#alia and attended ASEAN related
meetings including the EAS. Later, the United Staidlected this Asia-Pacific trip as “the
implementation of a substantial and important eggdtion in American global strategy”
for “strategic rebalancing” in Asi&* In Hawaii, he energetically promoted the TPP, the
wider Pacific regional free trade agreement withencountries, which excludes China. At

the Australia visit, he announced that the US dadlploy the Marines in Darwin, Australia,

%83 |bid.

384 Tom Donilon from The White House, “Press BriefimgPress Secretary Jay Carney, National Security
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from 2012. He used this series of meetings withAbia-Pacific nations including the EAS
“to restore the influence of the US in the Asiaifiacegion after years of preoccupation in
Iraq and Afghanistan®®® In response to the US announcement of the Marépéogiment
in Australia, China had issued a series of warnitigg claimed the US is seeking to
destabilize the region. Liu Weimin, a Foreign Mtnysspokesman said, “it may not be quite
appropriate to intensify and expand military altieanand may not be in the interest of
countries within this region®®® For China, the US military expansion in the regisnwell
as the TPP is viewed as encirclement for China.

The US broadened the EAS agenda, raising a traditisecurity issue. Before the
summit the United States made an effort to brireg $louth China Sea issue to the EAS
table while China strongly opposed it. At the CRABEAN summit right before the EAS,
China said that an outsider should not intervene the South China Sea issue with any
kind of excus€®’ China has long insisted that the issues shouldbeotliscussed in
multinational forums, but bilateral negotiatiofis. At the EAS summit, 16 of 18 leaders,

other than Cambodia and Myanmar, addressed maritewairity and most of them

385 Calmes, “Obama and Asian Leaders Confront Chiressier.” New York Times, November 19, 2011.
386 Calmes, “A U.S. Marine Base for Australia Irritat€hina.” New York Times, November 16, 2011.
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specifically mentioned the South China $¥a®*° Chinese Premier Wen had to defend

China in the long-festering disput®. He countered, “I did not think that the EAS was an
appropriate forum for a discussion of this isstié,and “China goes to great pains to
ensure that the shipping lanes are safe and #2eSeveral leaders including the Chairman
of the EAS from Indonesia and the Russian Foreignidter “said that maritime security

issues were appropriate and important issues &E#&S to discuss®®*

China changed its
attitude and agreed to make progress on “code rmdwe” on the South China Sea, which

China had rejected for yeals. The Obama administration’s senior government iatfic

39 The White House, “Background Briefing by a Serfidministration Official on the President's
Meetings at Asean and East Asia Summit,” NovemBef011,
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explained, “There was clearly widespread consermusa number of principles®*
“Freedom of navigation, the importance of adherdondbe rule of law in approaching and
settling disputes, applicability of the U.N. Contien on the Law of the Sea and the
importance for all nations to abide by its terns.” The EAS became a diplomatic forum
for the US-China relationship. The US announcenadout the Marines and discussion in
the EAS appeared to startle Chifia.

At the EAS, other issues such as non-prolil@na and disaster response were also
discussed®™ The summit adopted the Declaration of the EastaASummit on the
Principles for Mutually Beneficial Relations, whighrecognized as an action guideline for
the expanded EA%? It includes “the international law of the sea @in$ crucial norms
that contribute to the maintenance of peace arulisgan the region.” Although before the
summit, the ASEAN countries had a concern thattgueavers would take the position to

lead the EAS, Indonesian government official, tbhethof the summit, concluded, “ASEAN

39 The White House, “Background Briefing by a Serfidministration Official on the President's
Meetings at Asean and East Asia Summit,” NovemBef011,
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could show its presence and deepened its confiddftdhe declaration stated again
ASEAN as the driving force in the EAS.

During the nine days’ trip to Asia, President Obaocoastantly repeated that the
United States prioritizes the Asia-Pacific as aifRablation. At the Australian Parliament,
Obama said he had “made a deliberate and stratiegision — as a Pacific nation, the
United States will play a larger and long-term riolshaping this region and its futur®?

According to the White House,

President Obama’s participation in the EAS ... undersd that Administration’s

commitment to deepening engagement in the Asidipaegion and playing a

leadership role in its emerging institutions. Theedtdent has made clear that
full and active US engagement in the region’s ratétral architecture helps to

reinforce the system of rules, responsibilities] anorms that underlines regional
peace, stability, and prosperit{?

The President underscored the shared interest oS BAember states in
reaffirming international rules and norms in theaesas; enhancing partner
capacity to address existing and emerging challengad promoting regional
cooperation. %
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This was a great opportunity for the United Statesnsure its presence in the region.
The US used this opportunity for strengtheningtr@fships with ASEAN countries and
other EAS members for competing with China in thene of international rules. President
Obama’s trip for Asian strategic rebalancing wasogmized as successful by the United
States. Due to the efforts of the US, the EAS, Wwhit practice had not treated any

traditional security issues, became a discussiagnnfofor highly political traditional

security issues.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION: THEORIES ON US PARTICIPATION IN THE EAS

This chapter will apply each theory explained ia @hapter 2 to the facts we found
in the previous chapters. First, it will explainwhdhe three theories would explain the
reasons why the US participates in the EAS. Thaevilitexamine which theory offers the

best explanation.

6.1 Realism
Realists understand international relationshipsetgsubstantially based on balance of
power. If there is a power shift, countries tryblance powers. Countries’ decisions about
international politics are made based on self-lediprts for enhancing countries’ security.
Power is the means to achieve the security goallif®e think countries cooperate only for
balancing powers or ensuring strengths. Countriag work through institutions, but it is
just one form for balancing pow&r

They would explain US participation in the EAS frdmlance of powers. While

405 Evans and Wilson, “Regime Theory and the Englisho8l of International Relations,” 330.
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China and other middle-size nations are risingréhative power of the US is declining. It
is especially so in the Asia-Pacific region, arglliegemonic status seems to be unstable
there?® Realists would argue that the US wanted to useEh® to prevent any power
from dominating Asia, and that the US wanted tormaain the current US security presence
in the region especially to hedge against ChinavMaDtt explained two principles for the
US joining the EAS: “1. The US demonstrates it igeamanent presence in the region; 2.
The US oerceuves that China is becoming a trulpgesecurity challenge in the region. It
is a threat to the core US interest, specificaiga lines in South China S€4” He
continued, “The US knows that the EAS is an oppotyuto raise strategic and security
concerns about China and to gather the suppodpEn] Korea and many other South East
Asia countries in that forum, in the EAS, to puedks on China’s ambitiof®® Robert
Sutter also argues the US needed to “hedge agaimsg, because it is a rising power, or
could dominate Asia. The record is negative in gast. Countries around China are
409

worried about it.

The United States did not seek its participatiothenEAS in 2005 but in 2010. From

406 gee, Beckley, “China’s Century?”
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a realist perspective, this fact tells how quickhg regional environment is changing. A
rapidly growing China and other regional countreas] the increased complexity of threats
to regional security combined with the current fi§al strictness, had raised the necessity
for the US to get involved in multilateralism in €a\sia moré'’® In 2010, the US realized
interests in the region cannot be protected sdlalgugh bilateral relations and it must
engage in greater regional cooperation. To hedgesigemerging China, from the realist
perspective, the United States has to work togetlittr the other small and middle-sized
Asian countries to balance the regional power sirec The need to engage in regional
organizations was especially perceived when thesb8 China trying to get closer to
ASEAN countries using aid and other economic flé® US decision to join the EAS was
made also because the US allies and partners irethen such as Japan and Singapore
enthusiastically called for US participati6f. Realism would also explain that these
requests from the allies and partners were madef@ $alancing powers in the region.
Within realists, offensive realists simply thinkathpower balance is at the core of
decision-making and that nations seek further gtrerwithout limitation. They would

argue that the United States is playing the rolbadéncer and trying to improve or recover

419 Gannon, “Engaging in Asia,” 34.
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its strength in the region under recent regionagrocircumstances. For them, the EAS is
purely a means for these US goals in the regions;Tbffensive realists would argue that
the US aims to create an alliance with ASEAN cadaatas well as Japan and South Korea
through the EAS to hedge against China. Richardi@rolaimed that a multilateral frame
is useful to strengthen East Asian countries aroG@héha. He said the US needs to
strengthen these countries when the US can notssacly rely on the bilateral
relationships such as the US-Japan or US-Koreanaki under the current unstable
situation?*? On the other hand, defensive realists, who aratively positive towards
international cooperation, would argue that, initold to balancing powers, the US joined
the EAS to avoid unnecessary incidents such as i@oes and unintended wars with China.
They would argue the EAS is a discussion forum Witiina as well as other countries. The
US can receive more information through the EASs Plosition is close to liberalism.
Realists would also recognize that the rapid enmageof transnational security
challenges also demands collective action in orderensure US security. Regional

multilateral systems are good for dealing with tdvesions from complicated conflicts such

as the North Korean nuclear crisis and South CBi dispute. For realists who focus on

412 Cronin, Interview.
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enhancing states’ security, all of these recentirfgcsituation changes required the US to
join the EAS. Furthermore, having seen China esstaibly a regional leading position and
existing Asian regional organizations being formedt for the US interest® US’
imminent interest is to get involved in the regionre. ** From realist perspective, this is
also a process for the US to balance powers iretien.

In addition to military power, from many speechesl government announcements
about the US shift towards Asia, it is also fouhdttthe US wants to gain economic

opportunity from the region through multilateralganizations™

The developing East
Asian economy is also a key for the US since Easta As a huge and rapidly growing
market*'® They are one of the largest trade partners of8eFrom a realist perspective,
economic power is also important for the US to rradimits hegemon statds’ Economic
power is a foundation for its military power. Th&\dertainly had the clear intention to get

engaged in the regional economy more through th®.EA

Thus, realists would say that the US partiograin the EAS is to balance regional

413 Nanto,East Asian Regional Architectyrg?.
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power and enhance its security in the world offbeer politics.

6.2 Liberalism

Neo-liberalists who view cooperation more positwelould try to determine what
the US motive is to enter regional cooperation ulgiothe EAS. They argue that states act
rationally and seek cooperation under certain dani. They explain that institutions and
norms work for creating peace and stability. Frdmairt perspective, it is because these
institutions increase information about the actiandg intentions of other states. It is also
because these institutions provide incentives fwydgbehavior and sanctions against the
violators*'® Liberal institutionalists also argue that insiits affect states’ cost-benefit
calculations, preference and therefore behavidvenalists cite rules and principles by
which even powerful countries have to abitfe.

Liberalists would explain that the US tacticallyned the EAS in order to maintain
cooperative relationships in the region for segughd stability’?° The Unites States’

largest security concern is Chiffd. The US needs a forum to interact with China fer it
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long-term and multi-dimensional interest in theioegFrom a liberalist perspective, the
United States would use the EAS to mitigate shenmtrisks by receiving information
about the actions and intentions of China and tesgmwe and enhance US national
advantages over tinfé?> Containment does not work when the US and Chisayell as
other Asian countries, are highly integrated ecdoally.*”® The US has to maintain
cooperative relations with Chifd® Maintaining regional stability is the shared it of

all states, including the US and China. This irgeteas made all countries in the region
seek cooperation within the region. Moreover, tonpote its own interests in the region,
the US has to shape the regional security envirobr integrate a rising China into
regional communities and the global system as spom,sible stake holder’ while hedging

against the possibility of a more hostile and dsseChina’?®

Many policy makers in the
US as well as elsewhere in the region increasiagly strategically tend to consider the

regional community as a measure to embed China mtoveb of rules and
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interdependenc&®

In addition, characteristics of security issuesenbgen changing. Complicated issues
involving multiple countries need multilateral c@ogtion as a solution. For example, the
United States wants to use the EAS framework fer@torial dispute over the South China
Sea issue, as they did at the first EAS meetirpitl. This issue includes multiple parties.
There are many other issues the US wants to boinlget multilateral forum, rather than to
bilateral negotiations, such as the expansion ®fGhinese navy into the west Pacific as
well as the North Korean nuclear crisis. The USgeized that the multilateral regional
institution frameworks provide opportunities of tioning direct involvement for the US in
regional security matters and regional securitygsscan be discussed in a cooperative
manner. The rapid emergence of transnational ggccinallenges demands that the US
accept collective action. The US realized thatows interests in the region cannot be
protected solely by bilateral relations and requigreater regional cooperation for a
long-term peace. Although the expected concretalteesn each issue would be different
between countries, solving these issues withouedroonflicts or regional instability are

shared interests of all nations in the region. Ulsewould expect China to have incentives

426 Gannon, “Engaging in Asia,” 36.
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for good behavior, being affected by the EAS. Invélober 2009, President Obama said,
“Multilateral organizations can advance the segudhd prosperity of this regiof?”
Liberalists would argue that the US found the EA®ful for maintaining US interests
through regional cooperation from a long-term pecsipe.

When it comes to rules and principles, the Unit¢ateéS has been promoting its
values such as democracy and free markets worldwidantries that accept these values
then become favored by the ¥8.0One purpose of its EAS participation is to injést
rules and values into the region, such as demaoceaalilyeral market economy and human
rights as well as international la#fs. At the EAS in 2011, President Obama has made it
clear that full and active US engagement in théoreg multilateral architecture helps to
reinforce the system of international rules, restaities, and norms that underlie regional
peace, stability, and prosperfy. The South China Sea issue was brought to the EAS

meeting by 16 of 18 member countries, although &hiid not want to discuss it at the
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EAS.**! The Obama administration’s senior official appaéedl this result with the
following comment: “... the Chinese premier will gadk to Beijing with the sense that the
center of gravity in the Asia Pacific area is amdine adherence to the principle of the rule
of law, peaceful resolution, and a constructivéestbased approach to the resolution of
territorial disputes®*? By putting the international laws on the table tbé EAS, the
United States wanted to ingrain rule of law in thgion, especially for dealing with the
issues with China. Recognizing China’s high potdnivo hold a leadership position, the
United States accelerated its policy to promotesehesalues to China through
communications at all levels, including multilaerastitutions*** Regional architectures
can serve as one channel to promote rules andsvahgtencourage in regional nations the
type of sustainable development that is in favorhef interests of the United Stafés.
From the liberalist perspective, once the inteorati or regional rules are established,

China has to abide by the rules.

431 The White House, “Background Briefing by a Seidministration Official on the President's
Meetings at Asean and East Asia Summit,” NovemBef011,
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/20111Btbackground-briefing-senior-administration-oféiepr
esidents-meetings-a

432 The White House, “Background Briefing by a Seidministration Official on the President's
Meetings at Asean and East Asia Summit,” NovemBef011,
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/20111Bthackground-briefing-senior-administration-oféicpr
esidents-meetings-a

433 Nanto,East Asian Regional Architectyra8.

43% Gannon, “Engaging in Asia,” 24.
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Regarding the economic interdependence theoryalises would argue that the US
wants to seek a more stable region by increasiegettonomic interdependence with
regional countries through the EAS. There is atgdeal of evidence that the economic
interdependence between the US and the Asian ¢esiigets dramatically deepened year
by year. President Obama repeatedly talks aboutthewAsian economy is important for
the US. The first economic goal the US wants taeaehthrough the EAS is direct benefit
from trade and investment with the rapidly growikgjan market; namely, monetary gain
and job creation. In addition, the US has beemdryto introduce open markets into the
region, and the US wants to have more economicualtiytinterdependent relationships
with the EAS member countries for regional stapiind peacé®

The liberal Democratic Peace theory argues thaodeswy works for stabilizing the
region. The US has promoted democracy all ovemtbdd. That is not primarily for the
people in each country, but for US interests—t@i@eolitical systems favorable for the
US. The US wants to change other countries’ palitgystems to maintain peace in the
region in accordance with the US preference. Thewd8ts to ingrain democracy in the

Asian countries more through the EAS for furthegioeal stability and peace. It also can

43% Russett and Onealriangulating Peace282.
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not be forgotten that, not all, but many EAS memteations in Asia gradually have been
shifting themselves into democratic countries. 02, the ASEAN Charter declared the
ASEAN nations respect democracy. From the libeshakcratic peace perspective, the
current situation around democracy in the Eastis@untries makes it easier for the US to

have better cooperative relationships with thesmtes.

6.3 Criticism of realism and liberalism

From the interviews and literature reviewsstdawhich endorse these realist and
liberalist analyses were found. However, constvigts would say that some aspects of the
US decision for EAS participation are not fully é&iped by the two theories.

Despite realism’s emphasis on military powed ®alance of power, the EAS does
not strengthen the US military presence in Asia.bAst, the political balance could be
maintained. Many opinion leaders stated that thé& EEAn deal with traditional security
issues at stakB® but it is not by their military power, but by cadtion. Then, the
guestion to realists is: Why did the United Stadeside to join a forum that does not

function for maintaining or strengthening its po®&ealists for whom military power and

438 Ott and Wise, Interview.
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balance of power are keys to security would be alubiabout the EAS’ In addition, the
power balance shift in the region due to Chinag mvas already apparent in 2005, but the
US did not show any interest in joining the EASthdow does realism explain it?
Liberalism does not explain why the US joireeath a vague group either, while it
prefers more institutionalized organizatidi$.The EAS is based on ASEAN style of
diplomacy, i.e. informal consensus-seeking regismabnd prohibition of entering internal
affairs of each member country. The ASEAN Way rejecigid rules and rapid
institutionalization. For example, the EAS is nasdned to seek concrete and solid
solutions for disputes like the South China Seaes# aims neither at reaching a formal
legal agreement, nor at creating a formal mechamisregulate concerned states’ actions.
Rather, it is organized to bring about long-ternaqee by fostering a sense of mutual

trust*°

Asian confidence-building mechanisms such as tA8 Bre, for liberalists, too
vague or too insignificant to join. Better-orgamzeegional institutions APEC and ARF

have existed for a decade. They already had arhisiod the US had used these

multilateral forums actively. Liberalists would no¢ able to explain why the US joined an

437 See, Ba(Re)Negotiating East and Southeast As&
438 Ba, (Re)Negotiating East and Southeast AsB
439 KatsumataEstablishment]94.
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organization of vague purpose like the EAS.

The absence of formal mechanisms of cooperatioASEAN and ASEAN-related

organizations like the EAS is problematic for readiand liberalism. From their views, the

EAS does not function enough to the extent theyeexpThey call the EAS a weak,

inconsequential “talk shop.” However, if the EAS nigerely a talk shop without any

meaning, why did the US join? Although some aspettthe US decision are explained

from these traditional IR theories, constructivistsuld say some points are missing.

6.4 Constructivism

Constructivists would explain that the US sharases@alues with Asian countries.
In addition, they would also claim that the valuada the US identity and interest, which
led to US patrticipation in the EAS. Constructivifteus on the role of shared ideas and
norms in shaping state identities and interééfsThey say these interests and identities
determine state behavior. They say even if themoignaterial incentive, countries may
pursue cooperation based on these interests antitiele Their shared knowledge decides

whether states opt for cooperation or confrontatidrey say with proper conditions, states

449 \Wendt, “Constructing International Politics,” 71.
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can generate shared identities and norms that fuodteating stable peaéé-

Regarding the US decision to participate in the EA8onstructivist would say that
the US shares the ideational factors with otheraAscountries, such as “security
cooperation” or “multinational cooperation for saty” The ASEAN countries’ interests
and policies which led them to initiate the regiom@anizations would be defined by a set
of norms concerning security cooperation. Thiskimg process would emphasize efforts
to achieve the security of the whole region throuoglitilateral security cooperation, on the
basis of the view that regional security is indivis (common security}*> Many US
opinion leaders stated that the US does not expedEAS to work for short-term security
issues, but for broad regional stability as a ltenga goal**® The US now shares the idea
that many security issues need to be discussedeimuiltilateral organizations including
some traditional security issues such as the SGhtha Sea dispute. As President Obama
stated, the US feels multilateral organizations adwance the security and prosperity of

this region?** Some interviewees pointed out that even if the h#8 a Republican

441 Adler and Barnett, edSecurity Communitie4,0.
442 KatsumataFstablishment]183.
443 Jannuzi and Wise, Interview.

444 Obama, Remarks by President Barack Obama at Sutigdl, November 14, 2009,
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/remapkesident-barack-obama-suntory-hall

113



administration after 2008, the US would have joitledl EAS**® The US, as a country,
recognizes the advantages of security cooperaianreecessary framework for promoting
long-term peace and stability, even if there iscnacrete mechanism such as sanctions.
Thomas E. Donilon, the national security advised,s&he multilateral mechanisms are
meaningful for the US goal in the region, to havestable, peaceful, economically
prosperous region, and that's in the interest efyane in the region...**°

The United States understands countries should siaékiity as a region. And it
also recognizes that regional organizations su¢he&AS are useful for regional stability.
To this extent, a constructivist would say the @ptoof common security and multilateral
cooperation for security has become a shared natween the US and East Asian
countries. According to some scholars, one of thénmeasons for the US participation is
because the US did not want to miss out on therduEast Asia Community. That US
interest was built in social context where the entiEast Asian regional organizations have
been rapidly developing. Having interacted withnth&éom outside and inside, the US

started to share the values and interests whicrerntael United States participate in the

44> Green and Ott, Interview.

446 Tom Donilon from The White House, “Press BriefimgPress Secretary Jay Carney, National Security
Advisor Tom Donilon, and Deputy National Securitghvsor for Strategic Communications Ben Rhodes,”
Bali, Indonesia. November 19, 2011.
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EAS. Some critiques might mention that bilaterétienships with the allies are by far the
main tools for US security in the region; it is $emne for the ASEAN countries.
Constructivists would also argue that the US shargmrt of diplomatic norms

associated with the ASEAN Way with other EAS Asmmembers. The US understands that
dialogue and consultation through the regional mimgions are meaningful tools for
long-term stability and peace in the region. Ha\pngssed the ASEAN to be a center of the
EAS, ratified the TAC and accepted all ASEAN-ceetecriteria for the membership status,
the US has started accepting the ASEAN Way. EvehefEAS is not aimed at bringing
concrete legal solutions for international conflitte US tried its best to use the EAS as a
dialogue and consultation forum for the South Ctéea issue at its first attendance. The
US emphasizes the Southeast Asian countries’ camanit to the habit of dialogue and
consultatior:*’

Constructivists would also point out the Asia-Pactdharacteristics of the Obama
administration as a shared identity. The Obama midtration stressed its Asia-Pacific

characteristics. Although it is intentionally ssed as a US strategy, it is also because

President Obama was born in Hawaii and broughhupdonesia. Robert Sutter said, “He

447 KatsumataFstablishment]88.
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is a wonderful symbol. He represents Asi& The Obama Administration declared the US
as a Pacific country and emphasized the US slofvdtds [becoming an] Asia-Pacific
Nation.™*°

Also from the ASEAN side, the identity change héso&een seen. Despite the
diverse situation in each country, ASEAN countriesre changed themselves gradually
into democratic societies with human rights awassnevhich the US has been pressing
them towards for years. Although the shift did notur in every ASEAN country and the
degree was not the same, these democratic and highévalues are starting to be shared
between the US and several ASEAN countries. Stroorgnections through economic

interdependence have also brought the feeling dheaship between the US and other

EAS countries.

6.5 Conclusion
| would like to conclude with an eclectic combimatiof theories. The eclectic

combination is an effort to complement, engage seldctively utilize diverse theoretical

448 gutter, Interview.
449 Obama, Remarks by President Barack Obama at Surigdl, November 14, 2009,
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/remapkesident-barack-obama-suntory-hall
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perspectives. Traditional theories insist on “aorsfr consensus on enduring and
irreconcilable foundational issues” by ignoring sorealities. Traditional theories simplify
real world phenomena to generate a clear knowledigien about particular aspects of
reality, but they are not independently capablegeherating a more comprehensive
understanding of complex, multi-faceted problemsleé&icism could solve the issues
generated from excessive simplificatioftS. Based on the traditional theories, the
eclecticism tries to utilize outcomes from varidreglitional theories in order to understand
the complicated realities more precisely!

I think the motivations of the US to participate ttre EAS include the material
incentives. The US joined it for maintaining a gl power balance and tactically
engaging with China. The US policy makers havedheslist and liberalist perspectives.
From my interviews, it was found in a majority gdioions that the US joined the EAS to
maintain its presence to prevent China from dormgathe region. It does not matter
whether they consider if US power is declining ot.rEven if they think the US power is
not declining, all admitted that the Chinese poweithe region has been significantly

growing and its influence in the region has stadbdllenging US interests in the region.

450 5j| and Katzensteirnalytic Eclecticism412-413.
1 Ibid., 413.
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Many interviewees do not believe US participaticas\vior creating a de-facto alliance with

ASEAN countries, but the US has been trying to gegaith ASEAN countries more in

order to prevent them from leaning toward ChinamBmed with the US financial

difficulty and regional environmental change, itnatural to think that the United States

changed its policy because the US uses the mattlbinstitutions for balancing power and

for stabilizing the region. Realism explains thaspects well. But it is also true that the US

participation in the EAS does not change the mjlifpower balance and does not bring any

direct gain to the US, which a realist perspecsivstantially requires. Realism has to view

economic benefits and political strength as a pawedse balanced for which the United

States decided to join the EAS. Economic power @oldical power are bases for military

strength. Considering that the US tries to shiftEASI countries politically from the

Chinese side to the American side, and the UStmieshance its own political influence in

the region, realist explanations make sense f@angalg power in the region.

The liberalist perspective also explains some dspafcthe US decision well. The

United States wants fora with leaders of risingafsstountries. For long-term regional

stability, the US needs to cooperate with Asiamtoes. It is especially so with China. The

US and the regional countries clearly have a sheatedest in cooperation. No country in
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the region wants to provoke militarized disputeat tivould damage further economic

development. Regional countries as well as the td3a integrated to contain each other.

Also, solving transnational issues such as nonfpration of WMD, avian flu, energy

security and disaster relief are shared interestthe region. The US has incentives for

cooperation with the region’s countries. Above iallroducing US values would change the

Asian countries’ attitudes favorable to the US. THg interest was to embed China in the

web of rule of law for regional stability and al&w maintaining its hegemony in the region.

The US intention became clear at the 6th EAS, whieh US joined for the first time.

Having known that almost all EAS member countrssitions are the same on the South

China Sea issue except China, the US wanted tblisétahe culture in the EAS that every

country has to abide by the rules and principlé® US wants the EAS be a forum which

could change the Chinese preference and policyhenrégion. The US also wanted to

introduce and enhance democracy and economic ogerinethe region. Although the

primary US economic purpose through these Asiaionadjorganizations is gaining direct

economic benefit from trade with Asian markets réhis a significant impact that once

these countries accept and implement these condbptstend to become more favorable

to the US. The US understands these goals wilbeaichieved in a short time period, but
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the US is seeking long-term regional stability tigh the EAS'™>?

| also think the US started to share the idea dcUsity cooperation” or
“multinational cooperation for security” with Asiazountries. Security cooperation in the
constructivist sense does not mean military atieblocks for deterrence and containment,
but regional cooperation for fostering long-termage Constructivists argue that mutual
identification, transnational values, inter-subjjgetunderstandings, and shared identities
could mitigate and even eliminate violent confl@ Through these factors, a
constructivist proposes that countries could evesate “security community,” a real
assurance that the members of that community ddigidgteach other physically, but settle
their disputes in some other w&y.

Many US opinion leaders understand the EAS doegrmtide a direct or concrete
solution for traditional security issues. They thihtakes a long time for the EAS to start
having a positive impact for cultivating regionagee. Even under such a vague situation,
the US appreciates such a dialogue forum and wdatgin the relaxed institution seeking

the soft influence for the regional stability whictight be created by the EAS. The US has

452 Jannuzi and Wise, Interview.

453 pychala, “Integration Theory and the Study ofima#ional Relations,” 151.
And Adler and Barnett, edSecurity Communitie$9.

454 Acharya,Constructing a Security Community in Southeast,Asla DeutschPolitical community in
the North Atlantic Area5. See, Adler and Barn&ecurity Communitie29-65.
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interest in common security from a long-term pecsipe. This interest is shared with other
EAS members. | think this US interest has beentedethrough social interaction with
other countries in the regional society. The Asieountries have developed these
organizations and many important issues for thehd® been discussed there. The US
shared interest has been made from the interagtitn the Asian countries inside and
outside of the existing regional organizations.

| think the US decided to participate in the EASodbecause the US shares some of
the ASEAN Way; consultation and dialogue, which tdbates to building trust and
confidence in the region. Although the step is skowd the United States wants to change
the process, the US unintentionally accepted suslova and vague process, dialogue and
consultation by joining the EAS and other regiooaanizations. Opinion leaders said in

my interview that dialogue itself is valuabl&?>

However, it is a question if the US and other EAfians are really in the same
region in terms of the “common” security conceptslalso a question of how much the US

shares the ASEAN way with the other East Asian t@es The US wanted to change the

455 Jannuzi, Interview.
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EAS into an Asia-Pacific institution from an Asiatg organization by its participation. It
is doubtful that there is a clear Asia-Pacific commity concept, identity or norms shared
by the US and other EAS members. Although the qunoé “region” has been seen
expanding from ASEAN to East Asia since the 1999s,US does not seem to share the
identity and interest with Asian countries morentlminimum level which was described
above.

The concept of “East Asia” has been discussed sntely. ASEAN countries try to
unite as one entity to strengthen their presendbearinternational community. They share
the norm, “the ASEAN countries need a regionalyrihe Southeast Asi&>® Since the
1990s, especially after the financial crisis in 19¢he trend of Asian regionalism has
spread into the wider East Asia including Chinasdéoand Japaft! While the formal
settings under the APEC and Western criticismsnasgi@iuman rights and other issues have
frustrated the ASEAN countries, the financial @isi the late 1990s created the feeling in
the region that East Asia needs to work togethemany issues. The ASEAN plus three
structure was established and its members stas@ddimany Minister level meetings and

other functions, such as the Chiang Mai Initiati@apported by confidence in its economic

456 B3, (Re)Negotiating East and Southeast A§iz41.
7 Ibid., 233.
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growth, the East Asian regionalist narrative haswgr**® The Asia-Europe Meeting
(ASEM), the leaders meeting with European and As@mtries, also contributed to create
the concept of East Asfa® T. J. Pemple wrote, “as linkages deepen acrossASis, ever
stronger pulls exist for defining certain problemssich as financial cooperation, trade,
investment, or the Korean nuclear threat, in wég are distinctly ‘East Asian®® He
pointed out that strong connections through govemtmand corporations such as
production networks and investment flow as wellpasple generates “East Asi& He
argues that the APT countries provide the coreEafst Asia.*®? Although the ASEAN
Way and the East Asian Way are different, due taymaasons including the China-Japan
rivalry, many concepts from ASEAN Way have beenodticed into the greater East Asian
region, and ASEAN is located in the center of theum. However, the outer boundary of
“East Asia” is still controversial and it shiftsofn issue to issu&® It does not depend on
common agreement among Asians on any underlyingesabr norms, but on each

country’s effort to maintain national choic®s. While the concept of “East Asia” is still

458 hid., 198-1909.
459 1hid., 200.

8% pempel, “Conclusion: Tentativeness and TensiotisdrConstruction of an Asian Region,” 273.

Pempel, “Introduction: Emerging Webs of Regionah@ectedness,” 1-28.
462 H
Ibid., 25.
63 pemple 271.
%4 bid.

461

123



vague, it is difficult to say that the United Stasnd East Asian countries share the concept
of the Asia-Pacific Way for cooperatidfr. The US is described as lukewarm toward new
regional arrangements. The US has denied many Asgianal organizations. As the East
Asian regionalism trend was a reflection of quesiabout US power, even if the
regionalism trend in Asia-Pacific has starteds istill at its very beginning®®® In addition,
the US in practice seems to have not accepted noficthe ASEAN Way. At the
intervention in 2010, the US required that the B#&Seffective and focused on delivering
results with effective governance, efficient demismaking processes, differentiated roles
and responsibilities and burden sharing. Althougthe 8" summit in 2011, the US stressed
“the shared interest of EAS member states in meaiffig international rules and norms in
these areas; enhancing partner capacity to adésésing and emerging challengé§””
these concepts including rigid solutions basednte@rmational laws are not yet the shared
values within ASEAN nations according to history.

ASEAN’s consensus-driven regionalism works becaw$e members’ shared

interpretations of their history of conflict. Withb that context of meaning, informal

65 B3, (Re)Negotiating East and Southeast A820.

%% Ipid., 237.

87 The White House. “The White House Fact Sheet: Esist Summit” November 19, 2011,
http://iipdigital.usembassy.gov/st/english/texts&911/11/20111119151041su0.2769434.html#axzz1@nrEj
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regionalism may not work the same way with différerembers. The progress of the East
Asian way has been influenced by the ASEAN way,thetAsian Pacific Way does not yet
exist*®® Constructivists emphasize an institution’s functis “norm builders” or “norm
brewery.”® “Institutions are also social environments wheroes negotiate their
different identities, where they debate ideas, avitere they arrive at ‘collective
interpretations of the external world’ and how bestrespond to it*° Alice Ba said
conceiving regionalism is a cumulative series ajatiations and exchangé$. Increasing
interactions through regional institutions suchths EAS could create a new shared
identity and norms of Asia-Pacific in the long-teritope this process, which is slow but

now apparent, will create a shared Asia-Pacifiniitig and a shared Asia-Pacific Way that

will eventually lead the region to become a “segurommunity.”

%8 Ba, (Re)Negotiating East and Southeast ASK2.
499 KatsumataEstablishment]81-198.

470 B3, (Re)Negotiating East and Southeast Agih
4 Ibid., 237.
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