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4. The Maintenance of U.S. Hegemonic Leadership        
in East Asia 

According to hegemonic stability theory, a hegemonic government and 

arrangement of the international system is a guarantee of security and peace. The 

existence of a superpower is helpful in constructing and maintaining such security and 

peace. The military, political, and economic superiority of the superpower force other 

countries to adopt a policy of cooperation with the superpower. This kind of 

cooperation leads to the construction of interrelated international organizations and 

norms, which in turn help maintain international and regional peace and security. 

And another primary application of hegemonic stability theory to international 

security is in the maintenance of a peaceful and stable status quo.1 For such a status 

quo represents not only the prestige of the hegemonic leadership, but also its 

continuation of economic profit .The assertion that the United States is the sole 

superpower in the post-Cold War era has gone virtually unchallenged. However, with 

the rapid rise of its economy, China has become much more active diplomatically and 

multilaterally by pursuing political and security initiatives with its Asian neighbors. 

Though China is designing to establish a peaceful environment or a new image in the 

world, the United States still holds a “China threat” theory, saying that China will 

someday develop into another major adversary of the United States following the 

former Soviet Union.  

In this chapter, there are several cases to show the efforts the United Stated have 

made in order to maintain its hegemonic leadership in East Asia. The cases like East 

Asian Summit Meetings, US-System Alliances, Taiwan Strait Crisis, South China 

Seas Issue, and Korean Peninsula Crisis have also made East Asia a battlefield of the 

                                                 
1 Philip Yang, “Challenges to the U.S. East Asian Security Policy: Implications for Taiwan’s Security,” Taiwan 
Security Research (October 6, 2000), p.1. 
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wrestle among U.S., East Asian Countries, and China. 

 

4.1 How America Maintains Its Hegemonic Leadership in East Asia 

At the turn of the century, the United States’ post-Cold War alliance network 

remains a key component of its international security policy. This policy is 

fundamentally based on maintaining its military and economic superiority over 

current and potential rivals in the East Asian landmass. To achieve this goal, the 

United States must be able to sustain a force and economic presence in the region. 

During wars or crises, U.S. must also be able to project a decisive level of military or 

economic capability in either theatre. Therefore, How the U.S. maintains its 

hegemonic leadership in East Asia has been critical to ongoing strategic 

commitments.  

 

4.1.1 American East Asian Policies in the Post-Cold War Era 

Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has pursued a variety of policies 

in East Asia, and together these policies have reinforced continuity in the country’s 

overall commitment to regional leadership and engagement. An American Strategic 

toward Asia was spelled out in a February 1995 Defense Department report that 

emphasized four overriding goals: 1) maintaining a forward presence of 100.000 in 

the region, 2) put America’s alliances with Japan and Korea on a firm basis, 3) 

develop multilateral institutions such as the ASEAN Regional Forum to foster 

security dialogue, and 4) encourage China to develop a position of strength by 

defining its interests in ways that are compatible those of its neighbors and the United 

States.2 We can look at American foreign policy on East Asia in this light. 

The George W. Bush administration is still shaping a strategy toward the region. 
                                                 
2 “United States Strategy for the East-Asia Pacific Region,” Department of Defense (1995). 
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The so-called Armitage-Nye Report3 of October 2000 is still probable the best 

indicator of how the administration’s policy will evolve. There has been an attempt to 

reestablish Japan as America’s core strategic partner in the region and to dispense 

with the notion of a strategic partnership with China. Indeed, the ambition appears to 

be to make Japan a heavier and more involved military partner, to share intelligence 

and expand Japanese duties in the region. The initial steps by the Bush team have also 

included signaling a hard-line position toward North Korea. The surprising language 

in President Bush’s scare of the union address portraying North Korea as part of a 

global “axis of evil” is a continuation of this hard-line approach to what the 

administration sees as rogue stares.4  

Missile defense is also an issue and how it plays out will do more than any other 

issue to shape the balance of continuity and change in American policy. But the major 

thrusts of the administration also involve ideas of liberal grand strategy: the bilateral 

alliances will remain the core of America’s commitment to the region, the United 

Stares will support soft multilateral dialogues in the region, trans-Pacific regional 

economic relations will be championed, and trade and investment flows will be 

encouraged in American relations with China. 

 

4.1.2 American Military Presence in East Asia 

The Military of the United States is deployed in many countries across the world. 

There are many reasons: the Cold War, in which the U.S. government in the aftermath 

of World War II thought it needed troops around the globe to deal with the threat from 

the Soviet Union; and the U.S. has deployed troops to fight the War on Terror. The 

U.S. has more than 1.4 million active personnel, and over 369,000 of those are 

                                                 
3 This report is considered a blueprint for Bush Administration Asia policy and the detail will be discueed in 
section 4.3 American East AsianSecurity Defense Arrangement. 
4 Peter Slevin, “Powell Offers Reassurance to South Korea,” The Washington Post, (February 2, 2002), p.8. 
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deployed outside the United States and its territories.5 Until 2007, five geographical 

commands, U.S. Central Command, U.S. European Command, U.S. Northern 

Command, U.S. Pacific Command, and U.S. Southern Command and four functional 

commands (U.S. Joint Forces Command, U.S. Special Operations Command, U.S. 

Strategic Command, and U.S transportation Command, are givenn responsibilities for 

United States military operations in various areas of the world.6 

The United States, being the most powerful military, it is worth looking at their 

spending. Generally, the US military spending has been on the increase since the 2001 

September 11 terrorist attacks. The table 4.1 further details the military expenditure 

each year, and is compared at constant 2007 prices: 

Table 4.1 The U.S. Military Expenditure 

Year $ Billions At 2007 price Change from previous year (%)

2008 643.9 643.9 2.84% 

2007 626.1 626.1 7.46% 

2006 571.6 582.66 -0.05% 

2005 554 582.93 0.34% 

2004 534 580.93 4.03% 

2003 500 558.42 27.97% 

2002 382 436.36 8.00% 

2001 348 404.03 4.82% 

2000 323 385.46 0.81% 

                                                 
5 Additionally, both the Coast Guard and the Air Force have volunteer civilian auxiliaries: the United States Coast 
Guard Auxiliary (Coast Guard) and the Civil Air Patrol (Air Force). 
6 The sixth geographical command, U.S. Africa Command, will be establised by the end of 2008. 
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Year $ Billions At 2007 price Change from previous year (%)

1999 310 382.38 4.95% 

1998 289 364.35 n/a 

Sources: 
For data up to 2005, Chris Hellman, The Runaway Military Budget: An Analysis, Friends Committee on National 
Legislation, March 2006, no. 705, p. 3  
For 2006, 41% of Your 2006 [US] Taxes go to War, Friends Committee on National Legislation, February 15, 2007  
For 2007 and 2008, Highlights of the Fiscal Year 2007 Pentagon Spending Request and Highlights of the Fiscal 
Year 2008 Pentagon Spending Request, both from the Center for Arms Control and Non Proliferation. 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Military_of_the_United_States  

Compare U.S. military spending with the rest of the world these numbers are 

indeed staggering7 (See table 4.2): 

Table 4.2 The U.S. Military Spending Versus the Rest of the World 

Country Dollars (billions) % of total Rank 

United States 420.7 43% 1 

China 62.5 6% 2 

Russia 61.9 6% 3 

U. K. 51.1 5% 4 

Japan 44.7 4% 5 

France 41.6 4% 6 

Germany 30.2 3% 7 

India 22 2% 8 

Saudi Arabia 21.3 2% 9 

South Korea 20.7 2% 10 

Source: U.S. Military Spending vs. the World, Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, February 5, 2007 

．The U.S. military spending was almost two-fifths of the total and was almost 7 times 

larger than the Chinese budget, the second largest spender. 

                                                 
7 http://www.globalissues.org/Geopolitics/ArmsTrade/Spending.asp 
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．The U.S. military budget was almost 29 times as large as the combined spending of 

the six “rogue” states (Cuba, Iran, Libya, North Korea, Sudan and Syria) who spent 

$14.65 billion. 

．The U.S. and its close allies accounted for some two thirds to three-quarters of all 

military spending, depending on who you count as close allies (typically NATO 

countries, Australia, Canada, Israel, Japan and South Korea). 

Military Presence in East Asia 

Early in the 1990s, the United States scaled back its troop commitments in East 

Asia and about the same time retreated its naval facilities in the Philippines at the 

request of that government. These moves were read in the region and elsewhere as the 

beginnings of U.S. withdrawal. By 1995, the U.S. made clear that this was not the 

case, and in fact that its intention was the opposite. The United States planned to 

maintain a forward political and military commitment to East Asia of “indefinite 

duration.” This included the maintenance the U.S. largest military command (US 

Pacific Command, which interacts with the armed forces of fourteen of Asia Pacific’s 

forty five countries) and the stabilization of the U.S. troop presence in the region. As 

of 2005, the United States set over 700 military bases in over 36 countries worldwide. 

The number of US troops on land and afloat in the East Asia (not including the 

Middle East or Central Asia) has surpassed those forward deployed in Europe. More 

than 100,000 troops are mainly based in Japan and South Korea with the rest in Diego 

Garcia, the Philippines, Singapore, and Thailand, afloat or on various attachments.8 

(See table 4.3). 

 The United States also intends to maintain its dominant position in maritime 

East Asia. United States alliances with Japan and South Korea provided secure access 

in Northeast Asia. In Southeast Asia, the U.S. Navy would rely on “places, not bases.” 
                                                 
8 Base Structure Report, USA Department of Defense, 2006. 
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By the end of the 1990s U.S. officials had concluded access agreements for naval 

facilities in Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore, and Brunei, along with a status-of-forces 

agreement with the Philippines.9 

Table 4.3 The U.S. Military Presence in East Asia 

Country Troops Note 

South Korea 60,000 Deployed to counter North Korea since the Korean War

Japan 33,453 
Deployed since 1945 and still deployed to counter the 

threat from North Korea 

Diego Garcia 491  

The Philippines 100 
Deployed as part of Operation Enduring Freedom 

(OEF-P)10 

Singapore 196  

Thailand 113  

Afloat 16,601 Including the United States 7th Fleet11 

http://www.answers.com/topic/united-states-armed-forces?cat=technology 

 

4.1.3 American Economic Presence in East Asia 

Another component of the U.S. hegemonic strategy is called a commitment to a 

forward economic presence in East Asia. The U.S. hegemony system is no longer 

totally relied on its hard power to compel others to comply. Rather, the United States 

                                                 
9 Robert S. Ross. “The Geography of the Peace: East Asia in the Twenty-first Century,” International Security 
Vol. 23, No. 4, Spring 1999, pp.85-86. 
10 Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) is the official name used by the U.S. government for its military response 
to the September 11, 2001 attacks on the United States. It was originally called "Operation Infinite Justice," but 
this phrase had previously been restricted to the description of God (among followers of several faiths), and it is 
believed to have been changed to avoid offense to Muslims. 
11 The United States 7th Fleet is a naval military formation based in Yokosuka, Japan, with units positioned near 
South Korea and Japan. It is subordinate to Commander, Pacific Fleet. At present it is the largest of the 
forward-deployed U.S. fleets, with 50–60 ships, 350 aircraft. 
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has built, maintained and enhanced a network of international institutions to help 

strengthen and prolong its hegemonic system. Like Robert Wade says, “The United 

States sees free capital movement as a wedge that will force other economies to move 

in its direction. As a result, the U.S. Treasury Department has been leading a 

campaign to get the main international economic and financial institutions to promote 

the extension of liberal international economic policies inclined to be easier to 

practice capitalism in Asian states.”12 

The U.S. hegemonic system has three features. First, the maintenance of 

institution-based hegemony relies on the power America (hard power and soft power). 

Second, the U.S. has provided public goods to other members within the system to 

maintain the utility and efficiency of the institutional hegemony. Third, in order to 

maintain the legitimacy and longevity of institutional hegemony, the U.S. has also to 

some degrees adopted what is call strategic self-restrain: a benign hegemony.13 

However Kenneth Waltz has criticized that the concept of “benign hegemony” is a 

contradiction in terms. He says: 

“The more interdependent the system, the more a surrogate for 
government is needed. Some Americans believe that the United States 
provides this service and that, because of its moderation, other states will 
continue to appreciate, or at least to accept, its managerial role. Benign 
hegemony is, however, something of a contradiction in terms.”14 

The role of the United States in APEC, for example, has been to push member 

states more decisively and quickly in the direction of liberalization. The United States 

has promoted trade liberalization bilaterally in negotiations especially with Japan, 

China, and South Korea, and multilaterally through the WTO. As Robert Wade points 

out, the United States also have pushed financial liberalization in Asia under the 

                                                 
12 Robert Wade, “The Coming Fight over Capital Flows,” Foreign Policy, Vol. 113 (Winter 1998-99), pp.41-54. 
13 Chen Dongxiao’s article, “American Hegemony and Paradox of International Institutions” (December 3, 
2006), pp.6-7. 
14 Kenneth Waltz “Globalization and American Power,” The National Interest (Spring 2000). 
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support of the “Washington Consensus”15 developed and implemented by the IMF, 

including a revision of the IMF’s constitution (its articles of agreement) to require 

countries to commit themselves to capital account liberalization as a condition of fund 

membership, and the World Trade Organization’s financial-services agreement 

commits countries to open their banking, insurance, and securities markets to foreign 

firms.16 

Economic openness plays into U.S. economic interests, particularly given U.S. 

competitiveness in the export of services, agriculture, and technology. It also plays 

into U.S. security interests since U.S. has held that liberalism and economic 

interdependence promote cooperative political relations. In the early 1990s the United 

States opposed Malaysia’s proposal for an East Asian Economic Grouping17 (EAEG) 

that would have excluded the United States. The United States expressed concern at 

the highest levels and hinted that exclusionary economic arrangements in East Asia 

might force the United States to reevaluate security commitments.18 

 

4.2 EAS, APEC, and US 

The East Asia Summit (EAS) is a forum held annually by the leaders of sixteen 

countries in East Asia and the region, with ASEAN in a leadership position. The first 

summit was held in Kuala Lumpur on December 14, 2005.19 The EAS provides an 

                                                 
15 The Washington Consensus is a phrase initially coined in 1987-88 by John Williamson to describe a relatively 
specific set of ten economic policy prescriptions that he considered to constitute a “standard” reform package 
promoted for crisis-wracked countries by Washington-based institutions such as the International Monetary Fund, 
World Bank and U.S. Treasury Department. Countries that have implemented market policies following 
Washington Consensus are Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 
El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, India, Indonesia, Mexico, Morocco, Nicaragua, Paraguay, Peru, South Korea, 
Thailand, Tunisia, Uruguay, and Zambia. 
16 Robert Wade, “The Coming Fight over Capital Flows,” Foreign Policy, Vol. 113 (Winter 1998-99), pp.41-54. 
17 The Malaysian Prime Minister Mahathir proposed the East Asian Economic Grouping (EAEG) in 1991. He 
suggested that Malaysia would take the lead to set up an East Asian trade bloc to counter the single market 
dominated by the U.S.. But most Asian states did not support his proposal and chose APEC instead. 
18 Joseph M. Grieco, “Realism and Regionalism: American Power and German and Japanese Institutional 
Strategies during and after the Cold War,” in Unipolar Politics: Realism and State Strategies after the Cold War, 
ed. Ethan Kapstein and Masdanduno (New York: Columbia University Press, 1999), pp.328-39.  
19 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/East_Asia_Summit 
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opportunity for discussions on strategic issues that concern the region. Most 

importantly, the EAS also gives the hope that the Summit would be the first step 

towards building an East Asian Community. For America, the absence of the meeting, 

although its major allies such as Japan, Australia and Singapore were present, means 

the EAS is exclusive. It also means that the EAS represents a challenge to the 

American hegemonic leadership in East Asia. The U.S. alliance system APEC 

therefore has becomes the key institution for the management of U.S. relations with 

the region. 

 

4.2.1 American Attitude toward EAS  

Prior to the EAS meeting, the concept of East Asia Grouping is worth 

discuessing. The East Asia Economic Caucus (EAEC) or East Asia Economic Group 

(EAEG) is a regional Free Trade Zone (FTA) proposed in 1990 by former Malaysian 

Prime Minister Dr. Mahathir bin Mohamad who envisioned “caucus without 

Caucasians”-- with ASEAN Plus Three (APT) as core members to cooperate on 

security, social, and economic problems and to balance other regional groupings such 

as Europe and North America. Mahatir, known for his strong Asian standpoint, 

wanted for himself and his fellow Asians then to counterbalance U.S. economic and 

military dominance in Asia and beyond.20 One can see that the EAEC was a reaction 

to ASEAN’s integration into the APEC. Nevertheless, it was never put into action 

officially for being squshed by the APEC forum. In 2002, APT received the Final 

Report of the East Asian Study Group. This included a recommendation to establish 

the EAS. The decision to hold the EAS meeting was reached during the 2004 ASEAN 

Plus Three summit. 

                                                 
20 Axel Berkofsky, “Tokyo lacking community spirit,” Asia Times (October 5, 2005), http://www.atimes.com/ 
atimes/Japan/GJ05Dh04.html. 
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The EAS creates a new mode of regional cooperation and a new platform for 

regional cooperation. In particular, it strengthens the nature of South-North 

cooperation and expanded the room and potential for regional cooperation. The total 

population of the 16 countries is approximately three billion or half of the worlds, and 

their aggregate GDP more than eight trillion yuan, or twenty-two percent.21 Their 

economies have outstanding mutual complementarity and huge potential for 

cooperation.  

Aforementioned, the EAS gives the hope that the Summit would be the first step 

towards building an East Asian Community. The America’s attitude toward East Asian 

Community is closely related to its respond to EAS.  

Nine months before the EAS meeting, U.S. Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice 

made a speech on the U.S.’s Asia policy on March 19, 2005 at Sophia University in 

Tokyo. The “Pacific Community” and “openness and choice” were the keywords 

when she outlined the regional architecture: 
“The future of Asia and the Pacific community will be defined around two 
great themes--openness and choice. Instead of closed societies or economies, 
instead of spheres of influence, we stand for an open world. Instead of an 
exclusive club of powers, we stand for a community open to all. But states 
must choose. They must choose whether to be a part of that community of 
openness, accepting the responsibilities that go with it. The United States and 
Japan have already made that choice, and we are honored to have a 
democratic Japan as a friend.”22  

Before that speech was given, Japan and United States have signed “Joint 

Statement of the Japan-US Security Consultative Committee” on February 19, 2005 

with having recognition of welcoming the “development of various form of regional 

cooperation” while stressing the “importance of open, inclusive and transparent 

regional mechanisms” as a bilateral common strategic objective in the region.23 The 

                                                 
21 “East Asia Summit, a new platform for regional cooperation,” People’s Daily Online (December 14, 2005), 
http://english.people.com.cn/200512/14/eng20051214_228024.html 
22 Condoleezza Rice, “Remark at Sophia University,” (March 19, 2005), http//www.state.gov/secretary/rm/2005/ 
43665.htm 
23 “Joint Statement of the US-Japan Security Consultative Committee” (February 19, 2005), http//www.state.gov/ 
secretary/rm/2005/42490.htm http//www.state.gov/secretary/rm/2005/43665.htm 
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term “regional cooperation” clearly included the recent strives for developing East 

Asian frameworks. At the Rice speech, the “Pacific community” was the only concept 

when she described the region. 

Jimbo Ken has also raised three concerns. First, the East Asian Community 

would create or increase the Chinese sphere of influence in the region. Given that 

growing economy and political influence of China, building of a regional framework 

without the U.S. might create China-led community, thus to disturb the US 

engagement in East Asia. Second, the East Asian community will challenge the 

flexibility of bilateral “hub-spokes” systems thus to increase the transaction cost in 

both security and economic relations. Third, the East Asian Community might serve 

as an excuse to delay the democratic transition of authoritarian regimes in the region 

by introducing an Asian model of governance.24 

With these factors, the U.S. seems to have rejected to apply the analogy of 

trans-Atlantic relations, where NATO and EU play the complementary role. It is also 

clear that the U.S. tries to emphasize the trans-Atlantic relations as “community of 

democracies”, in contrast with the trans-Pacific relations. 

 

4.2.2 Role of APEC 

APEC (Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation, established in 1989) is a forum for 

twenty-one Pacific Rim countries or regions (styled “member economies”)25 to 

discuss and facilitate economic growth, cooperation, trade and investment in the 

Asia-Pacific region. The membership is claimed to account for approximately 41% of 

the world’s population, approximately 56% of world GDP and about 49% of world 

                                                 
24 Jimbo Ken, “Emerging East Comminity?” remark at Conference on An East Asian Community after the First 
East Asia Summit, Tokyo, Japan, (June 22, 2006). 
25 APEC members are Australia; Brunei Darussalam; Canada; Chile; China; Hong Kong, China; Indonesia; Japan; 
Korea; Malaysia; Mexico; New Zealand; Papua New Guinea; Peru; the Philippines; Russia; Singapore; Chinese 
Taipei; Thailand; the United States; and Viet Nam. 
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trade26. APEC is the only inter governmental grouping in the world operating on the 

basis of non-binding commitments, open dialogue and equal respect for the views of 

all participants. Unlike the WTO or other multilateral trade bodies, APEC has no 

treaty obligations required of its participants. Decisions made within APEC are 

reached by consensus and commitments are undertaken on a voluntary basis. The 

purpose and goals of APEC are to further enhance economic growth and prosperity 

for the region and to strengthen the Asia-Pacific community. 

APEC has worked to reduce tariffs and other trade barriers across the 

Asia-Pacific region, creating efficient domestic economies and dramatically 

increasing exports. Key to achieving APEC’s vision is what is referred to as the 

“Bogor Goals27” of free and open trade and investment in the Asia-Pacific by 2010 for 

industrialized economies and 2020 for developing economies. 

The activities, including year-round meetings of the members’ ministers, are 

coordinated by the APEC Secretariat. The organization conducts the APEC Economic 

Leaders’ Meeting (AELM), an annual summit attended by the heads of government of 

all APEC members except Chinese Taipei, which is represented by a ministerial-level 

official. APEC promotes closer economic relationships in the Asia-Pacific region to 

improve the business environment and raise the living standards of its members. 

Since its inception in November 1989, The United States has worked closely 

with APEC and seen it as an important part of U.S. engagement in the Asia-Pacific 

region. The United States’ four key goals in APEC are trade and investment 

liberalization, enhancing security, preparing for and preventing pandemic diseases, 

and improving the region’s business environment.28 APEC now remains America’s 

                                                 
26 http://www.us-asean.org/APEC/ 
27 Bogor Goals also clled APEC ECONOMIC LEADERS' DECLARATION OF COMMON RESOLVE, 
deliverd at a meeting in Bogor, Indonesia, November 15, 1994 
28 Michael Michalak, “Commitment to Asia-Pacific Cooperation Remains Strong,” remark at Asia Society the 
Council of the Americas and the U.S.-APEC Business Coalition, Washington, December 11, 2006. 
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primary vehicle for advancing both economic cooperation and trade and investment 

liberalization in the Asia-Pacific region. However, in the U.S. view, APEC is the most 

premier forum for achieving the maintenance of its hegemonic leadership in East 

Asia. 

 

4.2.3 How the APEC is used by America to Response toward EAS 

The attitude of the U.S. toward East Asia Community reveals that for the U.S., 

the EAS represents a diplomatic challenge. Although the U.S. is a leading trading 

partner of all EAS attendees and has security relationships with significant players, 

including Japan, the U.S. is not able to participate in the summit. This is because of 

ASEAN’s three prerequisites on participating countries: having substantial relations 

with ASEAN, being a partner of ASEAN dialogues and a signatory to the Treaty of 

Amity and Cooperation in Southeast Asia. ASEAN turned the United States down, 

giving a technical reason that it is not a member of the Treaty. As it is unwilling to 

enter the 1976 “Treaty of Amity and Cooperation,” the U.S. never obtains “admission 

ticket” to the summit. There is another reason the U.S. holds that the East Asia 

Summit will weaken the US-led Asia Pacific cooperation, therefore take an opposing 

attitude toward the summit. The APEC is therefore the key institutions for the 

management of U.S. relations with the region, because the overlapping membership 

of these institutions, APEC, EAS, and APT, includes a core that brings together key 

hubs in the Asia-Pacific. 

Besides there already are APEC directors responsible for non-traditional security 

issues such as counter-terrorism and infectious diseases, the U.S. has also tried to 

emphasize the trans-Atlantic relations as “community of democracies”, in contrast 

with the trans-Pacific relations. For APEC, the U.S. has considered appointing 

program directors to handle trade-related political, social and security issues such as 
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supply chain security, maritime security, energy and the environment. 29 A broader 

agenda for APEC would be fitting, as APEC is the only Asia-Pacific institution that 

meets at the heads of government level. 

In the current context, U.S. analysts such as Zbigniew Brzezinski and John 

Mearsheimer have worried about the risk of confrontation with a rising China and the 

desirability of developing relationships with states on the periphery of China that 

could balance China such as Japan, India and Vietnam.30 Therefore it is important for 

the United States to develop trans-Pacific institutions, which could get China into a 

net of cooperative relationships in East Asia. 

 

4.3 American East Asian Security Defense Arrangement 

Basically, American policy toward East Asia is built on bilateral security ties and 

multilateral economic relations. The huh-and-spoke defense system has its roots in the 

early Cold War and in the failure of multilateral security arrangements that were 

tended to reflect the Atlantic security pact.31 This alliance and security pact were 

made not only to deter the expansion of Soviet power and of Communism in the 

region, but also to solve allied countries’ own security problems.  

Regional security alliances, U.S. government has argued, promote joint and 

combined training, encourage allied defense burden-sharing, and allow U.S. military 

commanders a wider range of military options should crises erupt in key regions. 

Alliances and U.S. force projection strategies therefore remain an integral part of the 

“shape, respond, and prepare”32 American military strategy. In Asia Pacific region, 

                                                 
29 Ibid. 
30 Zbigniew Brzezinski and John Mearsheimer. “Can China Rise Peacefully? A Debate.” Foreign Policy 
(January/February 2005), pp.1-3.. 
31 Donald Crone, “Does Hegemony Matter? The Reorganization of the Pacific Political Economy.” World 
Politics 45 (July 1993), pp.501-525. 
32 Thomas A. Kruegler, “Shape, Respond, Prepare: Relieving Current Pressure and Speeding Transformation,” 
Report of the Quadrennial Defense Review (April 7, 2000). 
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they provide the framework both for the maintenance of approximately 100,000 U.S. 

military personnel deployed in the region and for the United States’ continued 

presence as the region’s primary strategic balancer. Being “force multipliers,” the 

allied forces underscore how critical the United States’ regional bilateral alliances are 

to American international interests and strategic objectives. 

In East Asia, the strategic positions of Japan, Korea, and Philippines are of 

importance for U.S. security interests. The US-Japan alliance is regarded as the 

foundation of U.S. engagement and the linchpin of the U.S. security strategy in East 

Asia. As Korea, the alliance and security pact are made to deter the expansion from 

North Korea. In a regional war or for the safety of sea-lane, the Malacca Strait and the 

South China Sea could be defended from Singapore and possibly even from 

Vietnam’s Cam Ranh Bay, but not as efficiently as from Subic Bay. The strategic 

position of Philippines is relatively more important than any other countries in 

Southeast Asia. Therefore, this section mainly examines after Cold War American 

efforts to maintain a hegemonic leadership position in the region by bilateral 

U.S.-Japan, US-Korea, and Us-Philippine alliance, pursuing multilateral cooperative 

arrangements in security and economic areas, and searching for a lasting rationale for 

the American presence in the region. 

 

4.3.1 US-Japan Alliance 

The 1952 Mutual Security Assistance Pact provided the initial basis for the 

United States’ security relations with Japan. The Mutual Security Assistance Pact of 

1952 initially involved a military aid program that provided for Japan’s acquisition of 

funds, materiel, and services for the nation’s essential defense. Although Japan no 

longer received any aid from the United States by the 1960s, the agreement continued 

to serve as the basis for purchase and licensing agreements ensuring interoperability 
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of the two nations’ weapons and for the release of classified data to Japan, including 

both international intelligence reports and classified technical information. 

The pact was replaced in 1960 by the Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and 

Securiy,33 which declares that both nations will maintain and develop their capacities 

to resist armed attack in common and that each recognizes that an armed attack on 

either one in territories administered by Japan will be considered dangerous to the 

safety of the other. The Agreed Minutes under Article 6 of the treaty contained a 

status-of-forces agreement on the stationing of United States forces in Japan, with 

specifics on the provision of facilities and areas for their use and on the administration 

of Japanese citizens employed in the facilities. The Agreed Minutes to the treaty also 

specified that the Japanese government must be consulted prior to major changes in 

United States force deployment in Japan or to the use of Japanese bases for combat 

operations other than in defense of Japan itself.  

Military relations improved after the mid-1970s. In 1976 a subcommittee of 

Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Securiy prepared the Guidelines for Japan-United 

States Defense Cooperation that were approved by the committee in 1978 and later 

approved by the Japanese National Defense Council and cabinet. The guidelines 

authorized activities in joint defense planning, response to an armed attack on Japan, 

and cooperation on situations in Asia and the Pacific region that could affect Japan’s 

security. 

Under the framework of the guidelines, Japan’s Joint Staff Council and the 

commander of United States Forces, Japan, drew up a long-range program for joint 

exercises to encompass all three services of both nations. In 1988, the Japan Maritime 

                                                 
33 The same year, the Security Consultative Committee, with representatives from both countries, was set up 
under the 1960 security treaty to discuss and coordinate security matters concerning both nations. 
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Self-Defense Force participated Rim of the Pacific Exercise (RIMPAC ’88), 34 a 

comprehensive naval exercise with naval forces from the United States to the allied 

military forces from the Pacific Rim nations.  

In 1992, more than 50,000 members of the United States Armed Forces were 

stationed in Japan, including 21,300 marines, 10,300 air force personnel, 5,500 navy 

personnel, and 2,200 army personnel, who were deployed at several locations on 

Honshu, Kyushu and Okinawa. 

In March 1994, the first “two-plus-two” meeting of the United States secretary of 

state and secretary of defense with the Japanese foreign minister and the Defense 

Agency director held in Tokyo to discuss a coordinated approach to post-Cold War 

regional and global security problems. Both sides indicated that they fully supported 

the United States- Japan Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security.  

On October 11, 2000, an Armitage-Nye Report35 is the best indicator for 

American security policy toward Japan. The focus is on reinvigorating the US-Japan 

relationship and emphasizing the role of Japan in U.S. Asia policy, including the 

reaffirming U.S. defense commitment to the defense of Japan, development of a 

U.S.-Japan force structure characterized by mobility, flexibility, diversity and 

survivability to reflect regional security environment, and broadening the scope of 

U.S.-Japan missile defense cooperation. 

This report is considered a blueprint for developing bilateral strategic relations, 

in areas of politics, security, intelligence, economics and diplomacy, for Bush 

Administration Asia policy. As Balbina Hwang says “Based on the Report, which 

                                                 
34 RIMPAC, the Rim of the Pacific Exercise, is the world’s largest international maritime exercise. Hosted and 
administered by the Royal Navy and United States Navy. Also invited are allied military forces from the Pacific 
Rim nations. The event is held under the leadership of the United States Pacific Command. 
35 The real name of the 7-page report is: INSS Special Report, The United States and Japan: Advancing Toward 
A Mature Partnership. Over 16 report participants appear on the front page of the report. These include Richard 
Armitage, Paul Wolfowitz, Torkel Patterson and James Kelly who are all going into the Bush Administration. 
Most of the work was done at Mr. Armitage’s consulting firm, Armitage Associates.  
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called for a thorough re-examination of the U.S.-Japan relationship in the context of 

the uncertain post-Cold War regional environment, the U.S. has articulated a more 

clearly defined strategic vision for the alliance.”36  

On Feburary 16 2007, a second Armitage-Nye Report was released. Title the 

U.S.-Japan Alliance: Getting Asia right through 2020. The second report focuses on 

the evolving structure of East Asian international relations and dealing with the rise of 

China, continuing to emphasize the importance of the US-Japan alliance and the role 

of Japan in the American Asia strategy. Unlike the first report, however, which was 

directed specifically at correcting the Clinton’s Administration’s tendency to neglect 

Japan and strengthening the bilateral relationship between the two countries, the new 

report also addresses ways in which the U.S.-Japan alliance could work together to 

influence the future in Asia. 

 

4.3.2 US-Korea Alliance 

Regarding US-Korea bilateral security relations, both sides maintain that US 

forces should remain in South Korea as long as Seoul wanted them. Stability in the 

Korean Peninsula has been maintained because strong Seoul-Washington military 

cooperation has deterred further aggression. However, the consultations on 

restructuring the Washington-Seoul security relationship held during Secretary of 

Defense Dick Cheney’s February 1990 visit to South Korea, the South Korean 

accepted in principle the gradual withdrawal of about 5,000 noncombatants from the 

American force of more than 43,000 soldiers in South Korea. The talks marked the 

beginning of the change in status of US forces - from a leading to a supporting role in 

the country’s defense. 

But in 2004, the U.S. and Korea concluded the two-year Future of the Alliance 
                                                 
36 Balbina Hwang, “A New Security Agenda for the U.S. Japan Alliance” Heritage Foundation (April 26, 2004). 
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(FOTA) process, with agreements on base relocations -- including the return of the 

Yongsan Garrison -- and other U.S. redeployments from the Peninsula. At the same 

time, the United States set in motion an $11 billion program in force enhancements on 

the Peninsula and in the region to strengthen U.S. deterrence capability in support of 

Korea. Major components of the force include the Eighth Army (19,775), the Seventh 

Air Force (8,815), and US Naval Forces Korea (274), Marines (242).37   

With those agreements in place, the two governments have established the 

US-Korea Security Policy Initiative (SPI) to serve as a mechanism for implementing 

those agreements and addressing new security issues. One issue that has to be 

discussed “strategic flexibility,” the concept that U.S. forces, wherever they are 

located -- in Korea, elsewhere abroad, or in the United States -- need to be able to 

respond flexibly to security challenges, wherever the occur. “Strategic flexibility is 

not a one-way street,” says Evans J.R., “it is also the doctrine that will enable 

additional U.S. forces to come to Korea from anywhere in the world in the event of a 

contingency and these forces would enable us to honor our treaty commitment to 

defend the Republic of Korea.”38 

 

4.3.3 US-Philippines Alliance 

The 1947 Military Bases Agreement, the 1951 Mutual Defense Treaty, and the 

1953 Mutual Defense (military aid) agreement were foundations for US—Philippines 

security relations. Throughout the Cold War, however, U.S.-Philippines security 

relations were undermined by Filipino elites using American economic and military 

assistance to establish their own power base and personal wealth. “Crony capitalism” 

and polarized political factions resulted in domestic instability that overshadowed 

                                                 
37 Source: Newsweek America's Unsinkable Fleet 26 Feb 2007 
38 Evans J.R., “Evolution of the U.S.-Korea Alliance and the Future of Northeast Asia,” remarks at the Korean 
Economic Institute, Washington DC, May 2, 2005. 
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external threats.39  Despite this internal turmoil, Subic Bay and Clark Air Base 

comprised the postwar nerve center for Seventh Fleet operations until the United 

States’ basing presence was discontinued in 1991.40 

Chinese military presence in the Spratly Islands (a part of which is claimed by 

Manila) has expanded to such an extent that the Estrada government has pleaded with 

the U.S. to include the Philippines’ territorial claims within the purview of the 

U.S.-Philippines Mutual Defense Treaty (MDT). In November 1992, President Fidel 

Ramos argued that American forces should continue to have at least intermittent 

access to Subic Bay and other installations in the Philippines. His successor, Joseph 

Estrada, has moved forcefully to implement this right of entry. It is clear that China’s 

growing presence in the Spratly Islands has stimulated most Filipino political leaders’ 

interest in strengthening MDT.  

A new Philippine-U.S. Visiting Forces Agreement (VFA) was therefore passed in 

May 1999 by the same Filipino Senate who previously rejected the 1991 Military 

Basing Agreement. This new accord has facilitated the full resumption of joint 

U.S.-Philippines military exercises. Despite these rapprochements, the United States 

has still not responded to Filipino appeal to strengthen the MDT on “threat-oriented” 

rationales. At present, therefore, any overriding strategic rationale for U.S.-Philippines 

security ties cannot be viewed as threat-oriented. U.S. Pacific Command (PACOM) 

has already adjusted to the loss of its Philippines basing presence by implementing a 

“places, not bases” strategy of scattering U.S. naval and air assets throughout 

Southeast Asia, and by utilizing “more flexible, less infrastructure-intensive 

mechanisms to maintain its forward-military presence” in the region.41 In a regional 

                                                 
39 William T. Tow, Assessing U.S. Bilateral Security Alliances in the Asia Pacific’s “Southern Rim”: Why the 
San Francisco System Endures (October 1999), p.11. 
40 In 1991 Manila legislators voted for the evacuation of the U.S. bases from the Philippines. 
41 David G. Wiencek, “The Philippines,” William M. Carpenter and Wiencek, eds., Asian Security Handbook 
(Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe, 1996), p. 210. 
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war, the Malacca Strait and the South China Sea could be defended from Singapore 

and possibly even from Vietnam’s Cam Ranh Bay, albeit not as efficiently as from 

Subic Bay.42 

The US-System Alliances are key factors in maintaining American hegemonic 

leadership and the regional order in East Asia. The United States provided allied 

countries with security protection and access to American markets, technology, and 

supplies within an open world economy. In return, those countries in the region have 

become stable partners that would provide diplomatic, economic, and support for the 

United States as it led the wider, American-centered, anti- Communist order. Through 

the organizations and treaties, the United States then has become the most powerful 

country in the international system. And with its power and influence in East Asia, the 

United States hegemonic leadership in East Asia thereby has been secured. 

 

4.4 Taiwan Strait Issue 

The status of Taiwan has wide-ranging implications for peace and security in 

East Asia. Through treaties and alliance, the United States has become involved in 

many issues in East Asia. The American role is somewhat contradictory, providing 

weapons while sometimes times maintaining stability in the region. The Taiwan Strait 

dispute, inevitable, is a chief concern for the U.S. foreign policy. This section 

provides a brief outline of the role of the U.S. in the Taiwan Strait issue, including 

how the U.S. maintains its right of unilaterally interpreting the so-called status quo of 

Taiwan Strait, what kinds of the challenges it faces, and how does the U.S. respond 

them. 

 

                                                 
42 William T. Tow, Assessing U.S. Bilateral Security Alliances in the Asia Pacific’s “Southern Rim”: Why the 
San Francisco System Endures (October 1999), p.12. 
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4.4.1 The U.S. Position in the Taiwan Strait Issue 

After Republic of China was expelled from the United Nations on October 25, 

1971, the Government of the People’s Republic of China is the only lawful 

representatives of China to the United Nations. The PRC warns to close diplomatic 

relations with any nation that recognizes the ROC, but still agrees them conducting 

economic, cultural, and other such exchanges with Taiwan. The United States, for 

example, maintains the American Institute in Taiwan (AIT). Similarly, the government 

in Taiwan maintains quasi-diplomatic offices in most nations under various names, 

most commonly as the Taipei Economic and Cultural Office. 

The United States recognizes that there is one China and that the People’s 

Republic of China is the sole legitimate government of China. However, the United 

States acknowledges rather than recognizes the PRC position that Taiwan is part of 

China. The U.S. government position that “the future of Taiwan be decided peacefully 

by the peoples of both sides of the Strait” has been stated several times. Despite the 

PRC claims that the United States opposes Taiwanese independence, the United States 

takes advantage of the subtle difference between “oppose” and “does not support”. In 

fact, a substantial majority of the statements Washington has made says that it “does 

not support Taiwan independence” instead of saying that it “opposes” independence. 

Explicitly, the U.S. does not support independence for Taiwan or unilateral moves that 

would change the status quo defined by the U.S. As James A. Kelly, Assistant 

Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, made a testimony at a hearing:43 

“It is useful to reiterate the core principles of our policy: 
．The United States remains committed to our one China policy 

based on the three Joint Communiqués and the Taiwan Relations 
Act; 

．The U.S. does not support independence for Taiwan or unilateral 

                                                 
43 James A. Kelly, “Overview of U.S. Policy Toward Taiwan,”, Testimony at a hearing on Taiwan, House 
International Relations Committee, Washington, DC, April 21, 2004. 
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moves that would change the status quo as we define it; 
．For Beijing, this means no use of force or threat to use force against 

Taiwan. For Taipei, it means exercising prudence in managing all 
aspects of cross-Strait relations. For both sides, it means no 
statements or actions that would unilaterally alter Taiwan status; 

．The U.S. will continue the sale of appropriate defensive military 
equipment to Taiwan in accordance with the Taiwan Relations Act; 
and Viewing any use of force against Taiwan with grave concern, 
we will maintain the capacity of the United States to resist any 
resort to force or other forms of coercion against Taiwan.” 

Thus, the U.S. currently does not take a position on the political outcome, except 

for one explicit condition that there be a peaceful resolution to the differences 

between the two sides of the Taiwan Strait. All of this ambiguity has resulted in the 

United States constantly walking on a diplomatic situation with regard to the 

China/Taiwan issue. 

 

4.4.2 The Third Taiwan Strait Crisis 

Taiwan Strait Crisis refers to the First Taiwan Strait Crisis (1954-1955)44, the 

Second Taiwan Strait Crisis (1958)45, and the Third Taiwan Strait Crisis (1995-1996).   

The challenge the U.S. had faced from the Third Crisis was of highly strategic 

significance than that of other two Crises. 

The crisis began when President Lee Teng-hui accepted an invitation from his 

alma mater, Cornell University to deliver a speech on “Taiwan’s Democratization 

Experience.” Seeking to diplomatically isolate Taiwan, China opposed such visits by 

Taiwan leaders.46. In May 1995, resolutions asking the State Department to allow Lee 

to visit the U.S. passed the House 396 to 0 and the Senate 91 to 1. The State 

                                                 
44 The First Taiwan Strait Crisis was a short armed conflict that took place between China and Taiwan. China 
seized the Yijiangshan Islands, forcing Taiwan to abandon the Tachen Islands. 
45 The Second Taiwan Strait Crisis was also a conflict that took place between two sides, in which China shelled 
the islands of Matsu and Quemoy in the Taiwan Strait in an attempt to seize them from Taiwan. 
46 Andrew Nathan and Robert Ross, The Great Wall and the Empty Fortress, (W.W. Norton, 1997), p.1. 
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Department relented on May 22, 1995 and the PRC condemned the U.S. for ruining 

Sino-American relations. Lee spent June 9-10, 1995 in the U.S. as the China state 

press branded him a “traitor” attempting to “split China”. 

The China government was furious over the U.S.’s policy reversal and resorted 

to military threatening. On July 7, 1995, the Xinhua News Agency announced missile 

tests to be conducted by the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) and pointed out that this 

would endanger the peace and safety of the region. China conducted tests from July 

21 to 26 in an area only 60 kilometers north of Taiwan-held Pengchiayu Island. At the 

same time, China mobilized forces in Fujian. Another set of missile firings, 

accompanied by live ammunition exercises, occurred from August 15 to 25, 1995. 

Naval exercises in August were followed by amphibious exercises in November. 

Though many of these military activities were part of the normal PLA training 

regiment, this was the first time in many years that they were announced publicly. The 

U.S. response was to send the USS Nimitz passed through the Taiwan Strait in 

December 1995, a few months after the PLA’s tests. This transit, the first by a U.S. 

warship since 1976, was announced only six weeks later. 

In the 1996 election in Taiwan, Beijing intended to send a message to the 

Taiwanese electorate that voting for Lee Teng-hui in the 1996 presidential election 

meant war. A third set of PLA’s tests from March 8 to March 15 sent missiles within 

25 to 35 miles, just inside Taiwan’s territorial waters, off the ports of Keelung and 

Kaohsiung. On March 8, the U.S. announced that it was deploying the Independence 

carrier battle group (CVBG), already stationed in the western Pacific, to international 

waters near Taiwan. On the following day, China announced live-fire exercises to be 

conducted near Penghu from March 12-20. On March 11, the U.S. deployed the 

Nimitz CVBG. Tensions erupted further on March 15 when Beijing announced a 

simulated amphibious assault planned for March 18-25. This second move really 
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posed a great challenge to the American hegemony in the region. The United States 

immediately sent two carrier battle groups showing not only a symbolic gesture 

towards Taiwan, but also a readiness to fight on the part of the U.S. 

The crisis, Thomas E. Stolper argues, showed that the nature of the responds 

exercised by the United States toward China has varied considerably over the postwar 

era. During the Cold War confrontation from 1950 through the early 1970s, the United 

States deterred Chinese attacks through specific military threats and actions, such as 

the 1954 Mutual Defense Treaty with the ROC and active support for Taiwan in the 

two “offshore islands crises” during the 1950s.47 The transformation in the early 

1970s in Sino-American relations from the Cold War confrontation between the 

United States and Taiwan on the one side and China on the other to the “romantic 

triangle” described above, led to a major shift in U.S. policy as deterrence became 

much less explicit both because Washington sought to have good relations with Taipei 

and Beijing simultaneously. But the crisis of 1995-96 raised Chinese military threat 

level again, causing America to engage once more in explicit deterrence aimed at 

Beijing.48 In this case, the United States has successfully not only reconciled the 

crisis but also maintained its hegemonic position in the area. 

The Taiwan Strait could certainly become a very dangerous place. Certainly, 

there is no resolution to the fundamental dispute over sovereignty between Beijing 

and Taipei. As Nancy Bernkopf Tucker says, “Both governments hold mutually 

contradictory and incompatible positions about Taiwan’s sovereignty. This situation 

may be drifting toward confrontation or even war.”49 

 

                                                 
47 Thomas E. Stolper, China, Taiwan, and the Offshore Islands (Armonk, N.Y.: M.E. Sharpe, 1985). 
48 Thomas J. Christensen, “The Contemporary Security Dilemma,” The Washington Quarterly 25, no. 4 (Autumn 
2002): pp.7-21 
49 Nancy Bernkopf Tucker, “Strategic Ambiguity or Strategic Clarity?” Dangerous Strait:. The U.S.-China- 
Taiwan Crisis, ed. Nancy Bernkopf Tucker (New York: Columbia University, 2005), pp.186-211. 
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4.5 South China Sea Issue 

Before the 1980’s, the U.S. maintained a neutral position towards the South 

China Sea issue for all kinds of historic reasons.50 In the past, the U.S. had also made 

it clear to Beijing that it would resist any attempt to interfere with international sea 

and air navigation rights through the South China Sea.51 This is the basic American 

Asia-Pacific security strategy. But after the South China Sea issue became one of the 

three potentional flashpoints in Asia-Pacific area besides Taiwan Issue and Korean 

Peninsula Crisis and with the 1982 The United Nations Convention on Law of the Sea 

(UNCLOS)52 going into effect, the political enviroment of the South China Sea has 

been changed. And after the collapse of Soviet Union, America’s neutral position has 

become meaningful. Japan, for instancs, has vital interests in the region, and Japanese 

tankers carry 70% of Japan’s oil on the sea lanes of the South China Sea, the United 

States is therefore viewed by the ASEAN nations as the principal deterrent to any 

outbreak of military hostilities.”53 The U.S started to pay more attention on the area 

and its foreign policy towards the South China Sea issue has been changed as well. 

 

4.5.1 Background 

The South China Sea encompasses a portion of the Pacific Ocean stretching 

roughly from Singapore and the Strait of Malacca in the southwest, to the Strait of 

Taiwan. The South China Sea is rich in natural resources such as oil and natural gas. 

These resources have garnered attention throughout the Asia-Pacific region. Asia’s 

                                                 
50 Kenneth J. Conboy, “Conflict Potential in Southeast Asia and South china Sea”, The Heritage Lectures (1992). 
51 B.Raman, “RE-VISITING THE SOUTH CHINA SEA”, South Asia Analysis Group (2001), http://www.saag. 
org/ papers3/paper222.htm       
52 The United Nations Convention on Law of the Sea (UNCLOS), also called the Law of the Sea Convention and 
the Law of the Sea Treaty ( or LOST by its critics), is the international agreement that resulted from the third 
United Nations Convention [Conference] on the Law of the Sea, which took place from 1973 through 1982. The 
Law of the Sea Convention defines the rights and responsibilities of nations in their use of the world’s oceans, 
establishing guidelines for businesses, the environment, and the management of marine natural resources. 
53 Richard E. Hull, “The South China Sea: Future Source of Prosperity or Conflict in South East Asia?” National 
Defense University Strategic forum, Number 60, (February 1996), http://www.ndu.edu/inss/strforum/forum60.html 
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economic growth rates have been among the highest in the world, and this economic 

growth will be accompanied by an increasing demand for energy. Between now and 

2025, oil consumption in developing Asian countries is expected to rise by three 

percent annually on average, with more than one-third of this increase coming from 

China alone.54 If this growth rate is maintained, oil demand for these nations will 

increase from about 15.1 million barrels per day in 2002 to nearly 33.6 million barrels 

per day by 2025.55  

Much of this demand will need to be imported from the Middle East and Africa. 

And most of this volume would need to pass through the strategic Strait of Malacca 

into the South China Sea. Countries in the region depend on sea borne trade to fuel 

their economic growth, and this has led to the sea’s transformation into one of the 

world’s busiest shipping lanes. The islands are important for strategic and political 

reasons, because ownership claims to them are used to bolster claims to the 

surrounding sea and its resources. 56  The economic potential and geopolitical 

importance of the South China Sea region has also resulted in a bone of contention 

between the surrounding nations to claim this sea and its resources for themselves. 

 

4.5.2 U.S. Foreign Policy towards the South China Sea 

The South China Sea dispute did not bear directly on the interests of the United 

States, and the U.S. has not declared a foreign policy on the South China Sea issue for 

a long time. As Bob Catley and Makmur Keliat says, “The U.S. interest in 

developments in the South China Sea after the end of Second World War was very 

much shaped by its policy of countering and containing communist influence.”57 But 

                                                 
54 http://commercecan.ic.gc.ca/scdt/bizmap/interface2.nsf/vDownload/CABS_0305/$file/schina.pdf 
55 http://www.eia.doe.gov/cabs/South_China_Sea/Background.html 
56 Ibid. 
57 Bob Catley and Makmur Keliat, Spratlys: The Dispute in the South China Sea (Aldershot: Ashgate Publishing 
Limited, 1997), p.112. 
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with the Soviet threat weakening, America’s position has the positive and active 

meanings. Scott Snyder points out, “A steady U.S. policy of “active 

neutrality”--combined with a “forward-leaning” posture to deter potentially 

destabilizing military aggression and stepped-up support for an expeditious and 

peaceful resolution of the parties’ conflicting claims consistent with the Law of the 

Sea--is the surest sign of support for preventive diplomacy that the United States can 

offer to deter potential conflict in the South China Sea.”58 The attitude of the U.S. 

policy towards the South China Sea is quite clear. 

The end of the Cold War revealed it more and more clearly. Since China’s 

strategic value dropped greatly in the eyes of the United States, the U.S. unveiled its 

policy towards the South China Sea issue at last, abandoning its former practice of 

revealing no position. In March 1995, after the Filipino accusation against Beijing 

relating to its occupation of the Mischief Reef, Mr. Benjamin Gilman, the then 

Chairman of the House International Relations Committee, tabled a resolution in the 

U.S. House of Representatives warning China against using force or intimidation in 

the South China Sea. The resolution added, “The right of free passage through the 

South China Sea is in the national security interest of the US”.59 

After the UNCLOS came into effect, a statement issued by the U.S. State 

Department on May10, 1995 regarding the Spratlys and the South China Sea made 

four by now familiar points: (a) the US opposes the use of force; (b) the US has an 

abiding interest in the maintenance of peace and stability in the area; (c) maintaining 

freedom of navigation and all maritime activities consistent with international law is a 

fundamental interest of the US; and (d) the U.S. takes no position on the legal merits 

                                                 
58 Scott Snyder, United State Institute of Peace Special Report: “The South China Sea Dispute: Prospects for 
Preventive Diplomacy,” No.18, (August 1996). 
59 B.Raman, “RE-VISITING THE SOUTH CHINA SEA”, South Asia Analysis Group (2001). 
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of the competing claims.60 One can see that the U.S. strategic interest in maintaining 

the lines of communication linking South-East Asia, North-East Asia and the Indian 

Ocean makes it essential that the U.S. resist any maritime claims beyond those 

permitted by the Law of the Sea Convention.”61 The America’s National Interests 

Report of 2000 repeat America’s concerns by taking the South China Sea issue as 

America’s important interests: “That a peaceful solution is reached to secondary 

territorial disputes such as those in South China Sea or Senkaku Islands”62  

As China has taken the place of former Soviet Union as the greatest concern for 

South China Sea issue, the U.S. “hegemonic balance-of-power” strategy63 can be 

explained as an extension of Cold War strategic thinking—not letting the strongest 

one dominate the whole situation, preventing and deterring it from happening. This 

strategy has been practiced in the following way: “In the event of destabilizing 

unilateral actions by any party to the Spratly Islands dispute, the U.S. Navy has an 

interest in playing its balancing role in the Asia-Pacific area by undertaking an 

augmented presence in international waters proportional to the severity of any 

unilateral provocation.”64 

  

4.5.3 Implications 

Kenneth J. Conboy concludes that they are three reasons the U.S. declare its 

foreign policy towards Southeast Asia. First, through the South China Sea and the 

Strait of Malacca passes ninety percent of the oil destined for America’s allies in 

Northeast. Second, U.S. trade with the Asia-Pacific region already is larger than U.S. 

                                                 
60 Ralph Cossa ed., Security Implications of Conflict in the South China Sea (Honolulu: Pacific Forum, CSIS, 
1996), Appendix G. 
61 Ibid. 
62 The Commission on America’s National Interests, America’s National Interests (July 2000), p. 24. 
63 After the Cold War, the U.S. has implemented a strategy of “hegemonic balance-of-power”: on the regional 
level, to avoid anyone dominating a region; on the global level, to draw support the international regimes. 
64 U.S. Institute of Peace Special Report: “The South China Sea Dispute: Prospects for Preventive Diplomacy” 
(1996). 
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trade with Europe. Lastly, any power vacuum left by a U.S. withdrawal from South 

Asia might be filled by China, not necessarily an appealing option to America or its 

Asian allies.”65 However, historically, the Chinese governments have never given up 

their claims of sovereignty over the South China Sea. Besides, most ASEAN countries, 

worrying about China’s increasing demand for oil and other resources, have invited 

the U.S. to get involved in this issue to balance China’s influence. The Philippines, for 

instance, with an eye to co-exploiting the deposits with American petroleum 

companies, revised its military agreement with the United States. For this reason, the 

South China Sea issue will become a conflict between China and the United States. 

Certainly, the U.S. always keeps a close eye on its strategic and economic value --the 

South China Sea is the necessary waterway to link the American fleet between the 

India Ocean and the Pacific Ocean. This is the traditional perspective in American 

diplomacy. 

In particular, the United States believes that the South China Sea is the high sea, 

and it has the duty to protect its freedom of navigation; China is the object to be 

engaged and contained. The United States may intervene in a future conflict there on 

the reason of protecting its oil companies, protecting the freedom of navigation, or 

being invited by ASEAN. Therefore, besides conflict prevention and crisis 

management, it is crucial to deal with this issue guided by global and strategic 

thinking. Since, “possible resolutions to the present imbroglio requires proper 

recognition of the South China Sea’s history and the strike for a balance between 

history and reality.”66 As Harry Harding has asserted that the United States should 

view China as neither a potential ally nor an impending enemy, but rather as “an 

                                                 
65 .Kenneth J. Conboy, “Conflict Potential in Southeast Asia and South china Sea”, The Heritage Lectures 
(1992). 
66 Zhiguo Gao, “The South China Sea: Between History and Reality”, presentation at the conference “Human 
and Regional Security around the South China Sea”, Oslo, June 2-4, 2000. 
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independent counterpart in a complex balance of power.” 67 In other words, China 

will have interests that both coincide and conflict with those of the United States. So, 

how to deal with this problem is a question of direct concern to global strategic 

stability during 21st century. For this reason, one can say that in essence, the South 

China Sea issue is a problem between China and the U.S. 

 

4.6 Korean Peninsula Issue—Special Case 

The constant international issue concerning North Korea’s nuclear weapons 

program has posed a grave threat to regional stability and has focused global attention 

on China’s relations with its neighbors. The U.S. has so far remained cautious in 

dealing with North Korea, yet President Bush and other world leaders have personally 

sought the Chinese government’s influence and preasure on Pyongyang, only to be 

given the reasurance that China seeks a nonnuclear Korean Peniisula and that the 

problem must be solved peacefully. The Bush Administration has, in effect, 

subcontracted American responsibilities for resolving the Korean crisis to Beijing. 

Now Beijing has gone beyond its initial role as a host and its position has become 

critical in the issue. From this special case one can see that the American hegemonic 

leadership has also faced a great challenge in the reagon. 

 

4.6.1 Background 

North Korea and China have had long-standing ties, a relationship of “lips and 

teeth”, but North Korea has always been a long-standing headache for China as well. 

North Korea’s security environment has deteriorated when China decided to tilt 

toward Washington in the 1970s. The decision weakened the North Korea’s capacity 
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to play Moscow and Beijing off against one another, and led to an imbalanced 

dependence on the Soviet Union, especially in weaponry and energy. With the Soviet 

collapse in 1991 and the Yeltsin’s abandonment of the relationship with North Korea, 

China remained the sole source of external support. Yet, a key component of China’s 

reaction to the collapse of European communism was a diplomatic offensive across 

East Asian Cold War boundaries,68 including the normalization of relations with 

South Korea in 1992. Pyongyang regarded this as a telling act of betrayal on Beijing’s 

part.69 On these circumstances the North Korea had incentives to engage externally. 

It needed to end its diplomatic isolation and gain external guarantees of its own 

security, and it was forced to pursue an “aid-based survival strategy.”70 Adopting this 

“approach” essentially solved the first Korean nuclear crisis of 1992-1994.71 

 

4.6.2 American Intervention 

North Korea had signed the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) in 1985 at the 

insistence of the Soviet Union. But it was 1989 before compliance with International 

Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) inspection was met and Western intelligence sources 

have continued to point to this blind spot when plutonium production may have 

occurred as a factor in North Korea’s nuclear status. In 1992, following an IAEA 

inspection crisis, North Korea threatened to leave the NPT and the Clinton 

administration appeared to be opting for military strikes before turning to negotiation. 

The Agreed Framework (AF) of 1994 then reached by the U.S. and the North Korea 
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would run for 10 years, during which time, the U.S. would prepare the installation of 

two Light Water Reactors (LWRs) and supply fuel oil as an interim measure, in 

exchange for the freezing of North Korea's reactor program at Yongbon. The U.S. was 

also obligated not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against North Korea. The 

AF was under pressure as early as 1997, with the U.S. increasingly reluctant to meet 

its commitment to build the LWRs and the twin track of engaging or deterring North 

Korea swung back toward the latter. 

In October 2002, the Assistant Secretary of State Kelly visited North Korea. 

During these meetings, Kelly charged North Korea’s violation of its international 

obligations by pursuing the Highly Enriched Uranium program. The North Korean 

officials at first strenuously denied the existence of this program but in the final 

meeting admitted its existence and they considered the AF to be “nullified.”72 The 

results of the Kelly visit made public on October 25. But the North Korea refuted 

saying that their policy had been to “neither confirm nor deny” the program and that it 

was U.S. actions that had led to the end of the Framework. The U.S. suspended the oil 

shipments under the AF in November 2002. In December, the North Korea expelled 

the IAEA inspectors and breached the seals on the Yongbon plant. On January 10, 

2003, the North Korea withdrew from the NPT, the only country to ever do so. 

At the time of this nuclear storm becoming increasingly fierce, in order to 

maintain the regional safety and stability, The United States encouraged China to take 

on the role of manager in this process. In his February 2002 summit in Beijing--that is, 

after the State of the Union speech but eight months before the Kelly visit--President 

Bush called on China’s involvement: 

“If he [Jiang Zemin] chooses and if he speaks to the leader of North 
Korea, he can assure him that I am sincere in my desire to have our 
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folks meet.... My point is that not every theater in the war against 
terror may be resolved with force. Some theatres can be resolved 
through diplomacy and dialogue. And the Chinese government can 
be very helpful.”73  

Until 2002, China regarded the crisis as having a bilateral character and it clearly 

hoped that the U.S. and the North Koran might return to some negotiated framework, 

if not the 1994 agreement. But in 2003, it stepped into the role of crisis 

management.74 

 

4.6.3 China’s Role 

On March 8-9, 2003, a leading group on the crisis was formed by President Hu 

jintao. Hu took a direct role in the management of China’s policy. The first step was 

to dispatch Vice Premier Qian Qichgn to Pyongyang to force North Korea to abandon 

its insistence on bilateral talks with the U.S. Qian’s assertive diplomacy--plus 

disruption to the North Korean oil supply--brought about an agreement. China then 

convened three sets of multilateral negotiations: three-way talks between U.S., DPRK, 

and China in April 2003, and six-way talks with Japan, South Korea, and Russia 

added in August 2003 and February 2004. 

Now Beijing has gone beyond its initial role as a host, assuming further 

responsibilities as peacemaker and mediator. Besides providing the venue, China also 

mapped out the framework, for negotiations, mediated between disagreeing parties, 

and has worked to get the talks back on track since they stalled in September 2004. To 

reenergize the talks, Hu reaffirmed with Bush both sides’ determination to continue 

multilateral negotiations during a phone conversation on October 7, 2004. Beijing 

also sent out its special envoy, Ambassador Ning Fukui, to shuttle between South 
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Korea and the United States to discuss ways to bring North Korea back to the 

negotiating table. 

On October 18-20, 2004, Beijing invited North Korea’s second-most powerful 

leader, Kim Yong Nam, president of the Presidium of the Supreme People’s 

Assembly, to visit China where he and the Chinese side agreed that the six-party talks 

were the best channel to advance a solution to the nuclear issue. During meetings 

several days later, Dwane Powell, Secretary of State, and Chinese leaders also 

reaffirmed the need for the six-party framework to continue and for the talks to be 

revived. Back to an interview in April 2003, Rumsfeld suggested that “China’s 

cooperative behavior” on the Korean crisis had become a litmus test of the new 

Sino-U.S. relationship.75 However, it is true that China’s efforts to facilitate talks 

have been substantial and internationally regarded as constructive. As Assistant 

Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs James A. Kelly remarked, 

“Achievements from the talks are in no small part due to the extensive efforts of the 

Chinese ... and we are extremely grateful for the hard work they have been doing.”76 

 

4.6.4 Implications 

Considering the decades-long mistrust between the United States and the North 

Korea, China’s role as a broker appears from import to indispensable in promoting the 

peaceful solution of the crisis. As for America, the implication is profound. As Shen 

Jiru says: 

“Peaceful resolution of the Korean nuclear problem will establish a 
new model for multilateral negotiated resolution of international 
conflicts, causing the peaceful eclipse of unilateralism. But revising 
the China-Korea Treaty will make an important contribution to 
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establishing this new model. This is absolutely not to cater to the 
U.S., but to help the U.S. bid farewell to hegemonism.”77 

The Unites States could exercise its historic hegemonic leadership to negotiate a 

settlement with North Korea and lead the Six-Party talks to construct a durable 

framework for peace and prosperity in Northeast Asia. But the U.S. chose to call on 

China’s involvement. Now, the essence of the nuclear storm has become a political 

wrestle between American hegemony and China in East Asia. Six-Party Talks has 

been another multiple platform. 
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