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The United States and East Asia

rl

As the world enters the early phases of the post Cold War era, East Asia has risen in
prominence as an area both of striking economic growth and of uncertainty and potential
instability. These developments have posed complex challenges for the United States and
this paper provides a survey of the major issues which have faced the Clinton
Administration in East Asia.
To introduce the range of issues confronting the US in East Asia, the paper outlines some
major features of the post Cold War environment. High growth rates of the major regional
economies have been accompanied by substantial regional economic integration. However
in this optimistic economic atmosphere, some major inter-state relations reman tense
(notably on the Korean peninsula), defence spending has been rising and regional
cooperation institutions remain fragile. The regional states face these challenges while a
number of them are undergoing processes of political change and leadership transition,
issues which are particularly significant for China. Economic growth has also led to an
increase in the self-confidence of a number of states who have felt that their economic
success and internal stability provide a strong basis for asserting their own ideas and values
about international issues, such as appropriate human rights standards. External states
including the US are thus dealing with a rapidly changing, diverse, uncertain but also
increasingly self-confident East Asia.
US policies towards East Asia during the Cold War were dominated by efforts to contain
the influence of the Soviet Union and China. This included US involvement in two major
wars, in Korea and (traumatically and unsuccesshlly) in Vietnam. From the 195Os,
however, US security guarantees through its bilateral alliances (especially with Japan and
South Korea) also contributed to the climate which enabled the East Asia economies to
recover and begin to prosper through export-oriented development. The US, furthermore,
assisted in this development through the market access it provided for East Asian products.
The decline of the Soviet Union and the end of Cold War confrontation from the late 1980s
left the US as the world's sole superpower but has brought some complex challenges for
US foreign policy, both internationally and in East Asia. US policymakers have had to try
to pursue US economic and security interests in the face of demands for more
concentration on domestic issues and without the policy focus which the confrontation with
the Soviet Union had provided. In East Asia the Bush Administration from 1989 sought to
maintain the structure of US involvement through its extensive bilateral relationships while
reducing the size of the military presence. The Clinton Administration from 1993 has
sought to emphasise its commitment to East Asia and in February 1995 reaffirmed this in a
i
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major policy statement on East Asia-Pacific security strategy. However the Administration
has experienced considerable difficulties in pursuing the diverse range of US interests which
the strategy prescribed, and the paper looks in detail at recent policies towards China,
Japan, the Koreas, ASEAN and Southeast Asia, and emerging regional dialogue and
cooperation.
With China, the end of the Cold War necessarily brought to an end the period of US-China
strategic alignment against the Soviet Union in the 1970s and 1980s. The Clinton
Administration has encountered significant tensions in relations with the People's Republic,
partly because of Chinese resistance to the Administration's initial attempts (in 1993 and
1994) to link access to Most Favoured Nation trading rights to progress on human rights
(an attempt abandoned after 1994) and partly because of the hostile Chinese reaction to the
visit to the US of Taiwan's President Lee Teng-hui in June 1995. The paper suggests that
relations with China are likely to continua to be difficult for the US, with Taiwan an
ongoing focus for contention as its democratically-elected government gains added
credibility in the US.
Relations with Japan have been the cornerstone of US-East Asia policies since the 1940s
but have been strained by disputes about trade and market access since the mid to late
1980s. The Bush Administration claimed some success for its efforts to enhance access for
US products and business but the Clinton Administration's efforts to continue and increase
this process have met with a stiffer Japanese response, particularly during the mid 1995
dispute over cars and car parts. Debate about economic relations has been joined in 1995
by increasing discussion about the security relationship, as Japan has been moving to
reassess its international and regional role. The controversy over an alleged rape by three
US personnel in Okinawa in September 1995 has acted as a catalyst for increased debate on
the role of the US-Japan alliance in the post Cold War period, with arguments increasing in
both countries that the US military presence should be reviewed and phased down. The US
and Japan were due to reafirm support for the security relationship in November 1995
during a scheduled visit to Japan by President Clinton (at the time of the APEC meetings in
Osaka) that was postponed because of the domestic US budget crisis: these discussions are
now to be rescheduled for early 1996.
The Korean peninsula has been a third major challenge for the Clinton Administration with
substantial tensions persisting between the South and the North and growing concern in
1993 and 1994 over North Korea's nuclear program. The Administration reaffirmed the
US commitment to South Korea's security by pledging to maintain US forces at current
levels as long as they are needed and by making a major effort to negotiate with the North
to curtail its potential to develop nuclear weapons. These efforts have appeared to have
had some succuss with the conclusion of the Framework Agreement in October 1994 which
produced a package of arrangements to change the character and reduce the dangers posed
by the North's nuclear program. Nonetheless the Korean peninsula remains heavily
militarised, the North Korean regime remains economically weak and isolated and the US
along with other interested parties needs to make contingency plans for possible Korean
reunification.
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Southeast Asia has produced comparatively fewer challenges for the Clinton
Administration. The US, however, has experienced some strains with most of the ASEAN
members over a series of economic relations issues and while the ASEAN members value
the US' contribution to regional security they now wish to have a more balanced
relationship. This has been illustrated recently by the unwillingness of Thailand to agree to
a US request in late 1994 to station offshore supply ships and by ASEAN's refbsal to
accept US policies towards the regime in Myanmar, which the US has criticised sharply on
political and human rights grounds but which ASEAN was willing to accept as a guest at
the latest ASEAN summit in Bangkok in December 1995. Along with areas of tension, the
US has recently taken the important step of normalising relations with Vietnam, achieved
by President Clinton on 11 July 1995 in the face of some continuing domestic opposition.
While pursuing and expanding its existing bilateral relationships the US has, under the
Clinton Administration, moved to participate more actively in the emerging processes of
multilateral dialogue particularly through APEC and the recently established ASEAN
Regional Forum (ARF). President Clinton increased emphasis on APEC in 1993 although
the US' approaches to how it should develop differ from some fellow members (such as
China and Japan). The ARF is a promising start towards the kind of confidence building
measures that East Asia in the early post Cold War period sorely needs.
The paper then considers the implications of developments in US-East Asia relations for
Australia. The processes of internal and regional economic and political change in East
Asia have been of major interest to Australia and have come to influence substantially its
longstanding relations with the US. Australia has pursued policies towards regional
economic and security cooperation which have emphasised the desirability of the US being
actively bound into regional cooperation groups, especially APEC and the ARF. Alongside
this policy emphasis, a series of difficult bilateral experiences with US international
economic policies has reduced Australia's sense of identity of interests with the US.
Australia has also been developing an outlook on East Asia considerably different to that of
the US, particularly because of the structural differences in the two countries' trade
relations. With its close concern with developments in East Asia, Australia in the last three
years has criticised several aspects of Clinton Administration policies towards the region.
The Australian government remains strongly supportive of a strong US involvement in East
Asia. Nonetheless, in the post Cold War environment, Australia is also actively pursuing
new avenues of cooperation to supplement its long-term association with the US: the
security treaty with Indonesia is a notable example of this.
The paper concludes by emphasising that the problems faced by the US in East Asia policy
under the Clinton Administration go beyond immediate issues of policy coordination and
diplomatic priority setting. Rapid economic growth is producing structural changes in
regional power relationships particularly because of the issues raised by the emerging roles
of China and Japan. These issues will maintain policy towards East Asia as a major
challenge for US administrations into the next century.

...
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The meeting of the eighteen members of the Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation group in
Osaka in November 1995 highlighted the growing importance of the economies of East
Asia as a driving force in the wider Asia Pacific region. However the absence of United
States President Bill Clinton from the ‘summit’ of the APEC leaders because of the
pressures of domestic debate over the budget was widely seen as illustrative of the
problems the US has had in giving consistent policy attention to the East Asia region.
Under the Clinton administration, the US has had a series of difficulties in a number of
areas of East Asia policy. Relations with China have been strained significantly, especially
since the visit to the US of Taiwan’s President Lee Teng-hui in June 1995. The US has
been involved in a series of acrimonious conflicts with Japan over trade issues and recently
debate has also intensified over the character and fbture of the US-Japan security
relationship. The US has also encountered difficulties in relations with Southeast Asian
states who have felt that a greater sense of balance and visible independence in relation to
the US is appropriate in the post Cold War environment.
The US has certainly had areas of notable success in its East Asian polices, particularly
through the agreement with North Korea in October 1994 over that state’s nuclear policies,
and President Clinton’s achievement of normalisation of relations with Vietnam in July
1995 in the face of considerable domestic opposition. Nonetheless, the image of an
administration in difficulties in policy towards East Asia has been widespread and has been
fbelled by members of the administration itself in May 1994, the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of State for East Asia and Pacific Affairs, Winston Lord, in an internal memo
(which was leaked) complained that the US was seen widely in the region to have been
driven by a heavy handed unilateralism and was often viewed as ‘an international nanny if
not bully’.
This paper seeks to argue, however, that while the Clinton Administration has certainly had
problems in developing and pursuing its East Asia policies, there have also been wider and
more complex issues involved. East Asia is undergoing patterns of change which pose
substantial challenges both for the region and for the United States. In the early post Cold
War period, the roles of the major East Asian powers are changing in important ways.
China is growing in power rapidly and wishes to play a major role in the region, Japan is
also seeking to assert a more prominent international and regional political and diplomatic
presence, and Russia while still debilitated by the demands of post Communist
redevelopment and reform is developing a wider relationship with some countries in the
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region, notably China. These developments are occurring in a region which is experiencing
rapid economic growth, but which has a number of major ongoing inter-state bases for
conflict and which has little experience of cooperative regional activity. The interests of the
US can be affected substantially by these developments. However the US needs to try to
pursue policy towards East Asia in a complex post Cold War policy context in which while
the US is now the only global 'superpower', the demands of domestic interests are
prominent, and in which the absence of a clearly defined international adversary since the
demise of the Soviet Union makes priorities and strategies in foreign relations much more
dificult to develop and to have accepted by the domestic electorate.. It against this
background that the challenges and problems facing the US in East Asia in the second half
of the 1990s need to be considered.
To illustrate these issues this paper provides a survey of major current issues in United
States relations with East Asia. The paper begins by considering the principal
characteristics of the region in the early post Cold war era, in which continuing high rates
of economic growth and increasing regional inter-dependence are accompanied by
considerable uncertainties about prospects for regional security and stability. The paper
then assesses the recent development of US relations with Northeast Asia (China, Japan
and the Korean peninsula) and Southeast Asia, and US policies towards cooperation on
both economic and security issues. After assessing the implications for Australia of recent
US policies, the paper concludes with comments about the immediate and medium term
challenges for the US in East Asia.

ecurity Developments

.

In many ways, the situation in East Asia after the Cold War has been and continues to be
favourable: economic growth proceeds, the Cambodia conflict as a regional and
international issue has been resolved (although substantial internal problems continue) and a
number of regional relationships have improved markedly (for example between Vietnam
and its neighbours). However there have been widespread concerns that East Asia in the
post Cold War environment may also be becoming more unstable. As Robert Manning
(Progressive Policy Institute, Washington) has observed, the situation of East Asia after the
Cold War involves several paradoxes and contradictions:
It is now more prosperous and peaceful than at any time in the past century, yet [is] haunted
by its past and uneasy about the future

Apart fkom the North Korean nuclear threat md tensions on the Korean peninsula, there are
no imrnediate security threats, yet the region features the world's largest rnilitary forces and
most Asian states continue to increase their military spendmg even as the United States,
Russia, and the European states reduce theirs
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In an age when regional economic integration is rapidly increasing and instantaneous flows
of capital and lnforation have eroded the very concept of sovereignty, long-standmg
territorial disputes are becorning more prominent'.

Six factors have been especially important in the post Cold War environment in East Asia.
Economic growth and regional integration have transformed the position of the region
in the past two decades. In 1960 the East Asian economies accounted for just 4 percent of
world GNP: by 1990 they accounted for about 25 percent of world GNP (about equal to
the United States). By the year 2000 they are projected to account for about one third of
world GNP. The seven major East Asian economies are estimated to have more than 40
percent of global bank reserves, up from 17 percent in 1960. The average savings rate for
East Asian economies is 30 percent, compared with 8 percent for the G-7 economies.
According to estimates of the World Bank, East Asia will soon account for one half of
global GNP growth. Chalmers Johnson (Japan Policy Research Institute) has observed that
These savings rates, when translated into investment rates, mean that the world balance of
economic power will continue its shft to Asia. It also means that low-saving countries ldse
the United States will remain huge importers of capital. ms capital will increasingly come
fi-om Asians and be made available on their terms, providmg them with leverage in many
fields.2

East Asian economies are also becoming increasingly inter-dependent and correspondingly
less reliant on major external markets including the US. In a pattern of 'horizontal'
integration, as each East Asian economy has moved up the ladder of development, it has
helped to accelerate the rate of growth of the economies on the next tier. In a process led
by Japan, large numbers of labour intensive industries have been transferred from the
industrialised and high income East Asian economies to neighbouring countries and the
transfers have recently also included many more technically sophisticated industries. Japan,
Hong Kong and Taiwan have been particularly heavily involved in investing in other East
Asian economies (Taiwan for example is the largest foreign investor in Malaysia and
Vietnam). Intra-Asian trade amounts now to about 45 percent of East Asia's overall trade.
These trends have helped insulate the East Asian economies from the problems of low rates
of growth and recension in many industrialised economies (see Tables 1 and 2).
Amid this pattern of growth, the roles of the East Asian major powers have been marked
by change and considerable uncertainty. China's pursuit of economic reform since 1979 has
brought remarkable rates of growth and a rapid increase in its engagement in the
international and regional economy. While this process has been widely welcomed in the
East Asian region, China's role and intentions are also viewed with considerable
uncertainty.
China's economic development has been accompanied by increasing
participation in regional and international institutions, including APEC, the Asian
Development Bank, and the ASEAN Regional Forum: China is also keen to join the World
Trade Organisation. China however, has simultaneously been moving to enhance its
military capacities and has been the only permanent member of the UN Security Council to
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have been doing so in the 1990s. This rise in military capacities has been occurring at a
time when the Chinese ruling party has been giving increasing emphasis to nationalist
appeals to boost its legitimacy in the wake of the collapse of most of the world's
Communist regimes and when the fiture of China's leadership, after Deng Xiaoping passes
from the scene, remains unclear. China has a predominant presence in East Asia in
geographic and population terms and it may come to be the world's largest single economy
early next century. The combination of China's rapid growth and an uncertain political
fiture has been unsettling for China's neighbours who fear that adverse socio-political
developments in China could impact on their own economies and societies.
Japan has played a leading role as a stimulus for economic development in the region, both
through investment and as the world's largest aid donor, and since the mid 1980s has
directed another wave of investment into the region's economies. Japan has also played an
important role in encouraging regional cooperation on both economic and security issues.
However, Japan's existing and potential regional roles are also viewed with some reserve
and concern in East Asia As Robert Manning has noted:
Japan's emergence as a major economic power in the 1980s, its quest for a global political
role commensurate with its economic and financial weight, and its tendencies to airbrush its
hstory during the 1930s and 1940s, when combined with persistent tensions in US-Japan
relations are, in a nutshell, what lie b e h d concerns about Japan's intentions. Concerns that
an independent Japan may harbour hegemonic ambitions in the Pacific continues to be part
of the pathology o f East Asia. Th~sconcern is most evident in C h a and Korea.3

Japanese political figures continue to alienate neighbouring states with their capacity for
insensitive comments about Japan's history in the region: the most recent example has been
the comments about Japan's role in Korea by a senior minister in the Murayama
government who was forced to resign just before the APEC summit. The issue of the
historical legacy continues to undercut Japan's regional legitimacy in East Asia. As Kua
Chong Guan (a Singaporean defence analyst) has noted: :
For some of us in ASEAN, a younger generation o f Japanese ignorant of their past,
combined with a leadershp unrepentant over their conduct in the war, is a source of
concern, especially when that leadershp is in command of a self defence force that now has
the second largest n;iitaq budget in the world.

Russia and India may also play a greater role in East Asian in the fiture. The Russian
Federation is currently preoccupied by the dilemmas of reform and its political fiture
remains highly uncertain. While its military presence in the region is a shadow of that of the
former Soviet Union, Russia has important economic relations with a number of regional
states including China, Vietnam and South Korea. and its regional profile may well increase
as the economy stabilises and redevelops. While India's regional presence has been limited
so far, India has a large economy which is undergoing a substantial process of outward
looking reform, a well-developed democratic political system, a substantial middle class and
widespread English language capacities: these assets give India a potential for greater
activity and influence in East Asia.
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Existing and potential interstate and territorial conflicts are another important element of
the security environment of East Asia in the post Cold War period.
The Korean peninsula is the most significant source of continuing tension. North and
South Korea coexist in one of the most heavily armed regions in the world and uncertainty
has occurred over both North Korea's nuclear program and the possible reunification of the
Koreas and the circumstances under which that might eventuate. The US-North Korea
Framework Agreement of October 1994 (see below) has sought to freeze North Korea's
alleged nuclear weapons development program and offers the prospect of terminating the
program over the next decade as light water reactors are constructed to replace the existing
gas-graphite reactors. Nonetheless North Korea still retains a substantial nuclear energy
capacity. The North Korea regime also remains largely isolated and its economy is
considered to be highly vulnerable.
Reunification is the declared goal of both Korean governments. The way in which this may
occur has major implications for security in East Asia. A process of economic reform and
wider international relations in North Korea might enable a gradual move towards
reunification and this would clearly be the most desirable outcome. However the North
Korea regime may well be reluctant to run the risks that such a course would involve. If
North Korea was to suffer serious economic problems or even an economic collapse and
reunification happened quickly and with little chance for advance planning, then the
circumstances for reunification would be much more difficult and could pose serious and
potentially destabilising problems for both South Korea and the region.
East Asia continues to face a number of other existing and potential territorial and interstate disputes. The most serious and complex area of dispute is in the South China Sea and
particularly the Spratly islands. Six states claim sovereignty - in whole or in part - to the
territories of the South China Sea: China, Taiwan (the Republic of China), Vietnam, the
Philippines, Brunei and Malaysia. Of the 230 barren reefs, sandbars and atolls only about
20 are above water level at all times. But these territories are the subject of claims that
have led to violent conflict as recently as 1988 when Chinese and Vietnamese naval forces
clashed. The Spratlys attract this interest because of their strategic location and the
potential of their fisheries, seabed nodules and potential petroleum and natural gas
reserves.
China's interests in relation to the Spratlys have caused considerable regional concern.
China stated in 1987 that the Spratlys would 'ultimately be recovered at an appropriate
time' and in 1992 the National People's Congress passed a law reaffirming China's claims
and its right to deploy military forces to support those claims. Vietnam has asserted a
counter claim to the islands and these claims are accompanied by those of four other states.
Extensive discussions have taken place on the issue of reducing tensions over the Spratlys,
particularly through the series of workshops sponsored by Indonesia. However while these
dialogues have helped to increase communication over the issue, the standoff' between the
principal claimants continues.
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The dispute between China and Taiwan is another significant focus for regional discord.
the People's Republic of China has continued to assert its sovereignty over Taiwan. In the
past decade economic relations between China and Taiwan have mushroomed, as the
process of economic reform in China has led to many opportunities for trade and
investment from Taiwan to expand rapidly: trade expanded from about $US 500 million in
1988 to over $US 20 billion just five years later in 1993 and Taiwan's investment in the
mainland exceeds $20 billion in over 100,000 enterprises. This is particularly striking since
there were no direct official economic ties or accords until August 1994. However the
PRC has never renounced its right to use force if necessary to recover Taiwan and Taiwan's
growing wealth and increasingly liberal political system have resulted in an increase in
tensions. While the ruling Kuomintang party has always asserted that the mainland and
Taiwan are part of one country, its leaders have also been keen to raise Taiwan's
international profile. Moreover, the moves towards liberal democracy since the mid 1980s
have allowed parties espousing pro-independence views to gain wide attention. Taiwan's
cause has also had the support of a powerful lobby in the United States with extensive
sympathy in the Congress. These developments have led to substantial irritation in China
and brought US-China relations to a state of substantial difficulty in mid 1995 (see below).
Thus in relation to Taiwan, economic and political developments are pulling in contrary
directions and Taiwan's future remains a source of considerable contention and potential
conflict.
East Asia also has a number of other inter-state and or territorial disputes which could be a
focus for tension although conflict over them at present seems unlikely (for a list see
Appendix A). These include the dispute between Japan and the Russian Federation over
the status of the four northern islands seized by the Soviet Union at the end of World War
Two and claimed ever since by Japan, between Japan and China over the Senkaku Islands,
and between Malaysia and Indonesia over Sipidan and Ligitan islands.
With economic growth coexisting with regional uncertainty, the post Cold War
environment has seen a pattern of armed forces modernisation and arms acquisitions.
Several factors have been important in this. There have been supply side pressures as arms
producers, faced with the end of the Cold War, have created a 'buyers market' for weapons.
East Asia also has some of the world's most rapidly growing economies with an extensive
budgetary capacity to expand defence spending. The adoption of the international Law of
the Sea, with its increase in Exclusive Economic Zones, has also introduced new
requirements for the acquisition of surveillance capacities by a number of regional states
(particularly among the ASEAN members). Some countries have been engaged in
substantial arms procurements, including China. While in no case has defence spending
been increasing as a proportion of GDP, the trends in defence expenditures highlight the
need for regional dialogue and the desirability of expanding measures aimed at
communication and confidence building among regional states.
The states of East Asia face a series of political development and leadership challenges
which can affect the context for regional security. In a number of states, rapid economic
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growth and the impact this has had on social and economic structures has been
accompanied by demands for greater political pluralism and wider political participation.
The inter-connection between growth, pluralism and political change is not consistent or
clear. Nonetheless, several East Asia states - notably Thailand, the Philippines, Taiwan and
South Korea - have in the past decade moved in a markedly more pluralist and democratic
political direction. In each case, greater emphasis has been placed on the role of political
parties, electoral competition, and legislature^.^ In some cases there has already been a
noticeable impact on foreign and security policies: in Taiwan for example, the process of
democratisation has led to a greater emphasis on Taiwan as a society and economy
deserving of wider international acknowledgment and recognition (see below).
Alongside these developments, several East Asian countries have been facing problems and
challenges in leadership and leadership transition, China will soon face the end of the era of
Deng Xiaoping, Japan has been undergoing a period of restructuring of its political party
system which has since 1993 seen several coalition governments with limited capacities for
decisive action, and Indonesia is approaching the end of the period of political dominance
of President Suharto. The outcomes of these processes of transition have considerable
implications for national and regional security policies, especially in the cases of China and
Japan.
As the states of East Asia have grown in economic strength and confidence there has, in
some countries, been increasing debate on the importance and legitimacy of 'Asian values'.
A number of leaders, senior officials and inteliectuals have sought to assert the right of East
Asian societies and political systems to define and uphold their own social and political
values and to reject what they see as Western attempts to prescribe international standards
(which they see as closely reflecting Western standards) in human rights and political
behaviour. This has offered an additional source of debate and challenge to those Western
countries, and especially the United States, which have sought to make the advancement of
human rights and democratisation as major planks in their post Cold War policy
prescriptions in relation to East Asia.*

United States policies and the ast Asia region
The United States' involvement in East Asia has been shaped heavily by the four decades of
Cold War confrontation in the region. After the end of World War Two, the US' policy
preoccupations in East Asia revolved around the perceived threat to its interests posed by
the challenge of Soviet influence and the role of the People's Republic of China. The US
fought major wars in East Asia aimed at combating Chinese and Soviet influence, achieving
a negotiated settlement in Korea which preserved the Republic of Korea but failing to
achieve its objectives in Vietnam. US involvement in East Asian security was based on a
series of bilateral treaties with Japan, the Republic of Korea, the Philippines, Thailand and
Australia. The US also sponsored the South East Asia Treaty Organisation (SEATO) from
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1954 in an attempt to create a regional defence arrangement, but SEAT0 did not become a
cohesive grouping and was allowed to lapse in 1977.
While the US provided a security umbrella to its allies, its involvement in the region and its
willingness to accept products from East Asia underpinned the capacities of the regional
states to pursue economic development and especially export-oriented industrialisation, a
process pioneered by Japan in the 1950s and then adopted with remarkable success by a
number of other states, led in the 1960s by South Korea and Singapore.
After the end of the Vietnam conflict, the US scaled down some of its involvement in
Southeast Asia and withdrew from its bases in Thailand in 1976. However the structure of
US security alliances remained intact and the US retained a substantial presence in Japan,
Korea and the Philippines. This pattern of involvement continued through to the end of the
Cold War although the US blocked New Zealand's active participation in the ANZUS
alliance after 1985 because of its unwillingness to accept visits by US nuclear-powered or
armed ships.
The end of the Cold War confrontation between the Soviet Union and the US did not
immediately see a major change in the US presence in East Asia, partly because some
obvious challenges to regional security persisted, particularly on the Korean peninsula.
However the Bush Administration did reduce the scale of the US regional presence in
association with the wider process of curtailment of US defence spending, which has seen
defence as a proportion of GNr" reduced i'rrorrr 5.9 percent in I988 io 3.7 percent in 1995:
in East Asia this process produced a reduction in force strength from about 135,000 in
1990 to 100,000 in 1994.' A fbrther important change in the structure of the US presence
occurred after 1992 when the US withdrew from the large bases at Subic Bay and Clark
Field in the Philippines after the Philippines decided not to renew the bases agreement (and
in the wake of the destruction caused by the eruption of Mt Pinatubo). Faced with the US
military's departure from the Philippines, the Bush Administration continued to place the
bilateral security agreements at the centre of US interests and reacted coolly to efforts by
some other states, including Australia and Canada, to try to propose possible multi-lateral
arrangement for dialogue and cooperation in the region.
During the Bush Administration, the US began to focus increasingly on another major set
of issues in relation to East Asia, the implications of the region's rapid economic growth, a
development which US policies had encouraged. From the early to mid 1970s, with the
Vietnam war over and with accommodation between the US and China, economic issues
became more prominent in international relations. By this time, the difference in patterns of
growth in the US and East Asia were becoming strikingly clear. During 1965-1980, the US
economy grew by an average annual rate of 2.7 percent, while the rates for Japan, South
Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong and Singapore were respectively 6.9, 9.6, 9.7, 8.6 and 10.1
percent. These economies shared important characteristics in common: an export oriented
industrial policy, high rates of domestic savings, a close government-industry-labor
relationship, and a disciplined workforce with a nearly 100 percent literacy rate. The
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experience of these economies in turn influenced others including China after 1978 and
Singapore's partners in the Association of Southeast Asian Nations. By the 1980s, while
US trade grew by 1.2 percent annually, China's grew by 11.9 percent, Japan's by 5.3
percent, South Korea's by 16.7 percent and Taiwan's by 15 percent." Since a substantial
amount of this trade was directed towards the US, new challenges arose for US traders and
for the US government.

The Clinton Administration, post Cold War foreign policy and East Asia
Bill Clinton was the first President to be elected in the post Cold War environment. The
Clinton Administration came to office in early 1993 with a commitment to emphasise
economic issues and the need for domestic reforms (particularly in fiscal management and
health care). The Administration has also had to deal with the problems of trying to frame
a coherent post Cold War foreign policy. As Richard Haas has observed (in early 1995)
this has been difficult:
Global changes have undoubtedly complicated the conceiving and conducting of US foreign
policy. Ours is a period of 'international deregulation', one in whch there are new players,
new capabilities, new alignments - but as yet, no new rules. Th~sinternational flux is
compounded by political anxieties at home. The public is motivated by a pervasive sense
that domestic problems warrant the bulk of America's energies. Extensive meQa coverage
and scrutiny have increased the pressure on the government to act whle m h g acting more
difjticult. And the Republican control of both chambers of Congress that resulted from the
1994 mid term elections is certain to aggravate institutional kction between the legislature
and the executive. The net result is that domestic support for foreign endeavours is
contrakctory, weak, and growing weaker."

Former US Secretary of State Henry Kissinger (in testimony to the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee in July 1995) has emphasised, in a similar vein, the difficulties posed
for US foreign policymakers in attempting to 'distil a sense of direction from a world in
which almost all key elements are changing simultaneously'.
For the first time in its hstory America will be obliged to conduct a global foreign policy in
the absence of an overwhehg ideological or strategic enemy, and in a world from whch it
can neither withdraw nor dominate...
Not just the United States but every major nation finds itself in a transitional stage. The
traktional European nation state lacks the scale to deal with the entire spectrum of
contemporary problems. Russia is living withn borders it has not known since Peter the
Great. Chma is emerging as a world power for the first time in several centuries whle its
leadershp is changing. Japan is reversing a pattern of political withdrawal.12

It was against this background that the Clinton Administration had to approach policy
towards East Asia. In an early policy statement, Winston Lord, Deputy Assistant Secretary
of State for East Asia and the Pacific, in a submission to Congress in March 1993, set out a
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detailed set of goals for the US, which included both reaffirmation of key relationships with
allies, engagement with China and the pursuit of improved relations with Vietnam, and a
commitment to pursue democracy and adherence to human rights. President Clinton, in his
first visits to the region in July 1993 (to Japan and Korea) declared his goal to be the
creation of a 'Pacific community', reaffirmed US security commitments, endorsed the
potential value of multi-lateral security dialogues, and stressed the determination of the US
to be engaged in Asia.
The favourable initial impressions created by the Administration were consolidated in late
1993 when President Clinton invited the leaders of the APEC members to meet informally
during the annual APEC meeting in Seattle. Having just secured Congressional support for
the North America Free Trade Agreement, President Clinton created a positive image for
US policies towards the Asia Pacific region at the Blake Island meeting.
However in 1994 and 1995 the US has experienced considerable problems in its polices
towards East Asia, both in coordinating the diEerent components of its policy interests and
in managing key relationships, especially with China and Japan. By May 1994, Deputy
Assistant Secretary of State Winston Lord was expressing considerable disquiet with US
policies. In an internal memorandum which became public, Lord warned of an emerging
malaise in relations with East Asia. He argued that the region saw much of US policy as
being driven by a heavy handed unilateralism and as dominated by domestic political and
economic considerations. Lord suggested that the US was being viewed as 'an
international nanny if not bully'. l 3

The East Asia=PacificSecurity Strategy, February 1995
To reassert its interests in the Asia-Pacific, the Clinton Administration released a major
policy review in February 1995, 'United States Security Strategy for the East Asia-Pacific
Region', which has since been closely identified with its chief architect, Deputy Secretary of
Defense Joseph Nye jnr. The Strategy assessed in detail the range of US political,
economic and security interests in East Asia, reaffirmed the importance of continued
involvement and declared that the US would retain forces at a level which would not fall
below the current level (of about 100,000 personnel) for the foreseeable fixture.
The Strategy summarised the rationale for US interests in East Asian security:
Asia remains an area of uncertainty, tension, and iinmense concentration of military power.
Many of the largest armies in the world are in East Asia and the Pacific, includmg those of
nuclear weapons states. Three major powers in Asia - the United States, Russia and C h a are permanent members of the United Nations Security Council.
America clearly has a stake in maintaining the alliance structure in Asia as a foundation of
regional stability and a means of promoting American d u e n c e on key Asian issues. Asian
firrends and allies are critical to the success of our global strategy in many respects. Their
cooperation is necessary to deter potential threats, counter regional aggression, ensure
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regional peace, monitor attempts at proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, and help
provide sea lines of communication both withm the region and from the region to the In&an
Ocean and Persian Gulf.
The long history of close American cultural, economic and security ties in the Asia-Pacific
region reflect fundamental United States national interests that will only grow in coming
years. The United States' role as a force for regional stability remains central and has not
dmmshed.

A continuing United States security presence is viewed by almost every country in the region
as a stabilising force. Allies of the United States can base their defense planning on a
reliable American security guarantee. But even beyond the nations with whom the United
States has a treaty alliance, the stability brought about by United States military presence
provides a sound foundation for economic growth in the Asia-Pacific region, benefiting
Asians and Americans a11ke.l~

The Strategy set out a wide range of specific security objectives for the US in East Asia:
work with allies and frrends to refocus our security relations on the new post Cold War
challenges;
strengthen our bilateral partnership with Japan whch serves as the basic mechanism
through whch we work together to promote regional and global security;

main& om strong defense to and ties with the Republic of Korea, in order to deter
aggression and preserve peace on the Peninsula;
work closely with our ally Australia to pursue the numerous security objectives our nations
share;
engage C h a and support its constructive integration into the international community,
includmg participation in global efforts to limit proliferation of weapons of mass destruction
and foster transparency in its defense policy and military activities;
fillly implement the Agreed Framework on North Korea's nuclear program whle standing
ready to respond if North Korea does not meet its obligations or threatens United States
allies;
work with Russia to develop mutually advantageous approaches that enhance regional
stability;
contribute to maintaining peace inthe Taiwan Strait;
work with ASEAN and others to explore new 'cooperative security' approaches through the
ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF)
;
encourage creation of s sub-regional security dialogue in Northeast Asia;

11

The United States and East Asia

support efforts by countries in the region to strengthen democracy;
continue to seek the fullest possible accounting of those missing in action from the wars the
United States has fought in the region in defense of others;
prevent the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction;
work to halt the flow of nar~0tics.I~

The US should provide the 'central, visible, stabilising force' in the Asia and Pacific region
to prevent another power from attempting to assert a dominant influence and to protect US
interests. To reaffirm and bolster the US' commitment to East Asian security, the Strategy
declared that the phase of force reductions in the region would be halted and that the US
would retain its involvement, focussing primarily on forces present in Korea and Japan, at
the existing level of about 100,000.
The Strategy noted the rise in self-confidence in the states of the region and saw this as
coexisting with a continued strong desire for a substantial US presence.
New economic wealth has deeply mfluenced Asian efforts to acheve self-reliance, selfconfidence, and assertiveness. At times h s is reflected by increased emphasis on Asian
values, sometimes pitting Asian leaders against Western ones on international issues. Yet
h s new assertiveness is accompanied by concern that the United States is pulling back from
its commitment to Asia's security. IIus peculiar paradgm underlines the continued
importance the region's leaders attach to the United State's security presence.
As the President's National Security Strategy states, 'now more than ever, security, open
markets, and democracy go hand in hand in this dynaxnic region'.16

However, the Clinton Administration has in fact found substantial difficulty in pursuing its
interest in security, trade relations and support for democracy and human rights, as a more
detailed examination of key US relationships and policies indicates.

China
With its economy growing rapidly and with the decline of Cold War tensions in East Asia at
the beginning of the 1990s, China has sought to maintain a favourable regional
environment for trade and investment. China has expanded greatly its economic
relationship with Japan, normalised relations with South Korea, redeveloped economic and
defence ties with Russia, pursued norrnalised relations with Vietnam, and assisted in the
Cambodian peace process sponsored by the United Nations. Southeast Asian governments
such as Indonesia and Malaysia, which viewed China with suspicion in the 1970s and
1980s, have now developed extensive contacts. Rhetorically, China has eschewed any
hegemonistic ambitions or any desires for spheres of influence. It also urges the peacehl
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settlement of disputes through negotiations and has joined the ASEAN Regional Forum
established in 1994.l7
However China's post Cold War position in East Asia has also been the focus of some
uncertainty among its neighbours. China's rising economic power has been occurring at a
time when its government has been under strain because of the pressures of rapid economic
growth on the administrative and political capacities of the ruling Communist Party and
because of the damage to the Party's image after the 1989 suppression of dissidents in the
Tiananmen massacre. While the Chinese government has promoted the expansion of
economic links between China and East Asia it has simultaneously asserted strongly the
importance of the maintenance of national sovereignty. On human rights, for example,
China has argued that 'the issue of human rights can only be studied in the context of the
economic development, history and cultural traditions of a particular country... The right
to development represents a most basic human right'. l8
The United States' policies towards the People's Republic of China were forged in the Cold
War: just after the inauguration of the PRC in December 1949, the two countries came into
conflict in the Korean War. After two decades of hostility, the initiative of President Nixon
in 1972 opened the way for communications and normalisation of relations was ultimately
achieved by the Carter Administration in 1978. As the British analyst David Shambaugh
has argued, the relationship between China and the US in the 1970s and 1980s was
unnatural, in that during a period of confrontation by both the US and China with the
Soviet Union, 'the two countries forged a strategic relationship while subsuming other
contentious matters'.''
It was thus not surprising that the end of the Cold War
confrontation with the Soviet Union has brought to the surface considerable differences of
interest and emphasis between the US and China.
In the aftermath of the Tiananmen massacre the Bush Administration censured China but
also sought to maintain a policy of communication and engagement. During the 1992
presidential campaign, Bill Clinton was critical of the Bush Administration for an allegedly
'soft' position on issues including human rights and labour rights. However in oRice, the
Clinton Administration has found relations with Chian diRicult to manage eEectively with
the Administration appearing to have great difficulty in coordinating its range of objectives
while being subject to strong influence from both domestic pressure groups and the
Congress.
The Clinton Administration came to office with a commitment to increase emphasis on
human rights issues in policies towards China and it endeavoured to pursue this by linking
human rights with trade policy. Under the 1974 Jackson-Vanik amendments to the Trade
Act, an annual decision is required on the issue of the extension of 'Most Favoured Nation'
status [which confers normal trading status and relations] to a number of countries
including China. In May 1993, President Clinton announced an extension of MFN rights
for the following year without conditions but he linked the next annual certification in mid
1994 to China's hlfilment of a number of human rights conditions related to its use of
prison labour, treatment of political prisoners and policies in Tibet. The Administration
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followed this decision with a commitment to renewed engagement with China through an
'action memorandum' signed by the President in September. A number of exchanges
followed this initiative but they appeared to do little to improve relations and China made
no obvious concessions on human rights issues.2o The Administrations struggled to
rationalise its commitment to promotion of human rights in the face of substantial pressure
to de-link this issue from MFN extension. China's Foreign Minister Qian Qichen declared
in March 1994 that President Clinton had 'enmeshed himself in a web of his own spinning'
and said that progress was possible only 'on the basis of equality' and respect for each
other's perspectives.
In the event, President Clinton agreed to extend MFN despite China's failure to achieve
improvements in five of seven areas specified in his own executive order in 1993. The
President announced that in future, decisions on extension would be made only on the basis
of the statutory requirements of the Jackson-Vanik amendment, thus abandoning his initial
policy.. Dialogue with China continued in a range of areas including efforts to constrain
the spread of missile technology: China's alleged export of technology to Pakistan had been
of concern to the US.2'
Having defbsed the issue of MFN extension, the Clinton Administration faced a fbrther set
of problems in 1995 over the issue of Taiwan. Support for Taiwan was one of the principal
foreign policy attitudes of the new Republican majorities in Congress after the 1994 mid
term elections. Taiwan has had highly effective lobby groups to advance its cause in the
US. The standing of Taiwan in the eyes of many in the US has also been increasing steadily
as 'the progress towards representative and democratic politics in Taiwan has contrasted
sharply with political conditions in the People's Republic in the wake of the Tiananmen
massacre. In the event, pressure from Congress in early 1995 forced the Clinton
Administration into another apparent 'about face' in its China policy. The Clinton
Administration had moved after its elections to review policy toward Taiwan: the review
allowed oflticial visits up to Cabinet level and meetings could take place inside government
buildings. The Administration did not contemplate visits by heads of government.
However sentiment within Congress favoured increased attention to Taiwan and both
houses of Congress in May 1995 approved overwhelmingly measures calling on the
Administration to allow President Lee Teng-hui to visit the US to receive an honorary
degree from Cornel1 University (the vote in the House of Representatives was a unanimous
396 in favour and in the Senate 97 to 1). Secretary of State Christopher and Deputy
Assistant Secretary Lord had assured China that 'under no conditions' would Lee be
allowed to visit. However in the face of the overwhelming Congressional vote, the
President was forced to overrule the State Department and allow Lee to visit, which he did
from 7 June.
China was highly critical of the US decision. The People's Daily accused the US of
'playing with fire' and 'plunging relations into the danger zone' and the Chinese government
lodged a strong protest. China also took a series of retaliatory actions: delegation visits
were cancelled, and China recalled its ambassador from the US. China also took a series of
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unofficial actions: six pirate compact disc factories which had been closed after earlier US
protests were allowed to reopen, pressure was increased on dissidents within China, and a
mobile intercontinental ballistic missile capable of delivering a payload to American soil was
test fired.22
China and the US resumed their dialogue at head of government level when Presidents
Clinton and Zhang Zemin met in New York on 24 October 1995. The two leaders were
able to agree on some broad goals such as the maintenance of peace and stability in East
Asia. However their two hour meeting produced no major evident results and significant
problems in relations continue between the two countries. Taiwan could again be a
problem in bilateral relations early in 1996. It has been suggested that after the Taiwan
presidential elections in March 1996 the newly elected Taiwanese leader could be invited to
the US to address a joint sitting of Congress. This would be a higher profile visit than that
by President Lee in June. President Clinton would find such a proposal difficult to resist in
an election year in the US. However such a development would cause a major crisis in USChina relations and might prompt China to consider the forcible reunification of Taiwan
with the mainland.23
Taiwan is indeed now a major problem in China-US relations. The progress of political
reform in Taiwan has increased the prestige and image of legitimacy in the US of Taiwan's
political system and leaders: this process will be enhanced further by the forthcoming
presidential elections. This development has made it harder for the Clinton administration
to maintain public and Congressional acceptance for the 'one China' policy, under which the
People's Republic is acknowledged to have full sovereignty over Taiwan. For China,
however, the issue of sovereignty is non-negotiable and its leaders view with great
suspicion the US promotion of higher profile contacts with Taiwanese leaders. The Taiwan
issue thus seems likely to continue to be a major problem for US-China relations.
Diff'erences of interest also persist on economic issues. China's greatly increased
involvement in international trade has included rapidly expanding exports to the US and a
rising US trade deficit which is expected to reach $US 38 billion in 1995. The US has
remained opposed to China's entry to the new World Trade Organisation because of
China's restrictive trade policies and continuing problems in areas including protection of
intellectual property. In a speech in Hong Kong in November 1995, US Deputy Trade
Representative Charlene Barshefsky said that market access remained a key stumbling
block to improved US-China relations:
C h a continues to maintain one of the most protectionist trade regimes in the world. %le
the US accepts 40 percent of C h a ' s exports, C h a accounts for less than 2 percent of US
exports. C h a blocks access to its markets fir mmy US goods, especially capital goods,
lirnits investment opportunity and discriminates against foreign business. In areas of
increasing comparative advantage, especially services, C h a keeps its markets closed whle
C h e s e companies scrarnble to monopolise it.24
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In the aftermath of the Lee visit, US-China relations remain strained. Part of the problem,
David Shambaugh has suggested, have been suspicions among China's leadership about US
intentions in the post Cold war environment.
The prevailing view is that the United States is pursuing a hostile policy comprised of four
inter-related components. First, it is believed that the United States is trymg to contain
C h a strategically. Second, it is believed that the United States seeks to frustrate C W s
emergence as a world economic power. n r d , it is thought that the United States wants to
permanently &vide Taiwan from C h a , and is fuelling pro-independence sentiments on the
island. Fourth, Beijing sees evidence of a concerted policy to destabilise and undermine the
regime and communist Party rule in C h a , with the intent of bringing about the collapse of
the People's Republic itself. Having disposed of the Soviet Union and other former
Communist party-states, Beijing believes that America's cold warriors now have their sights
on consignmg Cornmunist China to the proverbial dustbin of hst01-y.~~

While the US administration continues to maintain support for a policy of engagement,
there is considerable reserve about the PRC in some circles especially in Congress. Taiwan
seems likely to continue to be a focus of major US-China disagreement. With Taiwan's
government now credibly democratic (in sharp contrast with the regime in Beijing) and the
Taiwan lobby highly organised, US administrations under either major party will find it
difficult to maintain full support for the 'one China' policy. China however will not
compromise on this issue. In these circumstances, there are clearly dangers that a climate of
suspicion may continue and that the two countries could move towards an adversarial
relationship, a development which could clearly compromise severely US eEorts to develop
a set of constructive regional economic and security relationships in East Asia.

Japan
The United States' relationship with Japan has been widely regarded as one of the most
important bilateral associations, both internationally and in the Asia Pacific region. The
two economies together account for about 40 percent of world GDP. The US-Japan
Security Treaty has provided for cooperation between the two countries with the world's
largest defence budgets and has been considered to be a foundation of security in East Asia.
While relations remain close, the demise of the Soviet threat has coincided with substantial
tension in economic relations and the relevance and utility of the security relationship has
also been placed under greater scrutiny. These issues have proven difficult to manage for
the Clinton Administration.
The contemporary US-Japan relationship emerged from both countries' responses to the
aftermath of World War Two. After the war, Japan at US instigation adopted a
constitution which prohibited further aggressive military actions and which strictly limited
the military forces which Japan could maintain.. With the maintenance of a perceived threat
from the Soviet Union, which occupied four northern islands of the Japanese archipelago
(the Northern Territories) and with the rise to power of the Communist regime in China,
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Japan's security depended on the Security Treaty with the US, concluded in 1951. Under
the US security umbrella Japan's economy revived and its industrial redevelopment fostered
a rapid growth in economic relations with the US. Japan also developed extensive
economic relations with the countries of Northeast and Southeast Asia and the US alliance
provided a 'buffer' between Japan and its neighbours, many of whom remained alienated
after Japan's role in World War Two and wary of any move by Japan to revive any active
role in regional security. In the context of the Cold War, Japan's development as an
'incomplete major power' - with a powerful economy but with a more modest international
political role and a strictly limited role in defence - was thus satisfactory to the US, Japan
and Japan's neighbours. However the decline of Cold War tensions have seen pressures for
re-evaluation of both the economic and security dimensions of the US-Japan relationship.

Economic and trade relations and conflict
The differing characteristics of economic development in Japan and in the US during the
Cold War sowed the seeds for later disagreement and conflict. By the mid 1980s the
pattern of persistent deficits in trade between Japan and the US attracted increasing
attention in the US. The issue was clearly exacerbated by the budget deficits experienced in
the US during the Reagan administration. Tensions in bilateral trade reached a high point
in 1988 when the US trade deficit with Japan reached $US 55 billion. As the US trade
analyst Merit E. Janov has observed, these tensions were fuelled by the 'emergence of
"revisionist" theories about the Japanese economy, which argued that the Japanese market
was essentially "different", open only to those Japanese that are part of the Japanese system
and requiring different approaches in U. S. trade policy than those pursued with other
nations'.26
In 1988 the US had adopted the so-called 'Super 301' provisions of the Trade Act, which
required the US Trade Representative, by specific dates, to initiate investigations into unfair
foreign trade practices, the elimination of which would be likely to result in significantly
increased US exports. As Janov has argued:
In h s hghly charged domestic trade policy environment, the Bush a b s t r a t i o n ' s overall
trade policy objective toward Japan was, simply put, to seek expanded market access for U.
S. goods and services. Consistent with that objective, the United States would seek a
dismantling of Japanese barriers to trade and investment wherever discernible, without
regard to whether the United States was experiencing deficits or surpluses bilaterall~.~~

The pattern of US trade policy efforts had been set by the agreement on semi-conductors
concluded with Japan in 1986 which sought to increase access to the Japanese market for
foreign manufactured components. Between 1989 and 1992 the Bush administration
concluded 13 agreements with Japan in a number of sectors. The Bush administration also
introduced the Structural Impediments Initiative in July 1989 to 'identifjl and solve
structural problems in both countries that stand as impediments to trade and to balance of
payments adjustments with the goal of contributing to the reduction of payments
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imbalances'. These measures have been claimed to have been relatively effective: in the
thirteen sectors covered by the agreements, US exports to Japan during the period of the
Bush administration rose by 57 percent, about double the overall growth rate.28
Nonetheless, substantial discord remained in the relationship at the end of the Bush
Administration: the deficit remained at a high level of $US 49 billion in 1992.
In his election campaign, Bill Clinton had emphasised the importance of domestic economic
and social concerns for his administration. In office, he adopted a critical attitude to
Japan's trade policies. In a meeting with Prime Minister Miyazawa in April 1993, Clinton
was understood to have stressed that a 'results oriented' approach should be adopted by the
US to reduce the trade deficit but the Japanese side refused to accept the adoption of
numerical goals for reducing their trade surplus or for importing more US and other foreign
products. In July 1993, during Clinton's visit to Tokyo for the G-7 meeting, the US and
Japan reached agreement on a framework for resolving issues in economic relations. The
framework agreement, however, did not fulfil the US' declared goals of establishing clear
and objective criteria to determine issues of market access.29
The advent of the Clinton administration in the US coincided with a process in Japan of
significant political change which saw the dominant position of the Liberal Democratic
Party replaced by a complex pattern of political realignment amid efforts to pursue
structural reforms to the electoral system.30 This process of change was reflected in the
advent of a new government of seven coalition partners in August 1993 led by Morihiro
Hosokawa. The advent of the new government, however, did not lead to any significant
improvement in the climate of discussions on economic relations with the US and
acrimonious disputes continued in areas including access to the construction industry. In
early 1994 the US government maintained pressure on Japan in the lead-up to a meeting
between Clinton and Hosokawa, with the US seeking numerical indicators of reductions of
Japan's overall trade surplus and expanded foreign participation in three 'priority' sectors:
insurance, cars and car parts, and government procurement in the areas of
telecommunications, services and medical equipment. Intensive negotiations failed to
produce agreement: the two leaders after their meeting on 11 February 1994 announced
that they had not been able to agree on the priority areas for the framework talks. Disputes
continued, with both governments criticising each other for alleged unfair trade practices.
In October 1994, the two sides did achieve an agreement on insurance, flat glass and
government procurement of medical and telecommunications equipment in which Japan
agreed to achieve a 'significant increase' in the foreign market share for these sectors. The
issue of car and car parts remained unsettled and President Clinton now initiated a further
investigation into this area under the 'super 30 1' provisions.
The car parts issue provided the centrepiece for dispute over trade relations in 1995. In a
high profile move which appeared designed to maximise the image of an administration
taking a 'tough' line, President Clinton threatened to impose tariRs of 100 percent on 13
types of Japanese luxury cars if a series of US demands on market access for US cars and
car parts were not met. The US set a deadline of midnight 30 June for settlement and
heavy publicity was given to the negotiations between US Special Trade Representative
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Mickey Kantor and Japan's Minister for International Trade and Industry Ryutaro
Hashimoto, widely seen as a rising figure in the Liberal Democratic Party. The dispute
aroused substantial concern among many countries that a 'trade war' might eventuate if the
two sides could not reach agreement.
In the event, an accord was reached at the last moment just before the deadline was to
expire. The outcome appeared to be ambiguous. Both sides claimed the result a success.
The US argued that the agreement would see Japanese purchases of car parts rise by a
value of $US 9 billion over the next three years, and with the number of dealerships selling
US cars in Japan increasing by 200 in 1996 and 1000 by the year 2000. President Clinton
hailed the deal as a historic commitment which would achieve 'real, concrete results' and
create 'thousands of new jobs for American workers'. Japan's Prime Minister Murayama
sounded an equally triumphant note, congratulating his trade negotiators for avoiding
sanctions and for reaching an agreement which did not include commitments to hard sales
figures or market shares; he said 'I'm glad America has accepted our position'.31 Sceptical
observers pointed out that many of the Japanese 'concessions' had in fact been proposed
before: they also noted that Japan's chief negotiator, Ryotaro Hashimoto, said formally that,
'We have successhlly excluded all numerical targets'. The Economist observed that
Previous deals have led to rancour because the two sides interpreted them differently. Th~s
one will be no exception. Kantor is spouting numbers. H a s h o t o recogmses none. Many
Americans will continue to believe that the Japanese are prote~tionist.~~

The pubiicly assertive stance by Hashirioto in the negotiations also drew considerable
comment and was seen as symptomatic of a trend in political and bureaucratic circles to
take more independent stands on Japan's interests. The American financial analyst, David
Hale, commented that:
"he fact that key Japanese agencies have recently appointed nationalist intellectuals to key
bureaucratic positions also suggests that the 1995 crisis will probably go down in the history
books as a watershed moment in both the evolution of the bilateral relationshp and the reemergence of Japan as a far more autonomous economic and military power than she has
been at any time since the Second World War.33

ecurity relations
In the first two years of the Clinton Administration economic and trade issues generally
overshadowed the US security relationship with Japan. However developments in 1995
brought the security relationship to the centre of' attention after the alleged rape of a school
girl on Okinawa in September was followed by evidence of some dissatisfaction in Japan at
aspects of the US military presence. The Okinawa incident came several months before the
US and Japan were to agree on a joint declaration to reassert the importance of their
security relationship, but the signing of this declaration was unfortunately delayed by

The United States and East Asia

President' Clinton's cancellation of his visit to Japan for bilateral talks and for the Osaka
APEC meeting in November.
The importance the US attached to the security relationship with Japan was emphasised
strongly in the February 1995 East Asia-Pacific Strategy and the document also highlighted
the extensive contribution made by Japan to the security relationship, including the
provision of over $US 5 billion annually in 'host nation support' for the US forces presence.
In Japan, the Prime Minister's Advisory Commission report of August 1994 had stated that
in the post Cold War environment the US-Japan security treaty 'will assume a greater
significance than ever before'.34 However the climate for the security alliance was clouded
by the rape of a 12 year old girl allegedly by three US servicemen in Okinawa on 4
September 1995. The crime attracted widespread criticism in both Okinawa and in Japan
generally and the subsequent discussion highlighted both the specific issue of the presence
of US forces on Okinawa and wider issues about the security relationship overall.
The island of Okinawa was the scene of fierce fighting in the latter stages of World War
Two during which much of the island and many of its people perished: this period is still
remembered with bitterness by older residents. Okinawa was under US authority until
1972 when it was returned to Japanese jurisdiction. The island has since hosted two-thirds
of the US military presence in Japan: 29,000 personnel are on Okinawa in bases which take
up about 20 percent of the island's land area. Residents have benefited from leasing land to
the US forces and the bases have clearly contributed to the local economy but residents
have many complaints over the disruption (especially noise) caused by US operations and
since 1972 there have been over 4,500 criminal cases involving US service personnel. The
rape case brought criticism and calls for revision of the 'state of forces' agreement between
the US and Japan under which US personnel accused of a crime may not be handed over to
Japanese authorities until they are first formally indicted by US authorities. The Governor
of Okinawa also declared his intention of not renewing leases of land for the bases when
these come up for renewal. This block can be overridden by the national government and
Prime Minister Murayama announced that he would do this, but the legal process involved
may be time consuming and is likely to direct further attention on those opposing the bases
retention on the island.35
The dispute over the behaviour of US forces on Okinawa cast a shadow over the efforts
which had been underway by the two governments to reafirm the ongoing relevance and
importance of their security relationship. The Okinawa incident also seemed to act as a
catalyst to further the process of reappraisal in Japan over defence and foreign policy and
relations with the US. A poll by Nihon Keizai Shinbun in mid-October found that
opposition to the security treaty had risen from 29 percent (in August) to 40 percent, with
support down from 60 percent to 44 percent. No major political figure came out in
opposition to the security treaty but support for it has also been muted since September.
The Okinawa incident came at a time when there has already been underway a process of
debate and reassessment in both Japan and the US about their defence association.
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Advocates for a continued close US-Japan alliance point to its continued relevance in the
post Cold War environment. Former Prime Minister Kiichi Miyazawa has argued that:
The US-Japan security system has taken on new meaning now the Cold War has ended. Its
not just about Japan and the U. S. Asia is becoming more industrialised and some countries
are worried about Japan and many are worried about C h a . Asian countries all want the
U. S. as a stabilising m f l ~ e n c e . ~ ~

The American analyst (and former National Security Council adviser) Ezra Vogel has
argued in a similar vein that the alliance remains highly relevant to both countries and that
the cost of maintaining US forces in East Asia is a very small part of the overall US defence
budget (about 3 percent) and is well worth it.37
However influential figures in both countries have expressed strongly critical views. As
Takashi Inoguchi (Vice Rector, United Nations University, Tokyo) has recently written:
In Japan, calls for the termination of the Security Treaty used to come from left-wing forces
and extreme right-wing nationalists. After 1991 - and especially since the coalition
government headed by socialist Prime Minister Tomiich Murayma came to power in 1994
- the voices for termination have come from nationalists in the once centre-right field of the
political spectrum. T h s shft can be attributed to increasing agitation over what is widely
perceived in Japan as America's impulsive arm-twisting style, largely derived from domestic
political concerns and designed for domestic con~umption.~~

Chalmers Johnson has argued that the US strategy in Japan and East Asia is outdated and a
barrier to much needed adjustments in Japanese foreign policy. The US was able to close
its large bases in the Philippines without any discernible increase in instability. What the US
needs, he argues, is a revised relationship with Japan that will provide greatly increased
access to Japan's economy.39
While the continuation of oKicial Japanese support for the treaty has not been in immediate
question, the reaction in Japan to the Okinawa incident highlighted the importance for the
two governments of re-emphasising the role of the security alliance for both countries in the
uncertain East Asian environment. Senior US and Japanese officials had been working for
over a year on a joint declaration to be issued by President Clinton and Prime Minister
Murayama on 20 November during Clinton's visit to Japan.4o The cancellation of the visit,
due to Clinton's budget negotiations with Republican leaders in Congress, forced a delay in
these plans, a delay which was clearly unfortunate in the context of the controversies since
Septernber .
The US was thus approaching the end of 1995 with an atmosphere of increased uncertainty
over its major strategic reiationship in East Asia.

The United States and East Asia

Korean peninsul
The situation on the Korean peninsula is of major concern to regional stability and to the
United States. The Korean war was one of the most intense conflicts of the 'Cold War' era
and brought United Nations forces (whose largest component was the US) into conflict
with both North Korea and China. The tensions of the Cold War era have continued on the
peninsula. Since the truce in 1953 the two Korean regimes have remained in a state of
confrontation and have been both heavily armed, and with the US retaining a substantial
military presence. While South Korea (the Republic of Korea - ROK) has advanced
remarkably to become one of the major economies in East Asia, North Korea (the
Democratic People's Republic of Korea - DPRK) remains the last Stalinist state, with a
militarised society and centrally planned economy. The situation on the Korean peninsula
has continued to be a major source of uncertainty in the region, not only because of the
military standoff but also because of the concerns raised by North Korea's nuclear program
and the challenges which Korean unification, the declared goal of both Korean regimes,
would pose.
The Armistice of September 1953 brought hostilities to an end in Korea but left two bitterly
antagonistic regimes in the south and north. With the DPRK retaining support from China
and the Soviet Union, a continuing US involvement in security was crucial for the ROK in
the south. The US and the ROK concluded the Mutual Security Treaty on 1 October 1953
and ever since the US has hlfilled its commitment to protect South Korea by deploying its
armed forces as a deterrent against North Korean attack. WMe South Korea from the
early 1960s pursued a process of export-led development which brought rapid
industrialisation and increased wealth, the North remained isolated and heavily militarised.
ccasional acts of hostility by the North, such as the terrorist attack on a South
delegation to Burma in 1983 which killed half of the then ROK cabinet, highlighted the
peninsula's continuing state of tension.
The decline of international Cold War tensions from the late 1980s had a significant impact
on the Korean peninsula. For South Korea the changes opened the way for new relations
with the Soviet Union (and subsequently the Russian Federation), the states of Eastern
Europe and with China, with which relations were normalised in August 1992. The ROK's
diplomatic successes hrther isolated the North and exerted great pressure on it to adopt a
more conciliatory attitude towards the South. The two Korean governments were able to
sign the Basic Agreement on Non-Aggression, Reconciliation and Cooperation in February
1992. Through this agreement both sides agreed to recognise the existence of each other's
regimes, not to interfere in domestic affairs, not to engage in military aggression, to
expedite confidence buildiiig measures, arms control aid arms rediictiofi, and to expand
mutual exchanges in various areas. As the South Korean analysts Chung-in Moon and
Seok-soo Lee have observed, "The agreement represented a profound transformation in
inter-Korean relations, turning the two hostile entities into potential partners in building
peace and cooperation on the Korean penin~ula''.~'The signing of the Agreement was
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followed by further inter-Korean talks but progress soon became enmeshed in the issue of
nuclear weapons and the North's alleged capacity to produce them.

North Korea joined the Nuclear Non- roliferation Treaty
T) in 1985, but until 1992 it
with the Intern
a1 Atomic Energy Agency
refbsed to sign a safeguard agree
(IAEA) which it was required to do under the Treaty. The D P K had argued that it could
not sign such an agreement until all S nuclear weapons were removed from the peninsula.
With the decline of Cold War tensions and the effective end of a nuclear threat from the
Soviet Union, President Bush announced in September 1991 that US tactical nuclear
weapons would be withdrawn from South Korea. This announcement opened the way for
the two Korean regimes to sign a joint declaration on the de-nuclearisation of the Korean
peninsula in December 1991. North Korea also signed a safeguard agreement with the
IAEA and inspections of its facilities began.
However problems soon emerged. The North rehsed to implement the mutual NorthSouth inspections to which it had agreed in the joint declaration. Furthermore, the North
rejected demands from the IAEA for inspections of two suspected nuclear fuel storage
sites. When North Korea announced on 12 March 1993 that it would withdraw from the
NPT tensions rose ~ubstantially.~~
The nuciear issue naturaliy was of major concern to US-Korean relations. In i99i the
Bush Administration had moved to review US policies towards security on the peninsula in
the post Cold War environment and domestic pressures to cut the US defence budget. The
Bush Administration's 'East Asian Strategic Initiative' identified the US' security objectives
in South Korea as deterring North Korean aggression or defeating it if deterrence failed,
reducing political and military tension on the peninsula, and converting US forces in South
Korea from a 'leading' to a 'supporting' role. The US accordingly began to reduce its troop
levels and to request the ROK to increase its level of contribution to the costs of the US
military presence. In the first phase of this program, the US withdrew 7,000 personnel 5,000 from the ground forces and 2,000 from the air forces - by the end of 1992: a second
phase was to see the withdrawal of a fbrther 6,000 between 1993 and 1995. However with
the rising concern about North Korea's nuclear program the second phase was suspended
until these uncertainties were resolved.43
The Clinton administration moved to reassert US policies in Korea in several ways.
President Clinton in a visit to Seoul in July 1993 reaffirmed the US commitment to retain
37,000 military personnel in South Korea as long as they were needed. Clinton said bluntly
that an attack by North Korea on the South 'would be the end of their country'. The US
also mounted efforts to dissuade North Korea from continuation of its refbsal to cooperate
on efjtbrts to prevent the development of nuclear weapons. At the end of 1993 a basis for a
possible compromise appeared to be possible involving the offering of benefits to the North
if it resumed cooperation on nuclear issues.44
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Tensions flared again in March 1994 when North Korea rehsed to allow an inspection by
the IAEA of its declared nuclear facilities. In mid May North Korea began removing about
8,000 spent fuel rods from its reactor without allowing an inventory by IAEA inspectors.
It was widely suspected that North Korea was trying to prevent the IAEA from obtaining
information on the reactor's previous use in order to disguise the possible diversion of some
of the nuclear fuel into a weapons making program. The issue was brought by the IAEA to
the UN Security Council where the US argued for sanctions to be mounted against the
DPRK. The crisis was exacerbated on 14 June when North Korea announced that it was
withdrawing from the I m A . At this point, as a stalemate appeared likely, former US
President Jimmy Carter made a visit to North Korea from 15 June. Carter had discussions
with Kim 11-sung and announced that the North would be willing to freeze its nuclear
program in return for economic and diplomatic links with the US. The Clinton
administration was initially surprised by the outcome of Carter's talks but negotiations soon
began with North Korea. The death of Kim 11-sung on 8 July did not prevent the talks from
proceeding in a detailed manner.
On 21 October 1994 an agreement was announced. Under the agreement North Korea
would receive two new light water reactors, assistance with other energy supplies and
normalisation of relations with the US. In return they agreed to rejoin the IAEA, freeze all
work on their current nuclear programs) begin dismantling their existing reactors and, after
several years, open all their nuclear facilities to inspection. An international body, the
Korean Peninsula Energy Development Organisation (KEDO), would arrange finance and
oversee i~trod-ictionof the aew retictors into North Korea. The Clint011 administratbn
argued that the North was now following a US agenda and that it would only benefit if it
stuck by the agreement. Critics considered that the DPRK was in effect being rewarded for
its recent intransigence. The South Korean government was concerned at the effective
recognition which had been given to the North through the direct talks between the US and
the North.
The Framework agreement appeared to have headed off a dangerous impasse.45 However,
implementation has been complicated by resistance from North Korea and from scepticism
within the US Republican dominated Congress. One year after the agreement, debate was
still continuing on its implementation. The US oEicia1 in charge of negotiations,
Arnbassador Robert Galucci, argued in October 1995 that 'We think it has been, in terms of
the objectives) a very good year'. North Korea had gained access to 150,000 tons of heavy
oil (for electricity generation) and had accepted the installation of US monitoring
equipment to guard against diversion of the oil. The US has been able to gain access to
the major North Korean nuclear facility at Pyongyang to supervise control of nuclear
materials while another team of US, Japanese and South Korean experts have Geeii
surveying a site for one of the proposed new light water reactors. However problems have
been encountered. North Korea raised objections to the supply of the new light water
reactors from South Korea: the US has argued that it was clear that the reactors were to
come from the ROK. North Korea also attempted to gain additional equipment and
assistance as part of the reactor contract, benefits that the US argues were not part of the
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agreement. The North orean demand has also been opposed by Japan and South Korea
on financial grounds. The overall financing of ICEDO also remained problematic. The US
House of Representatives proposed a cut of 40 percent in the proposed US contribution of
$US 23 million for the next year.46
ecember 1995 an agreement was signed between North Korea and
DO on the supply of the two nuclear reactors to North orea. Under the agreement
South Korea is to finance about seventy percent of the $US 4.5 billion cost and Japan
about 25 percent, with North Korea making repayments on an interest free basis over 20
years. The agreement calls for the US to supply a contractor and engineers to oversee the
project. The agreement was made possible when North Korea dropped some of their
demands for additional infrastructure in return for the consortium's agreement to build a
port, access roads and a nuclear simulator. The agreement is clearly another important step
in the protracted negotiations with North Korea although additional details (such as precise
repayment arrangements) remain to be worked out and North Korea's fill compliance with
the Framework Agreement has not yet been filly tested.47
Inter-Korean relations have also remained strained. So far North Korea has not
implemented the provision in the 1994 agreement which called for a renewed dialogue with
the South. Talks between leaders of the two governments were originally scheduled for
late July 1994 but were cancelled after the death of Kim 11-sung and have not yet been
rearranged. The continuing deep suspicions in the South were reflected by the fact that
ROK leaders refised to send condolences to mark Kim's death. South Korean leaders have
continued to be concerned at the extent to which North Korea has been able to hold direct
negotiations with the US. They have also been suspicious at what they see as North
Korean attempts to evade the procedures of the Armistice, by for example withdrawing
from the Military Armistice Commission in May 1994: ROK leaders have seen this as part
of the North's attempts to pursue its long-term objective of being able to conclude a peace
treaty directly with the US which would isolate the
The outlook on the Korean peninsula remains potentially highly unstable. The North's
economy is thought to remain highly fragile (with famine conditions reported in some areas
in December 1995 after severe flooding) and it has not been willing to pursue the kind of
market oriented reforms adopted by the other East Asian communist regimes.49 The
leadership transition from Kim 11-sung to his son Kim Jong-il has not been formally
completed: the DPRX; is still without a formal head of state although Kim Jong-il is
understood to be in effective control of the
state apparatus." North
in an isolated international position with China (one of its main former backers) now
reluctant to supply large amounts of aid.51
Korea is the last of the countries divided in the circumstances of the Cold War. The
character of the regime in the North and the high degree of militarisation on the peninsula
makes the Korean situation highly uncertain. The medium term outlook is dominated by
the possibility of reunification but there is no consensus on how this
ccur. A rapid
process of reunification for example, brought on by collapse of the
regime, could
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impose severe strains on the South and be the focus for substantial regional uncertainty and
instability. Such a development would be likely to impose heavy financial demands on the
KOK and Japan and the US would need to assist. Reunification would also raise major
issues about the hture of the US relationship and the US might well need to withdraw most
or all of its military forces.52 The Korean peninsula thus remains a key focus for
uncertainty in East Asia.

ASEAN and Southeast Asia
The United States' relations with Southeast Asia have been affected by broadly similar
factors to those which have influenced relations with Northeast Asia. The US has sought
to maintain its role in facilitating regional security through its network of bilateral
relationships while facing challenges in attempting to rationalise its range of policy concerns
and interests, in areas including economic relations and human rights. Southeast Asia in the
post Cold War environment has posed relatively smaller scale policy concerns for the US.
A major reason for this has been that while Northeast Asian intra-regional relationships
remain sensitive and cooperation tentative, Southeast Asia has an active regional
organisation, ASEAN, which has been able to provide a valuable bridge into the post Cold
War era for its members.
The US, however, has nonetheless faced some significant problems in its relations with the
states of Southeast Asia as it has attempted to pursue its post Cold IVar agenda with
countries who now feel able to deal with the US on a more equal basis. The fkture political
and economic shape of Southeast Asia is also under reconsideration as ASEAN moves
towards incorporation of all ten Southeast Asian states in a process of diplomacy which has
involved significant differences with the US' approach towards the regime in Myanmar.
The United States has had good relations with both the ASEAN members and with
ASEAN as a group: (ASEAN's pre-existing six members - Brunei, Indonesia, Malaysia, the
Philippines, Singapore and Thailand - were joined by Vietnam in July 1995). The US has
bilateral defence agreements with Thailand and the Philippines and has more recently
developed a low key defence association with Singapore. The US has been a dialogue
partner of ASEAN since 1977 and has thereby had annual talks at foreign minister level
with the association. The US supported ASEAN's positions on the response to the
Indochina rehgee crisis of the late 1970s and its opposition to Vietnam's presence in
Cambodia. The US role in helping limit the potential for Soviet influence in Southeast Asia
was valued by all ASEAN's (pre-1995) members. ASEAN and the US cooperated closely
in the intense efEorts to achieve an international agreement to seek resolution of the
Cambodia conflict and the October 1991 Paris Agreements were one of the key
developments which marked the decline of Cold War tensions internationally and in
Southeast Asia.
With regional and international conflict over Cambodia effectively ended by the UN
involvement and with the decline and then termination of the Soviet Union, the security
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environment for the ASEAN members has moved in a favourable direction. The internal
challenges to security which several members faced from domestic Communist insurgency
movements up to the late 1980s have either reduced in significance (as in the Philippines)
or effectively ended (as in Thailand). The ASEAN members' self-confidence has also been
bolstered greatly by their continued favourable economic performances: the economic
growth rates of the original ASEAN five (Malaysia, Indonesia, the Philippines, Singapore
and Thailand) were 7.6 percent in the 1970s, and 5.6 percent in the 1980s and are expected
to be at least 6 percent in the 1990s, comparing favourably with world averages of 3.6, 2.8
and an estimated 2.8 percent re~pectively.~~
In these circumstances, as Mohamed Jawhar
bin Hassan (Institute of Strategic and International Studies, Malaysia) has argued, the
ASEAN members have revised their attitudes towards the United States and its chief
former adversary Russia:
The reduced effectiveness of unilateral action even by a superpower lke the United States in
the post Cold War environment, the scaling down of the economic preeminence of the
country in the face of the rapid growth of Japan, the European Union and Cluna, and the
severe economic and political trauma of Russia have also contributed to the emergence of a
more 'balanced' relationshp between Southeast Asia and the United States and Russia in
particu~ar.'~

In this more 'balanced' relationship the ASEAN states have continued to support an
ongoing role by the US in regional security, but with an increased sense that this should be
maintained on terms acceptable to both the United States and the ASEAN members. The
ASEAN members have had to recognise (although with some concern) that the US has not
taken a firm stand on the issue of tensions over territorial claims in the South China Sea.
The US has said publicly (in a statement by the acting spokesperson of the Department of
State on 10 May 1995) that it takes no position on the legal merits of the competing claims
to sovereignty over the various small islands and atolls in the area, but would 'view with
serious concern any maritime claim, or restriction on maritime activity, in the South China
sea that was not consistent with international law, including the 1982 u1I\J Convention on
the Law of the Sea'. The US has also offered to 'assist in any way the claimants deem
helpkl' .
In seeking a more balanced relationship, the ASEAN members have also felt the need to
express areas of disagreement with the US, such as over aspects of economic relations and
over US attempts to advance its agenda on human rights. As Andrew MacIntyre
(University of California, San Diego) has argued, US-Southeast Asia economic relations
have been a particular focus of irritation in the region:
Virtually all the Soitheat Asian economies have been rigled G U ~by Washigton md
subjected to punitive trade measures or threats of punitive trade measures. Thailand, the
Pldippines, Singapore, Malaysia and Indonesia have all been targeted on grounds of
inadequately protecting intellectual property rights and violating copynghts and patents.
Thailand, Indonesia and the Phlippines have been targeted on market access grounds in a
range of industries. And Indonesia, Malaysia and Singapore have been targeted on grounds
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of infhging labour rights abuses, and Indonesia has also been targeted specifically for
human rights abuses, particularly in East Timor.
Prehcably - and not withstmdmg any merits in the US position - tlxs has resulted in
widespread resentment and anger w i h Southeast Asia, whch has in turn contributed to a
very marked downturn between the United States and most Southeast Asian governments in
the last few years. Although they have typically acceded to US pressures, Southeast Asian
govements have seen these initiatives as little more than a M y veiled effort to protect
declining US industries from more competitive Southeast Asian exporters. Although
resentment has been buildmg for some time, under the Clinton admmstration (particularly
its first two years) official bilateral relations with much of Southeast Asia has reached an
hstoric low?

The recent evolution of US relations with Thailand illustrates the trends in US-ASEAN
relations. While relations with the US have remained close and generally cordial, there has
been since the late 1980s a noticeable tendency for Thailand to assert its own distinct views
on some issues of bilateral and regional interest. Trade issues have come to play a major
role in US-Thai relations and have been a considerable focus for friction. In 1988 Thailand
was designated a priority country under Section 301 of the 1988 Trade Act for corporate
infringement in computed software, trademarks and pharmaceuticals . In May 1993 the US
Trade Representative again threatened to invoke Section 301 when the grievance list was
expanded to include audio tapes, and tariff reductions on motion pictures. Tensions were
alleviated in late 1993 after a crackdown on copyright infringements by the Chuan Leekpai
government.57
Thailand however has continued to be concerned about both US trade policies towards
Thailand bilaterally and towards Japan. There was considerable disquiet in Thailand in mid
1995 at the time of the trade dispute over cars and car parts because Thailand feared that
some of its exports to Japan might be affected adversely in the crossfire. Thailand was also
concerned at the US' willingness to resort to bilateral actions when it had been urging
Thailand and other countries to support the GATT process and the new World Trade
Organisation. Thai sensitivities have also been aroused by some other US actions, including
US criticism of alleged ongoing contacts between elements in Thailand and the Khmer
Rouge (the subject of some heated controversy in 1994) and over the refbsal by the US of
visas to several prominent political figures because of suspicions about their involvement in
narcotics trafficking.5 8
Thailand's willingness to assert its independence in relation to the US has been illustrated
strikingly in the area of security cooperation. In October 1994, Thailand rejected a request
from the us to station six ships ofihore as storage bases for WezpOEs %Edsupp!ies for us
reaction forces. This scheme had evolved from the strategic requirements of the aftermath
of the Gulf War and would have augmented the pre-positioned equipment on board ships at
iego Garcia and Guam. President Clinton made the request to the Chuan government but
it down on the basis that it might strain relations with Thailand's
alaysia and Indonesia also rejected the scheme. The Philippines also
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rejected the concept although it did agree to a new Philippines-US Cross Servicing and
Acquisitions Agreement under which American warships may call at Philippines ports for
refuelling and supplies. As the US analyst Donald Weatherbee has pointed out,
An obvious anibivalence towards U.S. security policy marked regional responses to the
initiative... [Tlhe absence of any concrete generalised threat to the region means that the
loosening of functional security ties to the United States carries no immediately adverse
consequences. Implicit in the notion of 'home grown' security policy is the growing
autonomy of regional and local security interests from the still global security interests of
the United States.59

The post Cold War period has also been marked by the pursuit of normalised relations by
the US with ASEAN's newest member, Vietnam. Relations between the US and Vietnam
remained frozen for over a decade after the end of the Vietnam conflict in 1975. The US
opposed Vietnam's presence in Cambodia and actively assisted ASEAN's position on the
issue, not least through the application of its economic embargo (in force against North
Vietnam since 1964 and applied to the whole country after 1975). The US after 1975 had
no diplomatic relations with Vietnam and refused to consider these until Vietnam had
withdrawn from Cambodia, an international settlement was in place and Vietnam had
provided increased cooperation on the vexed issue of the US' 'missing in action'. The
progress in development of detente between the US and Vietnam proceeded at a moderate
pace, well behind the rate of development of new relations between Vietnam and its East
Asian neighbours, partly because of the sensitivity of the MIA issue in US domestic
politics.
With Vietnam already developing a wide range of new economic relationships from the end
of the 1980s the US embargo was losing its effectiveness. President Clinton ended the
embargo in February 1994. After further improvements in cooperation on the MIA issue,
President Clinton took the historic step of normalising relations with Vietnam on 11 July
1995. It is likely that the US decision was hastened by the fact that Vietnam was due to
join ASEAN on 28 July: it would have been anomalous for the US as a longtime dialogue
partner of ASEAN to be maintaining a policy of refusing to recognise diplomatically a
country which would now be a full ASEAN member.
However diplomatic normalisation of relations with Vietnam still leaves a number of hrther
steps towards a fully developed relationship and closer ties between the two countries may
well be marked by some friction. In order for Vietnam to have normal access to the US
market, the two countries need to conclude a trade agreement and the US Congress will
need to approve Most Favoured Nation status for Vietnam: this may prove diEicult for the
Clinton administration to obtain from the Republican dornimted Congress, iri number of
whose leading members opposed normalisation. A number of other issues may prove
contentious including: achieving a final resolution of the MIA question, given that many
cases are likely to prove impossible to clarifj; US interests in human rights conditions in
Vietnam; the status of Vietnamese-Americans returning on visits; and the development of
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accord on economic relations areas such as protection of intellectual property rights which
has been a problem in US relations with other East Asian countries.60
The US also has policy concerns in relation to Cambodia and Myanmar. Developments in
Cambodia have been viewed with concern in the US administration and in Congress,
particularly because of the pressure recently exerted by the coalition government on press
activities and opposition political figures, especially the well-known Sam
newly established Khmer Nation Party. In early December it was reported that the US
Senate Finance Committee might attach riders to the bill providing for Cambodia's
accession to MFN status which would seek protection of human rights conditions: a
Cambodian government minister immediately criticised this possibility.61
In relation to Myanmar, the US has been opposed to the policies of the State Law and
Order Restoration Committee (SLORC) since its rejection of the results of the 1988
elections and its suppression of political opinion since. The US position has differed from
that of ASEAN members and especially Thailand, which has pursued a policy of
'constructive engagement' towards the SLORC regime. The US has made efTorts to
establish dialogue with the SLORC, for example through the visit of a Deputy Assistant
Secretary of State in November 1994, but both the Administration and important elements
in Congress remain opposed to the SLORC's policies.62
ASEAN's recent moves to expand its membership and to explore hrther bases for regional
dialogue have emphasised that US relations with ASEAN as a group are not as close as
they mere through the 1970s alnld 1980s. ASEPN was ready to accept Vietnam as a full
member of ASEAN even though the US did not even have diplomatic relations with it (a
situation only rectified two weeks before Vietnam formally joined ASEAN). At their fifth
summit, in Bangkok on 14-15 December 1995, the ASEAN leaders underscored their
determination to pursue their own approach towards regional dialogue by inviting the
SLORC regime, along with the leaders of Laos and Cambodia, to attend the first meeting
of all ten Southeast Asian governments. The meeting in Bangkok came just a few days
after a United Nations vote had condemned the SLORC regime for its human rights abuses,
a vote supported by the US. The ASEAN meeting also endorsed a Nuclear Weapons Free
Zone Treaty for Southeast Asia despite US reservations about it.63 These developments
underscored the fact that in the post Cold War environment, while the US is valued for its
contribution to security and stability, the US cannot expect uncritical or ready acceptance
for its political and diplomatic positions from the states of Southeast Asia.64

The end of the Cold War has been followed by an intensified search in East Asia for
regional cooperation dialogues and institutions that can help rationalise interests and reduce
the potential for conflict in a very diverse and rapidly changing region. One major stimulus
for this has been the desirability of promoting economic cooperation to preserve the rapid
growth and integration underway. A second motivation has been to enhance regional
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security at a time when the hitherto most powerfbl international presence, the US, is seen
to be becoming relatively less predominant. As Robert A. Manning has commented:
[Rlising interest in security dialogues and multilateral mechanisms is a consequence of the
regional perception of the need for a hedge against a (gradually) h s h g U. S. security
presence in the region?

Of the regional groups which have emerged in the post Cold War environment, the Asia
Pacific Economic Cooperation group has attained the most prominence. APEC was
established at Australia's initiative but the US was interested to join as a founder member in
1989. President Clinton helped raise APEC's profile substantially when he took up Prime
Minister Keating's suggestion of a heads of government informal meeting and arranged the
first such gathering at Blake Island during APEC's Seattle meetings in November 1993.
Clinton gave strong emphasis to the importance of APEC in addressing the Seattle meeting:
he compared APEC to the global institutions built after the Second World War and said
that 'fbture generations may look back and say they can't imagine how the Asia-Pacific
region could have thrived in such a spirit of harmony without the existence of APEC'.h6
The US has seen APEC as a means of building consensus on the need for more open trade
and investment in the Asia Pacific. US ideas on how APEC should best develop, however,
differ from some of its major APEC partners. The US has been keen to see APEC consider
ways in which progress towards liberslisation can be pursued on an equitable basis so that
different members can be seen to be making broadly comparable contributions. Some other
East Asian members ( S C I C ~ as Malaysia and China) prefer an approach which maximises
informality and does not lead to any elaborate institutional development. The US has also
tended to favour an approach to APEC liberalisation which would see benefits extended to
other countries on a reciprocal basis rather than on a non-discriminatory basis: this issue
has not impeded APEC so far but could be the focus for some contentious debate in the
hture.67
Qn multilateral dialogues on security issues, the US since the beginning of the decade has
moved from scepticism to active participation. Under the Bush Administration the US
viewed the prospect of attempting to develop multilateral cooperation in East Asia as
premature: the Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, Richard
Solomon, said in 1991 that some of the proposals for 'collective security' were 'solutions in
search of problems'.68 The Bush Administration softened its attitude in 1992 and the
Clinton Administration has by contrast endorsed the value of efforts to seek bases for
cooperation (for a listing of possible regional security cooperative measures in East Asia
see Appendix B).
The major effort so far to promote regional dialogue on security is the ASEAN Regional
Forum, established in July 1994. The Forum has so far met twice (in 1994 and 1995) and it
has established a work program and procedures for fbrther discussions. The ARF is
seeking to develop a series of 'confidence building measures' (such as publication of
statements on defence policy, participation in the UN Conventional Arms Register,
reciprocal high level personnel exchanges etc) and then to explore other possible measures
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such as cooperative approaches to Sea Lines of Communications, and the establishment of
zones of cooperation in areas such as the South China Sea. To support its activities, the
ARF has established Senior Officials Meetings to investigate a series of areas including
non-proliferation regimes and their application at regional level, conflict prevention and
management, possibilities for security cooperation in Northeast Asia, and confidence
building measures for the region (for an outline of the ARF's projected areas of cooperative
is a promising development but as
activity see Appendix C). The
(Australian National University) has argued, its early development can be expected to be
cautious:
...too much should not be expected from the dialogue process, at least through the rest of
the 1990s... It could well take more than a decade for the developing halogue processes
w i h tlie region to produce sufficient mutual understandmg, confidence and trust for
resolving or managing substantive regional security issues.69

The US participated as a founder member of the ASEAN Regional Forum in July 1994
although the fact that Secretary of State Warren Christopher did not represent the US
personally was viewed with some disfavour particularly within ASEAN, the Forum's
sponsors. US specialists have also been active in participating in the large number of nonofficial 'Second Track' discussions which have been developing a wide range of concepts on
'confidence and security building measures' for the region's governments to consider. The
US has officially endorsed the development of the
: the US East Asia-Pacific Strategy
states that, 'We envision that ARF will develop over time into an effective region-wide
forum for enhancing preventative diplomacy and developing confidence building measures'.
The same report, however, indicated some caution at ARF's potential to serve as the major
vehicle for cooperation in all of East Asia: the Strategy noted that '[Tlhe United States
believes that the unique long term security challenges in Northeasst Asia argue strongly for
the creation of a separate sub-regional security dialogue for Northeast Asia'.7o
The multilateral efforts to develop dialogue are at an early stage. From the US'
perspective, these efforts are as yet an adjunct to the key bilateral relationships which still
determine the immediate prospects for security and stability.71 However given that one of
the most striking features of East Asia after the Cold War is the limited experience of many
states in the region of multilateral cooperation (with the clear exception of the ASEAN
members), the development of such cooperation is clearly of considerable potential benefit.
These cooperative efforts also provide a valuable way for the US to be involved as a
partner which can demonstrate its ongoing regional interests
US has been able to be
. At this early stage of
a founder member of the two principal groupings, APEC an
the development of new institutions for cooperation in East Asia it is accordingly somewhat
unfortunate that the US has had some difficulties in presenting an image of consistency in
its commitment to high level representation at the meetings of both APEC and the AJZF. As
has been noted already, President Clinton, having established the first APEC heads of
government meeting in 1993, was unable to attend in Osaka and Secretary of State
Christopher was not able to attend the first meeting of the
. While these absences
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should not be overstressed, they have helled questions in the region about the US' foreign
policy priorities and the depth of its commitments to the region.72

Australia-US relations were forged by the two countries' common struggle during
War Two and security issues in the Cold War era dominated perceptions and polices for
three decades after that war's end. The two countries maintain very close relations across a
wide range of political, security and economic areas. The ANZUS alliance continues to be
a key element in Australia's defence policies with Australia hosting the Joint Defence
Facilities and providing support for US deployments in the Asia-Pacific. The US is an
important source of high technology defence equipment for Australia. Political cooperation
on regional and international issues is longstanding and frequent and the two countries have
an extensive economic relationship, albeit one in which trade is balanced heavily in the US'
favour (see below).
Since the mid 1980s the context of US-Australia relations has been changed sharply by the
decline of Cold War confrontation and by the rising importance of economic issues in
international relations generally: this process of change has had important implications for
both countries policies towards East Asia. Three factors, it may be argued, have been
especially important in affecting Australian perspectives and policies on relations with the
U S and on the U S ' East Asian policies. Australia's policies towards regional economic a i d
security cooperation, Australia-US bilateral trade relations problems, and the different
structure of each country's economic relations with East Asia..
In the uncertain post Cold War environment and with tensions evident in US relations with
both Northeast and Southeast Asia, Australia has maintained a strong emphasis on
promotion of regional cooperation in ways which can help improve the multilateral
framework for a continued active US regional involvement. When the Australian
government encouraged the inauguration of APEC in 1989 an important goal was the
creation of a forum for development of hrther bases of common interest between the US
and the other major Asia-Pacific economies. In a speech to the Committee for the
Economic Development of Australia on 26 September 1995, Prime Minister Keating
emphasised the importance the government attaches to
EC in Australia's overall policies
towards the Asia-Pacific region and the role of the major powers in it. He commented that:
... a view o f APEC whch only pays attention to its economic dunensions is incomplete.
Because although it is an economic and trade body - and in my view should remain one - it
also has very significant political and strategic consequences for Australia and our region.

It encourages a continuing constructive American engagement in Asia by keeping open the
lmks across the Pacific. l h s is important to all of us because in the absence o f a United
States balancing role in the region, strategic uncertainties would multiply, especially in
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North Asia, and the result could be a very dangerous arms race with quite unforeseeable
consequences.
APEC also provides a multilateral fiamework for regional engagement with Chian, whose
1.2 billion people and rapidly growing economy guarantee that it will be a central factor in
regional, indeed in world, affairs into the next century.
A regional organisation lke APEC which engages the three Chmese economies of C h a ,
Chmese Taipei and Hong Kong could probably not be replicated again. It is certain to be a
valuable asset for the region in the years ahead.73

The other major element in Australia's regional cooperation policies has been active support
for and involvement in the ASEAN Regional Forum. Both the Australian and US
governments have seen development of regional security dialogues and cooperation as a
valuable way of broadening the framework for their bilateral relationship. At the time of
the visit to Australia in February 1995 by Deputy Secretary of State Strobe Talbot, Senator
Evans commented that Australia, along with most other countries in the Asia-Pacific
region, valued the role of the US as a 'balancing wheel' in the region and supported
continuation of a strong US presence in Korea and Japan. 'But notwithstanding this
emphasis on traditional balance of power considerations (and our bilateral alliance supports
that) there is a strong commitment by both of us to the notion of multi-lateral dialogue
processes, and the ARF is the vehicle for
Australia's active support for US involvement in East Asia has coexisted with some
significant tensions in the bilateral economic relationship. The US is Australia's second
most significant trading partner (after Japan) with the balance of trade heavily in favour of
the US; in 1994195 Australia's exports to and imports from the US were $A 4.65 billion and
$A 16.05 billion respectively) with the deficit in that year of $A 11.4 billion having risen
from $A 5.7 billion in 1990/91. Australia's outlook on bilateral relations with the US has
been affected by the problems it has experienced with aspects of US economic and trade
policies, for example in agricultural trade. As Australia moved to liberalise its financial and
trade policies, particularly from the early 1980s, the government and major industries
became increasingly aware of the problems posed to Australian exports by trade restrictions
by its major markets, particularly on agricultural products. As the historian Roger Bell
(University of New South Wales) has written:
The comrnon agricultural policy of the EU employed a complex of subsi&es to privilege
local producers; Japan maintained massive agricultural support; and fiom 1985 the US
Farm Bill and Export Enhancement Program heavily subsidised its country's agricultural
prodwtior, md experts. (h1994 domestic subsidies tgtdkd $ 11 bi!ho~?,;export support a
fiirther $6 billion.). The effect of these changes in the international economy on Australia's
export earnings was dramatic. For example, during its first three years of operation, the
Export Enhancement Program increased America's share of the world's wheat market fiom
29 to 43 percent, whle Australia's share declined dramatically from 20 to 12 percent. And
Australian sugar producers were lit by US quotas that were subsequently found by GATT'
to contravene international trading regulations.75
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These problems inevitably affected perceptions in Australia about the United States, which
now was simultaneously a long-time ally and economic competitor in ways many
Australians considered unreasonable. This gave Australia a new potential basis for
identification with East Asian countries in relation to US international economic policies.
A third major factor in the context of Australia-US relations has been the substantial
differences in the structure of the two countries' trade relations with East Asia and in the
priorities which they assign to the region. As Andrew MacIntyre has pointed out:
...SoutheastAsia and East Asia generally, matter much more to Australia than they do to the
United States. Second, and more broadly, Australians, I believe, assume wrongly that
America is just as interested in Asia as Australia is. And conversely, Americans, (seldom
conscious of Australia at any time) have not yet realised just how far Australia has turned to
Asia. In short, neither side fully recognises the differential sigtllficance of Asia for each
0 t h ~ ~ ~

In economic relations, while East Asia accounted for 39 percent of US exports in 1993 it
accepted 58 percent of Australia's exports. Australia and the US also have quite a different
structure of trade relations with East Asia, as Table 4 illustrates. While the US has
experienced a rising deficit in trade with the region, Australia enjoys a considerable
surplus.77 These structural differences have understandably given the two countries a
different outlook on East Asia and have affected perceptions about how policies should be
conducted.
ifferences in outlook have certainly been recently evident in approaches to both trade and
economic relations and political and human rights issues. On China, Australia has
welcomed the expansion of US investment and of US-China bilateral trade. The Australian
government, however, was critical of the initial policy emphasis of the Clinton
Administration which sought to link access to Most Favoured Nation status with
improvements in human rights. Australia has also differed in emphasis over the issue of
Taiwan: while the US accepted a visit by President Lee in 1995 (discussed above) Australia
has sanctioned unoficial contacts with Taiwan but has adhered firmly to the lone China'
policy.7* Australia has also differed with the US on policy towards Japan. Since Japan is
Australia's single most important trade partner (with which Australia had a surplus of $A 5
billion in 1994) the Australian government has been concerned at the tendency towards
confrontation in US-Japan trade relations. When the US in early 1995 moved to confront
Japan on the issue of car and car parts, Australia's Minister for Trade Senator McMullan
said in May 1995 that 'We do not favour unilateral action as a means to deal with these
concerns. Rather, we have consistently argued that the US should seek to settle the dispute
mu3tiilateraUy through the VJTB and not take unilateral action'.79
Differences in approach have also been manifest on policies towards human rights. While
both governments have espoused advancement of human rights as important priorities in
foreign policy, as Andrew MacIntyre has argued in relation to Southeast Asia'.. .for reasons
of proximity, size, and economic diplomacy, Australia is likely to give ever greater
emphasis to building broader and deeper relations with the countries of Southeast Asia than
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to pressing their governments to curtail human rights abuses'.'' This issue was illustrated in
June 1995 by comments by Foreign Minister Evans on US approaches towards human
rights and East Timor in which he suggested that public US pressure had proved counterferring to discussions between President Clinton and President Suharto in
November 1994, Senator Evans said,
President Clinton raised very publicly with President Suharto the possibility of some
political autonomy for East Tirnor, whch had been very much on the agenda until then,
President Suharto said ''well I'm not going to be pushed around in tEus particular fashon,
political autonomy's now off the agenda"."

The long term implications of post Cold War change in East Asia for Australia-US relations
are clearly uncertain. It has been argued that the impact of developments in East Asia and
the importance of the region to Australia will continue to change the character of relations
with the US. Roger Bell has suggested that:
The rising tide of economic growth in the Asia-Pacific might not lift all boats equally. But
Australia's external policies, and indeed its domestic economic reforms, are built on a
kndamental expectation that the nation's kture can best be sustained by l d g it to the
dramatic changes now sweeping the Asia-Pacific... And tlvs reorientation must inevitably
erode the signuficance of Australia's bilateral relationshps with its long dominant ally, the
US.x2

However while the Australian government has had areas of significant disagreement with
US policies in the early 1990s it continues to value highly the US' continuing involvement
in regional security and economic cooperation and the Opposition has also asserted
strongly the importance of this involvement.x3 A deterioration in the regional security
environment (by for example instability in China or a destabilising process of reunification
in Korea) would be likely to draw the US and Australia closer together.
Nonetheless, while acknowledging the important role played by the US in regional security,
Australia has been attempting to encourage development of bases for multi-lateral dialogue
and cooperation which can help build security in ways beyond those fostered by bilateral
relationships and these efforts will undoubtedly continue. Australia has also been actively
exploring new avenues for the promotion of dialogue and confidence building with its
neighbours in the post Cold War environment and the bilateral security treaty signed with
Indonesia in Jakarta on 19 December 1995 can be seen as a major reflection of this process.

The United States entered the 1990s having achieved a remarkable degree of success in its
decades long competition for influence with the Soviet Union. Internationally it witnessed
that political system's demise along with most of the world's formerly sizeable number of
communist regimes. The end of the Cold War has seen East Asia forging ahead
economically, with most states experiencing above average growth amid a rising pattern of

36

The United States and East Asia

regional economic integration. However growing wealth has been accompanied by disquiet
as longstanding tensions continue among states now more powerhl and capable.
While the US is now the sole superpower, its policymakers have had to face a new set of
challenges in pursuing foreign policy in the new environment internationally and in East
Asia. The Clinton Administration has attempted to pursue a wide array of policy interests
in East Asia with states which are growing in economic strength and self-confidence,
against the backdrop of American constituencies who expect their government to focus
predominantly on domestic issues. While the post Cold War environment has produced a
series of important ongoing economic, political and security issues demanding US attention
(as the East Asia-Pacific Security Strategy indicates) the ~dministrationhas had to try to
advance these without the policy focus which the struggle with the Soviet Union had
provided. As Henry Kissinger suggested in July 1995, it has been diEcult for US
policymakers to 'distil a sense of direction from a world in which almost all key elements
are changing simultaneously'.
In seeking to adjust to the impact of the end of the Cold War in East Asia, the Clinton
Administration has clearly had some areas of notable policy success. The negotiations with
North Korea and the October 1994 Framework Agreement were the outcome of an
intensive effort to identi@ and confront a very diflticult set of policy issues with a
notoriously autocratic and isolationist regime. The polices implemented since 1994 have
not yet clearly resolved the dilemmas posed by North Korea's nuclear program. However
they did dehse a tense situation in 1993 and 1994 and have served to draw the isolated
North Korean regime hrther into international diaiogue. in policies towards Vietnam,
President Clinton was able to move decisively and finally achieve norrnalisation of relations,
a step which no previous president had been able to take.
The US has, however, had some significant problems in seeking to develop appropriate
policies and priorities in East Asia after the Cold War and some relationships have
experienced significant strain. This has been evident with both China and Japan in
Northeast Asia and (to a lesser extent) with several states in Southeast Asia (for example
Thailand). In these relationships the US has experienced diEiculty in establishing a
satisfactory and consistent ordering of priorities in its range of interests, particularly the
relationship between economic and trade issues and security concerns.
The di-flticulties which the Clinton administration has experienced have no doubt been
affected by policy coordination problems. US policies have at times been seen to be driven
by single issue pressure groups within and outside government, as Deputy Assistant
Secretary Lord argued in May 1994. The US administration has also not always been able
to meet the expectations of countries in East Asia for personal involvement by the President
and Secretary of State at major regional and bilateral meetings (most seriously, with Japan
in November 1995). However the challenges confronting the US in East Asia go beyond
these policy coordination and diplomatic communication issues.
The pattern of international and regional relations in East Asia during the Cold War has
been undermined but a new, stable set of relationships has not yet emerged. The roles of
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the major powers in East Asia are changing in ways which have added to the challenges
facing the US in establishing and maintaining consistent goals and priorities.
seeking to play a role in East Asia on its own terms, as a state led by a single leading party
and with non-negotiable sovereignty claims (particularly in relation to Taiwan, which is
likely to be an especially difficult ongoing issue in US-China relations). Japan is interested
in asserting a higher international and regional profile and now shows signs of wishing to
change the prevailing post war pattern of political and strategic deference to the US: this
makes the efforts underway to reaffirm the validity and importance of the US-Japan alliance
all the more significant The regional states and the US also face other challenges, notably
on the Korean penins~lain helping to contain the possible spread of nuclear weapons, in
encouraging cooperative relations between the Korean regimes and in developing
contingency plans to handle the potential for reunification, which could occur within the
next decade. These developments are taking place in a region in which a number of interstate disputes pose potential sources of instability and which has as yet relatively little
experience of regional association or cooperation (with the notable exception of the
ASEAN members): the US has another important challenge in remaining an active
articipant in the cooperation which has been developing, especially through APEC and the
The challenges the US is now facing are in many ways a product of the success of some of
its key Cold War policies in East Asia. The US' security guarantee to major states, most
notably Japan and South Korea, enabled those states to concentrate on economic
development and to lead other East Asian economies towards the path of export oriented
growth. The US' economic relationship with the region facilitated these developments
greatly. The US now needs to deal with countries which are stronger economically and
more self confident about asserting their own security and economic interests. The issues
being raised by the changing patterns of national power and regional relations will maintain
policy towards East Asia as a central challenge for the US into the next century. In this
situation, it may be argued, the US is now facing the reality that the management of success
is often just as difficult a challenge as the management of adversity.
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Competing SovietlRussian and Japanese claims to the southern Kuril Islands- referred
to by the Japaneseas ‘the Northern Territories, namely, Kunashiri, Etorofu and Shikotan
Islands, an integral part of Japanese territory, illegally occupied by the Soviet Union’.
0 The unresolved dispute between Japan and South Korea over the Liancourt Rocks
(Takeshima or Takdo) in the southern part of the S a of Japan.
0 Divided sovereignty on the Korean Peninsula, where some 1.4 million ground f o r m of
the Republic of Korea and North Korea remain deployed against each other across the
Demilitarized Zone.
0 Competing sovereignty claims of the Chinese regimes on mainland China and Taiwan.
0 The unresolved dispute between Japan and China over the Senkaku (Diaoyutai) Islands
in the East China Sea.
0 The dispute between China and South Korea over territorial water boundaries.
0 The armed Communist and Muslim insurgenaes in the Philippines.
0 The continuing claim of the Philippines to the Malaysianstate of Sabahand its adjacent
waters.
0 The strong separatist movement in Sabah.
* Competing claim to the Paracel Islands (Xisha Quandao or Quan h a Hoang Sa)in the
South China Sea, contested by China and Vietnam.
0 Competing claim to the Spratly Islands in the South China Sea,contested by China,
Vietnam, Brunei, Malaysia, Taiwan and the Philippines.
* Border disputes between China and Vietnam.
0 Boundary dispute between Indonesia and Vietnam on their demarcation line o n the
continental shelf in the South China Sea, near lafatuna Island.
* Border disputes between Vietnam and Cambodia.
0 Boundary dispute between Vietnam and Malaysia o n their offshore demarcation line.
* The bugainville secessionist movement in Papua New Guinea.
0 The Organisasi Papua Merdeka (OPM) resistance movement in West Irian/Irian Jaya.
* The continuing resistance to Indonesian rule in East Timor.
* The Aceh independence movement in northern Sumatra.
* The seabed boundary dispute between Indonesia and the Philippines in the Celebes Sea.
e The border dispu tes between Malaysia and Brunei over both the unmarked, 274 km land
border between Brunei and Sarawak, and the limits of their respective 200-mile
Exclusive Economic Zones.
* The dispute between Malaysia and Singapore over ownership of the island of Pulau
Batu Putih (Pedra Branca), some 55 km east of Singapore in the Sh-aits of Johore.
* The competing claims of Malaysia and Indonesia to the islands of Sipadan, Sebatik a n d
Ligitan, in the Celebes Sea, some 35 km from Semporna in Sabah.
e Border dispute between Malaysia and Thailand.
* Residual conflict in Cambodia.
* Continued fighting between government and resistance forces in Laos.
0 The resurgent Moslem separatist movement in Narattuwat, Yala, Pattani and Songkhla
provinces in southern Thailand.
e Residual communist guerilla operations along theThai-boborder in north-east Thailand.
e Border conflicts between Thailand and Burma.
0 Disputed demarcation of the border between China and Burma.
e The Shan, Kachin, Karen secessionist, Communist insurgent, and pro-democracy
rebellions in Burma
a Insurgency in Bangladesh
f-f os t i I 1 t ies a long the f3u r r m f3n ng I ad csh border
e Terntorial disputcs bctwctn China a n d Indla.
0

0

~

Source: Desmond Ball, The Agenda for Cooperation. Paper prepared for a conference on Asia-Pacific
Security: The Challenges Ahead, Australian College of Defence and Strategic Studks.
Canberra, 27-28 November 1995.

Proposals for Confidence Building and Security Cooperation
in the Asia 1Pacific Region
Mechanisms for enhancing transparency - publication of W t e Papers, Capability
Reviews, Doctrine Manuals, etc.
0 Establishment of a Regional A
m Register, as proposed by the Malaysian Defence
Minister, Dato Seri Mohd Najib Tun Razak.
e IntelIigence exchanges.
0 Strengthening and expanding existing bilateral cooperative arrangements.
e Sharing concepts and methodologies for defence planning and force structure
developments.
0 'Hot lines' for communications between various capitals and headquarters' (e.g. Seoul
and Pyongyang).
e Workshops and Working Croups to address particular security issues, e.g. the
Indonesian-sponsored Workshops on Managing Potential Conficts in the South China
Sea, and workshops on security of SLOCs.
e CSBMs concerning military exercises, including the notification of exercises to
neighbouring countries, invitations to neighbours to attend exercises, and prohibitions
on the conduct of exercises in strategic approaches or other sensitive areas.
0 The establishment of a regional training centre for peace-keeping operations.
e Cooperation in the maintenance and production of defence hardware required for
national and regional resilience.
e Building on the ASEAN PMC process, e.g. establishment of the ASEAN Regional
Forum (ARF).
e Establishment of a forum for regional defence dialogue, as also proposed by the
Malaysian Defence Minister (the 'Najib talks').
4 A forum for security dialogue in Northeast Asia.
e The establishment of Zonesof Cooperation, e.g. theTimor Sea Zone of Cooperation and
proposals for a South China Sea Zone of Cooperation.
e A Regional Maritime Surveillance of Safety Regime.
e Regional Avoidance of Incidents at Sea Regimes.
0 A Regonal Airspace Surveillance and Control Regime.
e A Southwest Pacific Sovereignty Surveillance Regime, and the recently announced
Regional Maritime Surveillance Communications Network.
e Proposals for a Regional Security Assessment Centre in the Southwest Pacific.
e CSBM proposals concerning the Korean Peninsula.
e Proposals for naval a r m control in the Pacific.
e A Regional Technology Monitoring Regime.
e The Australian chemical weapons initiative.
e Proposals concerning economic security.
@
An Environriental Seciirity Regime.
e Strengthening the networks of non-governmental organizations and the so-called
'second- track' process.
e

Source: Desmond Ball, The Agenda for Cooperation. Paper prepared for a conference on Asia-Pacific
Security: The Challenges Ahead, Australian College of Defence and Strategic Studies,
Canberra, 27-28 November 1995.

STAGE I :
1.

EDIATE (1995-96)

C O ~ ~ D E N C E - B ~ LMEASURES
D~G
ciples
The development of a set of basic principle§ to ensure a common
understanding and approach to interstate relations in the region; and
2.
Adoption of comprehensive approaches to security.
1.

Transparency
3.
4.

5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

11

PREV
1.
2.

3.

I11

Dialogue on security perceptions, including voluntary statements of
defence policy positions;
Defence Publications such as Defence White Papers or equivalent
documents as considered necessary by respective governments;
Participation in UN Conventional Anns Register;
Enhanced contacts, including high level visits and recreational
activities;
Exchanges between military academies, staff colleges and training;
Observers at military exercises, on a voluntary basis; and
Annual seminar for defence officials and military officers on selected
inte~ationalsecurity issues.
E DIPLOMACY
Develop a set of guidelines for the peaceful settlement of disputes,
taking into account the principles in the UN Charter and the TAG;
Promote the recognition and acceptance of the purposes and
principles of the TAG and its provisions for the pacific settlement of
disputes, as endorsed by the UNGA in Resolution 47/53 (B) on 9
December 1992; and
Seek the endorsement of other countries for the ASEAN Declaration
on the South China Sea in order to strengthen its political and moral
effect (as endorsed by the Programme of Action for ZOPFAN).

PROLIFERATION AND ARMS CONTROL

Southeast Asia Nuclear Weapons-Free Zone (SEANWFZ).

N

PEACEKEEPING
1.
2.

v

Seminars/ Workshops on peacekeeping issues; and
Exchange of information and experience relating
Peacekeeping Opera Lions.

E SECURITV COOPERATION
Disaster Prevention

to

UN

STAGE LI: ~E~~~

I

C Q N ~ D E N C E - B ~ L DMEASU
~G
Further exploration of a Regional Arms Register;
Regional security studies centre/ coordination of existing security
studies activities;
Maritime informa tion data bases;
Cooperative approaches to sea lines of communication, beginning
with exchanges of information and training in such areas as search
and rescue, piracy and drug control;
Mechanism to mobilise relief assistance in the event of natural
disasters;
Establishment of zones of cooperation in areas such as the South
China Sea;
Systems of prior notification of major military deployments that have
region-wide application; and
Encourage a m manufacturers and suppliers to disclose the
destination of their a m exports.

1.
2.

3.
4.

5.
6.
7.

a.
I1

PREVENTIVE DIPLOMACY
Explore and devise ways and means to prevent conflict;
Explore the idea of appointing Special Representatives, in
consultation with ARF members, to undertake fact-finding missions,
at the request of the parties involved to an issue, and to offer their
good offices, as necessary; and
Explore the idea of establishing a Regional Risk Reduction Centre as
suggested by the UN Secretary-General in his Agenda For Peace and
as commended by UNGA Resolution 47,420 (see section IV,
operative para 4). Such a centre could serve as a data base for the
exchange of information.

1.
2.

3.

111

AND LONG TERM

NON-PROLIFERATION AND ARMS CONTROL
A regional or sub-regional arrangement agreeing not to acquire or
deploy ballistic missiles.

rv

PEACEKEEPING
Explore the possibility of establishing a peacekeeping centre.

v

~
1.

2.

3.

5.
6.

A

~ SECURITY
~ M COOPERATION
E
A multilateral agreement on the avoidance of naval incidents tl
apply to both local and external navies;
Sea Level/Climate Monitoring System;
Estabiishmeni of an ASEAiu' Reiiei and Assistance Force and
Maritime Safety (or Surveillance) Unit to look after the safety of t
waters in the region;
Conventions on the Marine Environment
0
Dumping of Toxic Wastes
Land-based Sources of Marine Pollution;
aritime surveillance; and
Explore the idea of joint marine scientific research.

Source: Desmond Ball. The Agenda,for Cooperation Paper prepared for a conference on Asia-Pacific
Security The ~
~Ahead" A~
~ College
~
~of ~Defeme
~ and
e Strategic
~
~ Studies,
~
~~
~~
Canberra, 27-28 November 1995.
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Asia Pacific summary of performance

GDP growth

Inflation
Profiles

Northeast.Asia
Southeast Asia
East Asia developing
Southwest Pacific
Western Pacific
Japan
Korea
China
Hong Kong
Taiwan
Indonesia
Malaysia
PhiIippines
Singapore
Thailand
Vietnam
Papua New Guinea
Australia
New Zealand
India

Profiles

1993

1994

1995

1993

1994

1995

3.9
6.9
10.1
2.9
4.0
-0.2
5.8
13.4
5.8
6.3
6.5
8.3
1.4
9.9
8.2
8.1
16.6
3.5
4.8
4.3

4.1
7.8
10.1
5.0
4.3
0.6
8.4
11.8
5.5
6.5
7.3
8.7
4.5
10.1
8.4
8.8
2.3
5.0
5.6
5.3

4.3
7.9
8.9
4.1
4.5
1.5
7.5
10.0
5.5
6.5
7.O
8.5
5.5
10.5
8.5
8.0
-5.5
4.0
5.5
6.0

4.8
6.5
10.5
1.8
4.7
1.3
4.8
14.5
8.5
2.9
10.2
3.6
7.7
2.4
3.2
5.2
6.0
2.0
1.5
9.5

6.5
6.6
15.4
1.9
6.3
0.7
5.6
21.7
8.1
4.1
9.6
3.7
9.0
3.6
5.0
14.4
4.0
1.9
2.0
11.5

4.6
6.5
11.4
3.9
4.7
0.0
5.5
15.0
8.0
4.5
10.0
4.0
6.5
4.0
5.0
14.0
10.0
4.0
2.5
10.0

Source: Asia Paczjc ProJiEes 1995, Asia Pacific Economics Group, Research
School o f Pacific and Asian Studies, Australian National University.

Increase in East Asia's exports to various destinations,
1985-94 (constant US$bn)

East Asia

To world

To

To

To

Share of

North

European

East

growth

America

Union

Asia

("/.I
56.0
52.9
51.7
50.6
53.1
41.0
47.4
29.1
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77.6
40.1
27.1

19.4
3.6
12.6
17.5
9.5

New Zealand

86.5
36.0
49.0
75.6
41.6
9.6
24.0
4.6
27.6
22.4
2.2
0.9
9.4
3.2

0.4
0.3

0.4
0.1

48.4
19.1
25.3
38.2
22.1
3.9
11.4
1.3
13.8
10.3
1.4
0.5
7.3
1.3

India

11.1

2.0

3.5

3.0

Japan
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China
Hong Kong
Taiwan
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0.6

7.O
2.2
5.9
5.4

19.6
4.4
7.2
11.1
6.6

3.2
3.3
8.8
5.0
3.2
0.6
-0.2

Source: Asia Paci3c Profiles 1995, Asia Pacific Economics Group, Research
School of Pacific and Asian Studies, Australian National University.

62.7

Southeast and Northeast Asian trade flows

Southeast Asia

1985

Source of imports

1994

o/o

4n
.30
20
10

0
40

Destination of exports

30

20
10
0

AN2

ASEAN

EEC-12

NAFTA

ROW

Northeast Asia
Northeast Asia
40

Source of Imports

30

20
10

0
40

Destination of exports

30
20

10
0

ANZ

ASEAN

EU

NAFTA

ROW

Northeast Asia

Source: Asia PaciBc ProyfiEes 1YY5, Asia Pacific Economics Group, Research
a University.
~
~
School of Pacific and Asian Studies, Australian ~

o

~

~

Net Aus

Trade with Southeast Asia and

t Asia: 1970-93
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Figure 4
Net US Trade with Southeast Asia and Northeast Asia: 1970-93
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SEA = Thailand the Philippines, Malaysia Brunei, Singapore, and Indonesia
NEA = Japan, South Korea, China, Taiwan. and Hong Kong
LVF, Ir??e,v-iafiendF l m n ~ i a !S!ntir!icr (vzricms yews).

Source: Andrew MacIntyre, 'US-Australia Relations and the Rise of Southeast Asia', paper presented
at the 'Asia Impact Colloquium', Australian Centre for American Studies, Universily of
Sydney, 12-13 July 1995.

