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ow Bush bungled Asia: militarism,
conomic indifference and unilateralism

have weakened the United States

across Asia

T J. Pempel

Abstract  Criticism of the Bush administration’s policies in East Asia is hardly com-

mon fare. Roseate colors certainly pervade the picture painted by defenders of Bush’s

policies toward Asia who argue that relations between the US and that region have

never been better. This paper shows to the contrary that the Bush administration

politicized wide swaths of public policy, including foreign relations, in an effort to

create a permanent Republican electoral majority. That effort created a host of fail-

ures in America’s Asian relations. The article focuses on three central problems:

excessive militarization of American foreign policy; economic mismanagement; and

a unilateralism that distanced the US from the rising Asian regionalism. The fail-

ures are not irreversible however and a change in administration has the potential

to revitalize cross Pacific ties.

Keywords  Bush; foreign policy; Asia; militarism; unilateralism; political economy.

By 2008 the United States was pursuing a foreign policy that involved a
witch’s brew of unilateralism, a bias toward reliance on military force, two
preemptive wars, and a cavalier disdain for global opinion and established
multilateral institutions. This paper argues that American domestic politics,
rather than the country’s structural position within the international system,
provide the most important drivers for recent American audacity in foreign
policy. It shows that the policy choices the Bush administration pursued in
response to that base have not only deviated sharply from the path taken
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by earlier administrations but more importantly how these choices have
worsened America’s position across much of East Asia.

Criticism of the Bush administration’s policies in East Asia is hardly com-
mon fare. There have been challenges to specific aspects of those policies,
particularly regarding North Korea (Democratic People’s Republic of Korea
or DPRK). Nevertheless, the disastrous foreign policy results generated by
Bush policies in the Middle East and Central Asia, the rise of anti-American
regimes across much of Latin America, and the deterioration in Amer-
ica’s relations with what Donald Rumsfeld once dismissively referred to
as ‘old Europe’, make America’s relations with East Asia seem sanguine by
comparison. Roseate colors certainly pervade the picture painted by defend-
ers of the Bush policies in Asia. That position is outlined in the next section.
But as this paper will argue subsequently, Bush administration policies have
generated deep though often non-obvious setbacks for US relations across
Asia. o

The case for the Bush administration

In assessing Bush admindstration policies in Asia, current and former offi-
cials mirror the longstanding intra-administration policy divisions between
hardliners and their more diplomatically inclined rivals. Individuals from the
former group such as John Bolton and Robert Joseph, both now out of gov-
ernment, as well as Congressional Republicans such as Tleana Ros-Lehtinen,
the ranking Republican on the Foreign Affairs Committee, provide blister-
ing criticism of what they see as excessively soft policies toward the DPRK,
and in particular the Bush decision to reduce sanctions against the regime
in June 2008. Criticism from such conservatives, however, is drowned out by
the stronger chorus from current and former officials extolling how well the
Bush policies have worked in Asia. Thus, in an 18 June 2008 speech before
the Heritage Foundation, Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice declared:

the United States, contrary to much of the commentary, is actually in a
stronger position in Asia than at any other time . . . We have reaffirmed
and modernized our historic alliances with fellow democracies, Japan
and South Korea ... We've worked with our friends and our allies to
ensure that China’s troubling military buildup does not threaten the
region, and to urge China to change irresponsible policies. Yet, we have
treated China with respect and we’ve urged it to use its rising power
as a responsible stakeholder, working with us to address common
global problems that destabilize the international system ... Since
2001, the United States has improved our relationship with every state
in Northeast Asia simultaneously ... we now have better relations
with the nations of Northeast Asia than they have with one another. ..

(Rice 2008)
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Secretary of Defense Robert Gates (2008) declared that the Bush admin-
istration would leave a ‘strong and positive legacy in Asia’. Going on, he
added: ‘Tor those who worry that Iraq and Afghanistan have distracted the
United States from Asia and developments here, T would counter that we
have never been more engaged with more Asian countries.’

James A. Kelly, former Assistant Secretary of State for East Asia, said in
assessing the administration’s accomplishments in East Asia *... 1 hope you
will conclude that we deserve “A’s.” ... We can say with confidence that we
have had excellent achievements and made solid progress in Asia’ (2005: 15).

Victor Cha (2007: 98-9), Director for Asian Affairs at the National Secu-
rity Agency from 2004 to 2007, and Deputy Head of the US delegation to
the Six Party Talks (SPT) from 2006 until 2007 offers a congruent and more
detailed defense:

Inside the Beltway and on op-ed pages across the United States, it
has become increasingly popular to lament the demise of US influ-
ence in Asia ... But the conventional wisdom is wrong. The United
States’ position in Asia is now stronger than ever, and Asia remains at
peace. The United States has achieved a pragmatic, results-oriented,
cooperative relationship with China, and it has expanded and strength-
ened its alliance with Japan just as Tokyo and Beijing are improv-
ing their bilateral relations. This confluence of events has created an
emerging US—Chinese-Japanese partnership that greatly enhances re-
gional stability. Washington has aiso improved its defense relationship
with South Korea and successfully facilitated the shutdown of North
Korea’s bomb-making capabilities through the six-party talks. Finally,
the United States has steadily improved its relations with Southeast
Asian nations, largely by building on the goodwill it created by leading
the humanitarian response to the tsunarmi in 2004,

Michael J. Green (2007: A21), formerly Senior Director for Asian Affairsin
the National Security Council (NSC), offers another broad-brush paean to
US-Asia relations:

Is America’s Pacific Century over? Is America losing Asia to China?
Not yet ... Singapore signed a strategic framework agreement grant-
ing greater access to US forces, Indonesia took steps that allowed
the United States to resume bilateral military contacts, and Vietnam
signed an agreement allowing greater religious freedom to help ensure
a successful summit with President Bush and closer strategic alignment
with Washirigton. Arroyo’s obsequious nod to ‘big brother’ in Beijing
aside, Asian leaders are not about to let the Pacific become a Chinese
lake ... [Further,] America’s greatest source of soft power in Asia is
the Asian embrace of democracy ... None of these leaders embraced
democracy because it was imposed by the United States, nor are they
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contemplating imposing democracy on their neighbors. Yet all recog-
nize that their economic development and national security depend
on the spread of democratic principles and good governance. As these
values are consolidated across the region, they will inevitably affect
China, Burma and even North Korea ... . The United States has a win-
ning hand in Asia and needs to play it.

Elsewhere, Green adds (2008: 181—4) an explicitly positive assessment of the
US alliance with Japan:

US alliances in Asia are stronger today than they were before the
Iraq war, none more so than the alliance with Japan ... Taken as a
}:vhole, the legacy of the Iraq war on the US-Japanese alliance is that
it heIped‘facilitate the transformation of the alliance from the regional
cooperation characterized by the Nye Initiative of the mid-1990s to
security cooperation on a global scale.

Cha (2007: 102) offers a similar assessment: “The US-Japanese alliance has
reached an unprecedented level of intimacy.’
Such successes, the authors contend, are the result of neither blind luck nor

serendipity. Cha (2007: 99), for example, attributes the successes explicitly
to Bush policies:

Rather than conceding that the Bush administration has made
progress, naysayers in Washington tend to attribute Asia’s good for-
tune to benign neglect while the administration’s neoconservatives

were busy focusing on Iraq, But they are wrong. Presi
: : . g. President Geor:
W. Bush’s Asia policy has worked. ¥

Gree.:n (2008: 181) goes further, crediting Asian successes explicitly to the
war in Iraq:

... the Iraq war has [not] galvanized Asia’s rising powefs toalign to
!Jalanpe perceived US unilateralism. If anything, most major powers
in Asia have used the war on terrorism and the conflict in Iraq to align
more closely with the United States in order to balance rivals within the
region or to advance their global standing, Nor has the damage to US
moral authority caused by the abuses at Abu Ghraib and Guantanamo
_caused asignificant backlash against the norms of the US-led neoliberal
o_rder. On the contrary, the universal principles of democracy, human
rights, and the rule of law have never had more currency in Asia than
they do t(?c_lay. These trends in Asia contradict the prevailing wisdom
among critics of the Traq war that the United States has lost influence
and moral authority around the world as a direct result of the war.

Other more specific

shards are periodically advanced t ; _
tions of the same p y ced to provide elabora

ositive picture: military-military cooperation between
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o United States and various Southeast Asian governments; American co-
peration with India on nuclear energy; new democratic regimes in several

Asian countries; positive breakthroughs in the long-running SPT;, the Usm
ASEAN enhanced partnership; and soft power successes such as battling
_HIV/AIDS or American relief efforts following the tsunami of 2004,

Most of the authors quoted are respected couniry and area special_ists who
are deeply knowledgeable about the places they assess. Thereis considerable
truth to elements of their assessments. Asia is indeed at peace; numerous
American military contacts with regional powers are in place; US relations
with most Asian governments are low in overt friction; US—China relations
have returned to the pragmatic and less categorical context they enjoyed
under Clinton; after years of frustrating immobility the SPT became unstuck
and appear to be showing forward movement; American actions during the
tsunami were universally applauded across the region.

Most correct in such positive assessments is the fact that current condi-
tions in Asia provide an easy bull’s eye for those who challenge the d%smal
pronouncements of realist scholars who contended following the demise of
the Soviet Union that armed conflict was likely to erupt in the region. As
Cha puts it (2007: 110):

In a quiet and unassuming way, the Bush administration has left Asiain
good shape. So much for those academics, such as Paul Bracken, Kent
Calder, and Aaron Friedberg, who once predicted that Asia would be
a cauldron of conflict after the Cold War.

More explicitly, he argues (2007: 99) ‘Contrary to the dire warnings i:'ssued.by
many Asia pessimists, China is not eating the United States’ lunch in Asia.

At the same time, such portraits of accomplishments in Asia mask a num-
ber of problems reéarding standards and methods. To begin, it is worth
recognizing that methodologically many of the positive evaluations above
are essentially unfalsifiable. Claiming, for example, that a particular bilateral
relationship is ‘intimate’ or that certain positive conditions are the conse-
quence of the Irag War, are simply impossible to disprove. Secondly,_the:
absence of shooting wars sets a very low standard for evaluating American
success or failure in Asia. Nor is there any reason to make realist theories
spawned from European historical experiences the template for an analysi.s
of contemporary Asia which shows numerous historical experiences at vari-
ance with Buropean-generated balance-of-power theories (e.g. Kang 2003;
Mahbubani 2008 inter alia). Most significantly, the absence of armed con-
flict in East Asia began well before Bush took office, as did many of th;
other ‘positives’ cited by Bush administration defenders. To claim credit
for non-changes in Asia is at best a variant of ‘at-least we didn’t mak_e
things worse’. More to the point, even if things are currently ‘not bad’,. it
is vital to ask whether the path to the present was pockmarked with avoid-
able problems and deleterious consequences and to assess how mu_ch the
applanded conditions were inherited from the Clinton administration, as
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compared to changes that can be said to have been due explicitly to actions
by the Bush team. This paper will not attempt to analyze these methodolog-
ical issues, though they are important to bear in mind as one attempts to
evaluate much of the praise for Bush policies in Asia.

What this paper does instead is to address three deeper and more seri-
ous problems with US—-Asia relations at the end of the Bush era. Firstly, by
focusing almost exclusively on state-to-state relations and particularly the
military dimensions of those ties, these analyses bypass the implications of
Bush policies for non-elite opinion concerning the United States and its poli-
cies as well as the non-military aspects of America’s relations with Asia. The
result has been a host of state-to-state problems that fester in specific rela-
tionships. Secondly, the positive assessments of Bush’s Asia policies virtually
ignore analysis of US economic, as opposed to geostrategic and diplomatic,
relations with Asia. There, considerable previous influence has evaporated
as a consequence of the economic policies pursued by the Bush administra-
tion. Third and finally, the state and elite focus of such positive assessments
privileges official and bilateral ties at the expense of political interactions
across the region as a whole, including the interactions among states in the
region. In particular, giving evaluative primacy to America’s separate bilat-
eral ties underplays the growing significance of intra-regional ties across Asia
and their implications for America’s overall regional influence. All of these
areas contain stark evidence that US-Asia relations are worse off, rather
than better off, since Bush came into office. These show that America’s in-
frastructural position in Asia has been severely corroded through policies
pursued by the Bush administration. To appreciate the political reasons for

such failures requires explicit attention to the domestic politics of the Bush
coalition.

The Bush base, a unitary executive, and permanent politicization

American governance invariably reflects electoral politics. Despite periodic
{and often self-serving) claims that American politics should stop at the wa-
ter’s edge, US foreign policy is no exception and there have been numerous
examples of severe partisan battles over a wide range of vital foreign policy
issues (Nau 2008). Over the postwar years the executive branch has accu-
mulated extensive powers in the structuring of foreign policy, but the saving
feature built into the Constitution to prevent excessive partisanship or the
unchallenged abuse of power is the system of checks and balances. Congress
and the courts, along with a non-partisan civil service, are the main Consti-
tutional balancers, while outside the government the allegedly independent
media serve as a watchdog over government.

George W. Bush and the Republican Party in Congress draw their prin-
cipal support from a very specific tripartite socio-economic coalition. First
are pro-defense industry and security hawks supported more generally by
voters worried about alleged American strategic vulnerabilities and the
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maintenance of a robust military. The second key group revolves argund
anti-tax ideologues best embodied in Grover Norquist and tl_1e Ame.nca_ns
for Tax Reform. This core enlists broader voter support from le,ussez-fa]re Iib-
ertarians and those generally worried about ‘big government .’The final key
constituency involves social conservatives and ‘values voters’ centered on
yast Christian fundamentalist churches and preachers, such as Ralph Re‘ed
with his Christian Coalition and James Dobson, hegclrl of Focus on the Farpﬂy.
The primary issue driving this last group is opposition to whfit 18 per'cewed
to be excessive social liberality and licentiousne.ss in American society as
reflected explicitly in abortion and same-sex marriage. Thesg three core con-
stituencies are bolstered by satellite groups and organmefi interests such as
the National Rifle Association; the medical, pharmaceutical and insurance
lobbies; a right-wing media empire that includes Fox News and numerous
journals and talk radio stations; a host of well-endowed conservative think
tanks; and so forth. Disproportionately Southern and Western g‘eographb
cally, the electoral coalition supporting Bush has puHF:d the Repgbhca'n PaTty
to the political Right as the result of a series of primary election victories
in which moderate candidates and representatives — so-called RINOs (Re-
publicans in Name Only) —have been winnowed from the party, replaced by
ever more conservative true believers (Hacker and Pierson 2'0‘05). _

Central to the foreign policy program of the Bush z%dmmlst.ratlon was
the melding of classical conservative realists such as Vice President Dick
Cheney, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, Undersecretary of State
John Bolton, and National Security Advisor and later Secretary‘of State
Condoleezza Rice with the more ideologically driven neo-conservatives such
as Deputy Secretary of State Paul Wolfowitz, Plus his policy associates in the
Department of Defense, Douglas Feith and Richard Perle, along with writers
in neo-conservative journals such as Commentary, the Weekly Standard, and
National Review,such as Norman Podhoretz, William Kristol, Robert Kagan,
and Charles Krauthammer (Halper and Clarke 2004).

The bulk of Bush’s official foreign policy team — Cheney, Rumsfeld, and
Rice — were innately skeptical of previous constraints on Ameri_can power,
and oriented toward defining power largely in military and security terms as
opposed to a mix of military power plus economic leverage, public diplomacy,
and soft power. Virtually all of these po]icy—ma}kers shared an equally deep
skepticism toward traditional Wilsonian commitments to the rl_lle 0ff law and
international institutions. Instead, they placed their faith not in diplomacy,
institutions and treaties, but more in strategic power and moral res.olYe_. The
result was a combined effort to reinvigorate what they saw as d1m1n‘1$'h:ed
executive power for the White House while reasserting American flexibility
in foreign affairs. ' .

Executive power carries with it considerable pohcy-m_akmg autonomy. But
foreign policy advocates of a stronger executive were aided by the relatw?:ly
consistent articulation by administration lawyers of the ‘un}tary execuuv,e
theory’. The main advocates of this theory were Vice President Cheney’s
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Chief of Staff David Addington and Justice Department attorney John Yoo;

The theory took a more expansive interpretation of presidential power than
that taken by any prior administration. Essentiaily ‘unitary executive theory?
contends that in a host of areas, most notably use of military force and related
areas, presidential decisions cannot be reviewed by Congress or the courts:
This doctrine provided the justification for an elaborate series of signing
statements that effectively sought to claim a de facto line item veto of any
laws signed by Bush and to reduce the independent powers of Congress, the
courts or administrative agencies to challenge presidential interpretations
(Mayer 2006).

Consequently, as Hacker and Pierson (2005:1) write, the administration
governed from its first days as if it had an unchallenged mandate to carry
out its preferred agenda: ‘A conservative governing coalition, balanced on a
razor’s edge of partisan control, had seized the reins of power and was now
dramatically [free to remake] the laws of the land.’

A central objective of the Bush administration was fulfillment of the long-
term goal of Bush’s main political advisor, Karl Rove. Rove sought to forge
a positively reinforcing cycle of power between Republican control of office
and the promulgation of policies that would in turn generate long-term Re-
publican electoral and governmental dominance similar to that following the
election of President McKinley in 1896. Checks on executive policy-making
would vanish in the face of a unified Republic majority controlling all three
branches of government. Virtually all agpects of Bush policies were thus
evaluated through a Rovean electoral lens, with the administration’s policy
sails trimmed to keep it in what former Bush press secretary Scott Mc-
Clellan (2008) called ‘permanent campaign mode’. Meanwhile, the ‘unitary
executive theory’ staked out constitutional claims designed to legitimate
unchallenged rule.

Skeptics of how this combination affected relations with Asia must con-
front the detailed level of politicized intervention in day-to-day governance.
It is now clear that top White House officials had a systematic, if illegal,
program of using political and ideological criteria to shape the hiring of al-
legedly non-partisan career officials in numerous departments, most visibly
the Department of Justice (Lichtblau 2008). Less visible, however, was the
White House blackballing of a serious Japan scholar to serve as one of five
non-partisan academics on the Japan-US Friendship Commission, presum-
ably for having made financial contributions to the Democratic Party. Even

more telling was the experience of the CEO of a major American company’s
office in Japan. Identified in the New York Times as an overseas Democrat
supporting Kerry during the 2004 presidential election, he received a phone
call two days later from his boss at headquarters in the United States. The
boss had just received a copy of the Times news clipping with the Japan-
based executive’s name underlined and a marginal entry saying ‘“What the

hell have the Democrats done for [your company] lately?’ The sender was
Karl Rove, . ' :

.
i’%
%
§
;.g
%
5
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Conservative columnist Charles Krauthammer (2001: A29) summed up

‘ -h new foreign policy engine’s opportunities and mission as he saw it: ‘An
the

i ited States ... is in the unique position of
unpreCedented;)s{h(ii;rﬁga;l\;ryfg?;in policy. After a decade of lPrometheui
; the new administration is precisely to reasser
playe ngfise{,’;z;ﬁcfaﬁg;’f In pursuit of this mission they were bolstf:r.ed
Amerif:nt Republican Congress. Previously bipolar apprpaches for pohcws
?e;(?nd the water’s edge’ were rejected in favor of. goyernmg})y the s}unmest
of majorities, demonizing the opposition, and utilizing forelgn. ;I)_;)h(;{y as al’;
<plicit tool of Republican Party enhancement (J. Green 20_07 ; Hacker an 1
e son 2005). Among other things it generated devastatmglyj succe;ss?fu
g;iisan attacks on opponents as ‘unpatriotic’, ‘weak on defense’, and ‘girly

peing able to f

mige.y to effecting this agenda was 9/11. When Bush took office his for-

i i eriences and interests were limited. He initially hevsred more
21152611); ]sﬁjggn policy realists and balance-of-power advocates including
key advisors in his father’s administration such as Brent Scowcrqft fand lJlamzs
Baker. Condoleezza Rice (2000) laid out much of the early ‘10g1'c or th e ad-
ministration’s foreign policy, including an explicit call for reg1mt; c .an$e
in Iraq. Focusing on state-to-state relati0n§ and .balan'cejof-power og;:lc a sof
left administration officials, particularly Rice, with a limited apprgila ]13012 25
the potential security challenges from non-state actors (C%a_rke %(f) )‘. u s
James Kurth (2006) makes clear, 9/11 chapged Bush. Traditional foreign p;)nt
icy realists had historically relied primarily on deterrence and corl;tzﬁnn_l !
as the combination that could deter state actors from unwanted behaviors.
The formula worked well against state adversane_s who had fixed rezou}rlf':e}i
of territory, people, factories and cities that they wished to protect an 3’ 11:( _
the United States cduld credibly threaten. But how could terrorist a tac S
by non-state actors and transnational networks that lacked such ailsebs, tas
did al-Qaeda, be prevented in the future? A state could be deterred, but a

- ad to be destroyed. o
nog;f:aetfhaeclgilrsﬁ administration accepted such a framing,_loglc dictated that

America would not only have to pursue particular ter’r_orlsts but to rootf ?}?t
the very sources of terrorism, i.e. to ‘drain t_hn.e swamp’ in tl_le wording od the
neo-conservatives. Following 9/11, top admstratlon oificials eml?race tz

emerging policy of preventive war, rendition of suspectef:l tel.'rorlstszisem:f

prisons and torture as well as the decision to topple the regime in Iraq despy §

i ies to 9/11. ' _

lts’}‘i‘;ls(lgaflst;eand its ideological convictions drove p'ol'icy W}th a high 1evei 1$f

consistency over the eight years of the Bush administration, althO};gh de
voices for diplomacy and multilateralism were never comple?elly Stl) ltlairll:izfan.

Nevertheless, most advocates of multilateralism anfi giobal coa}lmt_m ik 1e§

such as Secretary of State Colin Powell were qulckly margmahzg . tx;r

more marginalized were economic adviso_rs anc_l officials suc_h as e;rc:h o)é

of the Treasury Paul O’Neil and economic advisor Larry Lindsey, bo
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whom were fired when their economic advice contradicted the ideological
and political demands of the Bush base.

Although Muslim areas in Southeast Asia initially were viewed as a ‘sec-
ond front’ in the so-called ‘war on terror’, for the most part Asia drew min-
imal top-level attention compared to the Middie East and Central Asia.
Nevertheless, in at least three critical areas relations with Asia played out
with resounding consequences. The next three sections explore each of these.
The first examines the hyper-militarization of American foreign policy and
its particular consequences for East Asia, including some serious deficien-
cies In specific bilateral ties. This is followed by an examination of how
economic policies under Bush surrendered a previously powerful tool of
American foreign policy influence, reducing American ability to engage the
most dynamic aspects of Asian development while creating a domestic con-
stituency resistant to economic globalization and increasingly amenable to
protectionism. The final section analyzes the interaction between a Tising
US unilateralism and a growing East Asian muitilateralism and shows how
American policies largely ignored recent Asian regional institutions. The

cumulative effect is quite different from the portrait sketched by Bush’s
defenders.

The militarization of American foreign policy and
the consequences in Asia

The collapse of the Soviet Union and its Eastern European allies in 1989-90
made America’s uncontested military prowess undeniable. American mil-
itary capabilities now vastly outstrip those of any other single country or
plausible combination of countries, In the early years of the twenty-first cen-
tury the United States is spending about five times more on its military than
its next closest competitor, while its total military budget equals roughly that
of the rest of the world combined. The United States also possesses numer-
ous capabilities that most other countries lack in anything like proportionate
terms: long-range strategic transport, mobile logistics, advanced precision-
guided weaponry, stealth technology, and global satellite surveillance and
communications systems among others (OHanlon 2003: 172).

America’s military prowess has been critical to expanding its global in-
fluence as well as to the positive resolution of numerous crises and to the
maintenance of peace in many tense areas of the world. At the same time,
that military prowess has historically been but one component in a more
complex and integrated foreign policy mixture that laid simultaneously sig-
nificant stress on mobilization of the country’s economic strengths along
with such soft power elements as public diplomacy, educational opportuni-
ties and the like. In addition, hard military force and bilateral alliances were
integrated with softer muitilateral relations, allowing the United States sub-
stantia] flexibility in its choice of foreign policy instruments, Simultaneously,
by tying the United States to certain explicit rules, multilateral institutions

SHiiEr
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afforded other countries at least putative limitations on American unilater-
alism (Ikenberry 2001). .

Militarization as the preponderant policy tool

Even though America’s military power was unparql}eled following tl_le col-
lapse of the Soviet Union, overt exploitation O.f 1‘11111ta.1‘y force was circum-
scribed during the first Bush and Clinton administrations by complex gnd
competing global goals, domestic political demands, and the longstanding
American embrace of multilateralism (Bush 41 and the START TIefit).', the
expansion of NATO, the global coalition created to roll back Iraq’s inva-
sion of Kuwait, the decision not to topple Saddam, an_ci so forth; Clinton
with NATO and the intervention in the Balkans; the signing of the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty; the creation of KEDO to offset DPRK.nuclear
ambitions, etc.). Following the Republican takeover of Cgpgress in 1994,
partisanship further constrained the application of US military power by
the Democratic Party’s control of the executive branch, as was sho'vnfn, for
example, in the restrictions on Clinton vis-a-vis the Balkans a_rld Haiti. .

The administration of George W. Bush was far less constrained or mu‘lt1~
lateral. From its first days in office, the Bush administration be gan redefining
US national interests unilaterally, operating from the presumption that the
end of the Cold War gave it a unique opportunity to transform th_e world
(Krauthammer 2001; Mann 2004; Soeya 2005: 74 infer alia). Following 9/11,
the Bush administration moved more explicitly to embrace milit.ary methods.
The driving logic was threat driven rather than opportu‘nity driven.

In his January 2002 State of the Union address, President Bush declar'ed
that the greatest threats to the United States came from three- countries,
labeled the ‘axis of evil’: Iran, Iraq, and North Korea. At the time of tk_le
speech, Iraq was militarily contained and growing weaker on a daily l?as1s.
Iran was important but far from the dominant regional power m_the I\{hdflle
East. The DPRK had shuitered its plutonivm plant at Yongbyon since signing
the Agreed Framework of 1994, and its plutonium facilitie:s were subject
to JAEA monitoring. Importantly, none of the three countries had nucle.ar
weapons although the CIA suspected that the DPRK had produced material
for one or two nuclear bombs prior to the 1994 Agreed Framework.. Scon
after Bush’s speech, the situation in all three countries began changing for
the worse. ‘

The broad swath of military actions by the United States as well as a di-
minished reliance on America’s non-military assets had a profoupdly darp—
aging impact on the country’s prestige worldwide. The preemptive war in
Irag; human rights abuses at Abu Ghraib and Guanta_mamo; eyfphmt, use of
torture (euphemistically labeled ‘enhanced interrogatl.on t-echmques'); CIA
rendition policies and black sites; and administration disdain for r'nultllatere'll
institutions combined to produce a striking decline in the prewou_sly posi-
tive images of the United States across the world including East Asia (BBC
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2007; Pew Global Attitudes Project 2006, 2008 inter alia but cf. Whitney and

Schambaugh 2008). In a BBC poll from 2005 until 2007, 17,457 people froin
seventeen countries were interviewed and asked whether the influence of
the United States on global matters was largely positive or negative. The
ncgatives outweighed the positives throughout, tising from 50 percent ip
2005 to 55 percent in 2007, while those viewing the United States positively
fell from 38 percent to 28 percent. Only in 2008 was there a slightly more
positive shift: then only 49 percent held negative views while 32 percent held
positive images. Across Asia the negatives continually outweighed the posi-
tives, in some cases by large margins, in the Philippines, the ROK, Australia
and Japan (BBC 2008). Pew polls showed that in Muslim Indonesia the drop
in pro-US opinion was from 75 percent to 30 percent over six years, with
only a modest recovery in the last two, Even normally pro-American Japan
saw a 27-point drop in support over the same eight years.

Cynics may be tempted to dismiss public opinion as largely irrelevant
to diplomatic relations, but in increasingly democratic Asia shifts in such
public views have been important in changing the character of a range of
governments including Taiwan, South Korea, Indonesia, Malaysia, and the
Philippines among others. The ROK has seen major foreign policy shifts
following electoral shifts and governmental transitions, while Japan in 2008
was facing major constraints on government policy efforts due to the govern-
ment’s loss of a majority in the upper house of parliament. Not all of these
arc directly the consequence of shifts in public views toward the United
States, but those views have been an important backdrop in altered public
perceptions of foreign policy objectives and strategies.

The Bush administration also oversaw g major deterioration in popular
support across Asia for the so-called ‘war on terror’ and a corresponding
rise in views that America posed the most serious security threat. In Japan,
support collapsed from 61 percent in 2002 to 26 percent in 2008. Only about
four in ten Indonesians (39 percent) backed the war on terror in 2008, com-
pared with 50 percent the year previously. In China, three times more cit-
izens viewed the US presence in Iraq as a greater threat to world peace
than the DPRK (Pew Global Attitudes Project 2006: 14). To the extent that
‘global public opinion’ is any guide to international legitimacy, such figures
underscore just how much US actions under President Bush have dealt a
devastating blow to America’s standing in global, and Asian, opinion. As

Barry Buzan (2008: 5) has phrased it . . . the two terms of the Bush adminis-

tration have asset-stripped half a century of respect for goodwill toward and
trust in US Jeadership’,

Deterioration in official relationships

Such declines at the mass level provide an important contrast to the im-
pression created by concentrating only on relations between US -officials
and their Asian counterparts. Equally importantly, particularly in light of

the claim
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team. When the Bush administration took office its Asian policies were i
formed by classical realist calculations concerning alliances and power bal-

predicated on Tetaining 5
power balance across Asia and preventing the emergence of any regiona)

ancing. Unlike prior US policies that had been

hegemon, however, the Bush policies shifted to explicit pursuit of US prj:
magcy and preventing the emergence of any ‘peer competitor’, unmistakab

a worry directed at China. Asia policy was to center on solidifying US tjeg
with Japan, underscoring Japan’s role as America’s major ally in East Asia,
strengthening and expanding its military contributions to the alliance, ang
moving the bilateral relationship from ‘burden sharing’ to ‘power sharing’,
Simultaneously the Bush administration would reverse what it viewed as er
rant Clinton policies that had treated China as a ‘strategic partner’. The Bush
strategy pivoted instead on the presumption that China would be America’s
next major ‘strategic competitor’. The outlines of this new policy were most
cogently articulated in Condoleezza Rice’s January 2000 article in Foreign
Affairs and in the October 2000 election-year report The United States and
Japan: Advancing Toward a Mature Partnership, penned by Richard Ap
mitage along with a number of JTapan specialists, many of whom joined the
administration in 2001 (Armitage and Nye 2000).

American worries about China were crystal clear in Section VIII of the
2002 National Security Strategy (NSS):

A quarter century after beginning the process of shedding the worst
features of the Communist legacy, China’s leaders have not yet made
the next series of fundamental choices about the character of their
state. In pursuing advanced military capabilities that can threaten its
neighbors in the Asia-Pacific region, China is following an outdated
path that, in the end, will hamper its own pursuit of national greatness,

The irony of such a comment by the country whose military budget was equal
to that of all the military budgets of the rest of the world combined, seemed
to have been missed. China was also explicitly identified as a possible target
for US nuclear attack in the 2002 Nuclear Posture Review (Pincus 2002:
A-14). The 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) further singled out
China: ‘Of the major and emerging powers, China has the greatest potential
to compete militarily with the United States and field disruptive military
technologies that could over time offset tradrtional US military advantages
absent US counter strategies’ (DOD 2006: 29).

Relations with China got offto a rocky start with the tension-filled collision
between a US EP-3 reconnaissance plane and a Chinese fighter in April
2001. Eventuaily, however, but particularly following 9/11 and the shift in
American attention to the Middie East and Central Asia as well as the
escalating crisis over DPRK nuclear activities, the administration softened its
confrontational stance toward China and weakened ties to Taiwan. No longer
was the emphasis on ‘strategic competitor’ and the United States gradually

e State's was fOrCe

Japan,s m

§

e
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(2007: 87) has pointed out, ... America considers itself a nation at war whi}é |

Japan does not’.

The Japanese government also responded positively to Ametican encour.
agement to develop a more robust military capability and to integrate jg
activities more closely with those of the United States. The result includeq
two rounds of military modernization in 1997 and a second in late 2001, 4
formal dialogue on alliance transformation in May 2007 (US Departmeng
of State 2007), and a new emphasis given to power projection, amphibj.
ous capabilities, force transformation, and improved command and control]
(Hughes 2005: 122).

Japan’s December 2004 National Defense Planning Outline (NDPO)
(later ‘guidelines’ NDPG) goes further in taking on various new directions in
security. Among the most important, China and the DPRK were identified
explicitly as potential security concerns to Japan and stress was laid on the
country’s need to deal with both ballistic missile and guerrilla attacks rather
than concentrating on the previously planned-for threat of invasion. Japan’s
national spy satellite system in outer space was also upgraded, as was the
status of the Self-Defense Agency which achieved full ministerial rank on
7 January 2007, Of particular significance, the new NDPG also wove into
Japanese strategic thinking explicit cooperation with the United States on
ballistic missile defense along with export of technologies developed in that
project and enhanced interoperability of weapons systems.

Needless to say, though American military planners were overjoyed by
many of these moves, the bulk of them, byt particularly missile defense, en-
gendered harsh criticism from China and raised worries across the rest of
Asia. Bilateral Japan—China relations had been Iargely positive since normal-
ization of relations in September 1972. Japan provided some $35 billion in
overseas development aid (ODA) to China and was the first OECD coun-
iry to end sanctions imposed following Tiananmen. But relations soured
as China’s economy continued to soar while Japan’s stagnated; as Chinese
military capabilities underwent rapid modernization; and as Prime Minis-
ter Koizumi integrated Japan more closely into the US security agenda and
away from Continental Asia.

Chinese leaders also voiced adamant opposition to the US-Japanese
agreement to weave Taiwan into their bilateral security planning through
the US-Japan Joint Security Consultative Committee (JSC) — also called
the ‘two plus two” meeting — of February 2005. Equally detrimental were
the ongoing visits by Prime Minister Koizumi to the Yasukuni Shrine, vis-
its hardly attributable to the United States but ones which were also never
criticized and which were compatible with the rightward shift in Japanese
politics applauded by the United States, The cumulative effect was a cessa-
tion of summits between the leaders of the two countries for the duration of
the Koizumi administration.

China—Japan relations subsequently improved as the consequence of
promises by Prime Ministers Abe and Fukuda to refrain from public visits

so
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a freeze on DPRK nuclear activity in 1994 with the signing of the Agreed
Framework. This kept the DPRK within the NPT and allowed IAEA inspec-
tors into the country. By the end of the Clinton administration, relations had
improved to the point where Secretary of State Albright visited Pyongyang
as a prelude to a possible presidential visit and the normalization of bilat-
eral relations. A few days before Bush took office, several members of the
Clinton administration visited incoming Secretary of State Colin Powell to
brief him on their negotiations with the DPRK. Powell expressed interest
and on the eve of Kim’s visit Powell told reporters that, on Korean policy,
Bush would pick up where Clinton had left off. The White House issued
an instant rebuke, making it clear that the new administration would do no
such thing. Powell was forced to backtrack, publicly admitting that he had
leaned ‘alittle too far forward on [his] skis’. Bush chose instead to undertake
a complete review of American policy toward the North.

Relations with the DPRXK spiraled sharply downward when Assistant Sec-
retary of State James Kelly visited Pyongyang in October 2002 presenting
an official accusation that the DPRK had begun a covert highly enriched
uranium (HEU) program, separate from the shuttered plutonium program
under IAEA inspections. The US evidence focused on the DPRK’s imports
from Pakistan in 1998 of gas centrifuges critical to enriching uranium. What
was not clear was whether these represented anything close to the number
needed for a weapons-grade enrichment program as opposed to simply a
civilian program and whether the tubes were in fact used for HEU produc-
tion (Harrison 2005: 100-1). Furthermore, intelligence estimates were that
even if the DPRK had started an HEU weapons program, it was at least
ten years from creating operational weapons. Debate continues concerning
the North’s response. Kelly claims that the North orally admitted that it
had begun an HEU program while the North denies ever having made such
an admission. Current leaked information from the SPT suggests that the
DPRK might have imported the tubes for an HEU program but had desisted
and was using them instead for other purposes. The DPRK went so far as to
turn over several tubes to the United States for testing and the United States
did find traces of uranium on the tubes — giving support to those claiming an
HEU link. But such trace elements are also consistent with claims that they
were not being used for an HEU program and there is little evidence that
the DPRK has the additional components to carry out a full HEU program.
Other countries briefed on the HEU charges have indicated that American
evidence is far from convincing and by 2007 the administration was backing
off from the boldness of its original charges.

North Korea makes life easy for threat inflators (Samuels 2007: 149). But
given the uncertainty of the evidence and the improbability that the DPRK
could produce HEU weapons in less than a decade, it was clear that the
Bush administration was not interested in discussions or negotiations but
in confrontation and the pursuit of regime change. Regardless, the Kelly
visit and the claims of an HEU program served as the basis for America’s
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final break with the Agreed Framework (Cha and Kelly 2008). That in turn
precipitated the DPRK’s withdrawal from the NPT and IAEA inspections.
Matters cascaded downhill in 2002-03 as the North withdrew from the NPT,
quickly eliminated IAEA inspectors and restarted its Yongbyon plutonium
facility. The United States reacted to the rising tension with, among other
things, National Security Presidential Directive 23 (2002) on 16 December
2002, under which Bush formally approved targeting North Korea for ‘a
new triad [of weapons] composed of long-range conventional and nuclear
strike capabilities, missile defenses, and a robust industrial and research
development infrastructure’.

Following months of pitched rhetoric and mutual invective, both sides
agreed to address the problem through the SPT. Nonetheless, the first four
years of the talks saw little substantive negotiation as the United States con-
tinued to demand that the DPRK surrender any and all fissile material as
a prelude to subsequent discussion about DPRK security or peace on the
peninsula, the North’s key concerns. The tenor of the American position
was made clear when at one point in the talks, Undersecretary of State John
Bolton was asked about taking a carrot-and-stick approach to the negotia-
tions. Bolton’s now famous reply was: ‘I don’t do carrots!” (Hayes 2005). In
a July 2003 speech on the eve of the SPT aimed at ending North Korea’s nu-
clear program Bolton offered over forty explicitly negative comments about
Kim Jong-il (Labott 2005; Stroesel 2003). Vice President Cheney meanwhile
rejected China’s suggestion that the DPRK be rewarded at each step of -
the negotiating process, saying: “We don’t negotiate with evil. We defeat it.’
Following the 2004 election President Bush and his top aides continued de-
monizing Kim Jong-il, and Secretary of State-designate Condoleezza Rice
in her confirmation hearings called North Korea an ‘outpost of evil’. In his
State of the Union address the president pledged ‘to support democratic
movements in the Middle East and beyond, with the ultimate goal of ending
tyranny in our world’.

Bombast and invective aside, the United States continued to demand that
the DPRK surrender any and all fissile material as a prefude to any dis-
cussion. Only after strong pressures from both Japan and China did the
United States finally shift its stance, allowing its new negotiator, Christo-
pher Hill, enhanced negotiating latitude. A framework for agreement was
reached among the Six Parties on 19 September 2005 but this was followed
almost instantly by the US Treasury Department freeze of some $24 mil-
lton in DPRK assets in Macau, a move almost certainly engineered by
Bush administration opponents of the agreement. Despite strong pressure
from China on the United Sfates to release the funds, it was not until after
the DPRK had carried out a series of wake-up calls in the form of missile
tests in July 2006 and an actual nuclear test in October, and the subsequent
DPemocratic victory in both houses of Congress in November, that the funds
were released. Almost simultaneously, the United States further softened
its position by engaging in explicitly bilateral talks in Berlin (i.e. outside the
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negotiation.

The end result, however, was that the DPRK, which was originally sus.
pected of having material for one or two bombs when Bush came into office;
but which was also in the NPT and subject to continued inspection of itg
plutonium facilities, was not testing ICBMs and which looked to be ready
to normalize ties with the United States, had by 2008 gained material for
six or more bombs, tested a nuclear device, was much turther from bilatera)
normalization and was holding a far stronger nuclear negotiating hand than
when Bush took office.

Even this brief sketch of state-to-state relations between the United States
and key powers in Northeast Asia makes it clear that the unalloyed praise
offered by Bush defenders for America’s official state relations demands
substantial qualification. Well beyond such problems looms another: with the
shadow of failed policies in the Middle East hovering over everything, top
Bush officials became largely AWOL in Asia, demonstrating a protracted
indifference to the enhanced strategic importance of the region as a new
source of economic vitality and as the locus of a new series of mstitutional
arrangements that were slowly weaving the region more closely together,

Economic irresponsibility comes home to roost

Enhancing American global influence through economic prowess was a key
element of most pre-Bush administrations. Trade, finance and market ac-
cess served as powerful geostrategic tools in advancing American interests.
Under Clinton in particular, considerable attention was given to internal fis-
cal balances, the strength of the US currency, and improved bond markets.
Good macro-economics was seen as good global politics. Bilateral tax hikes
in 1994 proved politically costly to the Democratic Party but they generated
asequence of balanced budgets and a substantial reduction in America’s cu-
mulative national debt. Consequentiy, when the Bush administration took
office, it inherited a budget surplus of $236 billion with a ten-year surplus
forecast at $5.6 trillion. Yet the Bush administration did little to utilize the
strong American economy it inherited as a foreign policy tool. Indeed, top-
level economic officials such as Treasury Secretary Paul O’Neil and eco-
nomic advisor Larry Lindsey were quickly marginalized and then fired for
their advocacy of cuts in subsidies for agribusiness, an important Republican
constituency, as well as for failing to subordinate sound economic advice to
priorities for military expansion and tax cuts for wealthy Republican donors.
Building the permanent Republican majority through selective tax cuts and
targeted subsidies to the base became the driving component of Bush’s eco-
nomic policies. American foreign policy in turn came to be equated with
military policy while fiscal and monetary policies were restricted primar-
ily to the tax cuts and small government priorities of key components of

official Six Party framework) during January 2007. Facilitating this Amep:

ican shift was the departure of several of the harder line opponents of geteriorati

- in Fast Asia.
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i . The result was economic and currency
its electora;: z? i&iﬁ?ﬁd?iﬁﬁ:ﬁc drop in America’s economic influence
i i ressive tax cuts, carefully calculated to pro-
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refor ury Secretary Paul O'Neill’s protests, Vice President Cher_ley gav,e
to Trees ngli politically revealing reply: ‘Reagan proved that deficits don’t
er %Ve won the elections. This is our due’ (Suskind 2004, as quoted
Flatter'k and Pierson 2005: 4-5). When combined with the phenomel'lal
o Hacf ifle wars in Iraq and Afghanistan the impact on blrldgetary Pohcy
COStstvastating. Yet Bush’s economic advice to the American public fol-
fgz:mg 9/11 was straightforward: ‘Go shopping’ By_the end of thi}[i)sj
he annual budget deficit had ballooned to $482 billion - a ﬁg.ure. g
o d the additional $80 billion in excluded war costs and a jolting shift
;(2:1 the inherited Clinton surplus. In the period betwee.:n. 9/11 and 2;:385,
the federal government debt nearly doubled from $5.6 trillion to over 1.1_
trillion. Roughly one-third of the current US federal debt W(E)l;’ ac?;ﬁso
lated under the Bush adminisftrat]ilon (Pcl(ifslg a;ld Lawder 2008; se
: eshome.att.net/exchange rate.htm). _ .
htgl.igl‘}?lvi}rlr?sigif was jovially dismissive of the rising deﬁmt.‘Numerous tIlmes
at public meetings he offered variants on the same t}'xeme You know, t\';:;:;t‘:
campaigning in Chicago and somebody ask.ed me, is thefe ever anyt1 e
where the budget might have to go into' deficit? I said only if we \;:e:; ad?é !
or had a national emergency or vverlfaI in re;(e)gs;;)n. [Laughter.] Little
i ’d get the trifecta’ (White House -
rea(;lrzlz ‘:;esul‘cg has been a nearly 80 pereent decline in the value of tllu(el I:;tS
dollar in relation to the euro and a balloor}n.]g of Fhe Uus govemm'entah .:, .
Half of that debt is now held by foreign entities, with Japan and China 1:1 e :'uz
largest holders. They have become what Co_hen (2006: 43) memora fi cd s
America’s Asian Cash Cows. The implicatmps of such massive unfun ie
governmental spending should have been‘ historically obvious to1 arggos
familiar with American economic policies in the late 1960s and earﬁi 0s.
Then a similar political unwillingness to raise taxes to cover the bal‘ gon:gg
costs of Great Society spending and the unpopular war in Viet-Nam e tlo ! :1
outflow of American gold reserves, the collapse of the US dollar in g:)
currency markets, and eventually the end of the Bretton Wood; syfi emr.
Within the United States the mismanagement was followed by a decade o
: ation’, . '
mi:: flfe iif: powerful country in the world and _the one most dorrflrma?: 11111
setting the agenda of the IMF, the United St?tes is unlikely to confron (-‘f
same fate as debtors such as Mexico, Argentina or Korea, namely mte;v;:;:e
tion and the demand for mandatory fiscal austerity programs. I'nlitea s the
Bush policies imported deflation from bqth Cmga and Japan, with a _r:;\; T
drop in US consumer standards. And while lauding the abstract meri
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‘strong dollar’, US Treasury officials have joined Congressional leaders
pressing the Chinese government to increase the value of the yuan, 3 move
designed to make Chinese exports to the United States more costly ang
‘protect American jobs’. Such a revaluation would, of course, also repre.-
sent a further de facto devaluation of the US dollar, creating a tremendoyg
financial incentive for Chinese (and Japanese) holders of American dep;
to offset their holdings of US Treasuries with other investments, thereby
making American strategy unsustainable in the long run. _
Meanwhile, the weak dollar limits US abilities to capitalize on its pur-
chasing power to shape Asian behaviors and, more significantly, regardiess
of how this particular relationship eventually plays out, the Bush financig]
and tax policies weaken the ability of the United States to utilize economic
resources to advance its interests in East Asia. In the shorter run, as Fer:
guson (2006: 48) has put it: <. . .foreigners are accumulating large claims on
the future output of the United States, However the borrowed money is
used, whether productively or not, a proportion of the future returns on Us
investments will end up flowing abroad as dividends or interest payments,’

Bush’s economic policies generated at least one other detrimental effect
forits relations with Asia. The Clinton presidency saw an average creation of
2.75 million new jobs per year; under Bush that number fell to 393,000 and for
the first half of 2008 alone there was actually a net loss of 348,000 jobs. The
Bush administration’s job-creation record is the worst of any administration
in the postwar era. Further and relatedly, the United States has seen an ever-
widening gap between rich and poor as well as a decline in a vast array of
indicators of economic well-being such as poverty rates and the absence of
health insurance (see the Appendix).

The rising job losses and widening class gap dovetailed with one other key
aspect of foreign economic policies under the Bush administration, namely
free-trade agreements (FTAs). The United States, along with many other
countries, began to lose faith in the World Trade Organization (WTQ), and
eventually the Doha Round of negotiations collapsed completely in August
2008. As part of its securitization of foreign economic policy (Higgott 2004),
the Bush administration began to embrace (generally bilateral) FTAs as a
next-best fall back. But America’s FTA partners were chosen less for their
economic and more for their strategic value. Under Trade Representative
Robert Zoellick, the United States began a new tack of ‘competitive liber-
alization’, which has meant that desperate countries would compete with
each other to open their markets to US business in return for handouts from
Washington.

US FTAs, however, have been hobbled by the dim economic picture cre-
ated by Bush’s tax and spending policies. Of particular significance for East
Asia has been the rising public sentiment in the United States against eco-
nomic openness and free trade, including the pending FTA with the Republic
of Korea (KORUS) and the rising chorus against ‘exporting jobs to China’,

Armericans who have watched a steady deterioration of their living stan-
darde over tha afcdit oo oo . LT

44 the 2008 presi
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i its Pote,ntla
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entill®y dential campaign. Not surprisingly, ( > is unliket

in this cli ular economic anxiety, despite

o legl"es:asr:;l1 ;?;?gﬂlr:t?zebzflg?ifs to both Korea and the United

1emnmncljf)ably to Japan, since its passage would sur_ely pressi;e

iln azstrer liberalization of its own economy). Mori ?npiztagti g:

Japan 10987 grt ations across Korea followed Lee Myung-bok’s re gt fla-
massie deEg]lEiIES to placate narrow US beef interests. These were not ju

: tes more broadly. ] . - Bush is
the Unl1ltvszciL }?:,asecuﬁtization of American economic policies under
Finally,

i i he United
? i lence toward China. Oft
i ountry’s ongoing ambiva ( . oieed
reﬂectef m;l};e]:gr tradjzlg partners, China is the only (d)nse t1t1at llfarsiol‘; giiimate
States’ CHt ited States. The United States
g politcel 417 0 aible exp of sensitive materials or technology to

i ible export ; 1
o ot I‘fﬁzzd;%islzgls; use by China of technologies fo.r Ilrjnélta;rry; u:flia;l;d
tt;nrigg;llrzial f(;r Chinese espionage through investment in LS comp
e

. billion
' tion to the proposed $18.5 billi

ns were palpable in the reac o1 in mid-

Suc};)cog;?;ese oil conglomerate CNOOC to purchase }JI;?;I CEOOC

ﬂffc’ﬂ'[greats. were made to pass bills that would ban th_e sale o Foreign I

2005‘1:11&1]1 withdrew its bid. Two of six CFIUS (Comlg(lgie?e of proposed

eveil entyirn the US) investigations between 2000 and 2 bace by CNOOC

Velf‘ IIc;se investments; had it gone forward, Unocal purgnt has threatencd
C E}d have been another. In addition, the US gove.rnmb Chinese anthor-
‘rfl‘ljmerous investigations or held preh'minarg d%sc.:ursizllc;;lsc gm 56 partners o

i led to decisio
ities with CFIUS officials that have b - 102).

i:i‘:;:;w ther original offer (GrahlamTiI;c}Jhg;gihé?;tigfas lon)g argued for
i economic anomaly: The ; hick

. The resﬁ;ﬁ;ﬁ :Illld ‘easy movement of capital’ but, as Grfdhgni ;Iﬁal\iafg Us
frggﬁl'n;li’l) put it: ... the United States can not have 1t‘ ot Ch)i(n‘a while
(2 v hat encourages investment by American companies El e hle

?Ohcy't gztlpon Chinese investment in the United Statesis neither
TOWRIN, ! -,

economic standpoint. . dol-

HOIT S;)I‘;l:rctl f];?lzil?sr:aconomic policies set off a downward spiral forthe USdo

i | *

g o1l

; ents cont

5

Gtates (as W

lar, triggered a s ( )
and sp%l%vned a protectionist blowback among those in

p

i ia.
in influencing foreign governments across As




570 The Pacific Review

than half a century of American multilateralism. Backing up its declareq
intention to wield American hegemonic powers unilaterally, Bush in a joint
session of Congress on 21 September 2001 announced to the world (White
House 2001): ‘Every nation, in every region, now has a decision to make. Fi.
ther you are with us, or you are with the terrorists” Rumsfeld followed wiy
a similar comment: ‘The mission determines the coalition, and the coalitigy
must not determine the mission’ (Tyson 2001). While such posturing ep.
hanced the administration’s domestic support, it was a devastating biow to
multilateralism and to longstanding friendships,

When it took office early in 2001, and well before 9/11, the Bush admijp.
istration quickly shucked off any constraints that might otherwise be placeg
on its actions by international organizations or global treaties. It explicitly
renounced a host of both longstanding and new global agreements: the Nor.
Proliferation Treaty; the Kyoto Accord; the Convention against Small Arms;
the Biological Weapons Convention; the Chemical Weapons Convention,
the International Court of Justice and many others. In a series of unilatera]
strategic and foreign policy actions aimed at reshaping the global status
quo, the Bush administration engineered a self-conscious and sharp break
with the prior fifty years of a predominantly multilateral and status quo
oriented US foreign policy (Daadler and Lindsey 2003: 13; Ikenberry 2001),

Jorge Heine (2007: 533) underscores the change:

If for Democrats like Bill Clinton and Al Gore unipolarity meant that
the United States had to assume responsibility for the creation and
support of international institutions that would lead to an environment
more conductive to the exercise of US power, for many Republican
leaders ... the international scenario called for a very different ap-
proach ... [R]ather than coordinate its policies with other actors on
the world stage, what Washington should do was to impose them uni-
laterally, If others disagreed — too bad, there was not much they would
be in a position to do about it anyway.

Or as realist scholar Ken Waitz (2002: 64) puts it: ‘George W. Bush has often
emphasized our readiness to consult other countries. In his lexicon “consult”
has meant that we explain our policies and then implement them whether
or not other countries like them.’

The administration’s overall anti-institutionalism was reflected in Amer-
ican behavior toward the embryonic East Asian regionalism. In the imme-
diate wake of the Cold War, US strategic goals had been subtly redefined in
geo-economic terms. The Clinton administration, in particular, concentrated
its focus on advancing the process of globalization and trade liberalization,
policies that centered on its underlying conviction that economic growth and
closer economic interdependence would go a long way toward reducing the
chances of military conflicts. East Asia loomed large in this strategy, with the
administration recognizing the region’s rapidly rising strategic importance
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i id economic growth. As a consequence, Qlinton gave
i bﬁxﬁ;iﬁgﬁ tce> boosting %f&PEC asa mfachan_ism_to tie itself to Asia
pisicert & the American agenda of trade liberalization. .
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A nOtedAiia aI;d toward the Middle East and Central Asia. 'In t'he pro-
v frm{lj ited States softened its engagement with regignal 1nst1tut1c?ns
- 1i?§g Anslia Even Green (2008: 181), a Bush administration NSC official,
~invo )

i acknowledges that

¢ Jargely

the Iraq war has had one important pemicious impact lci)rzrln .Inglrtll’izr;li‘i[lsi in
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critical over the course of this century.
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nership which among other things pledged support for the ARF ‘as
the premier regional political and security forum in the Asia-Pacific re.
gion with ASEAN as the driving force’ (http://www.whitehouse.gov/ne“,s,
releases/2005/11/20051117-4.htmi), and Secretary of State Rice, facing myq.
sive criticism for her absence from ARF in 2005 returned to the tab)e in
2006. But then in 2007 she again skipped the meeting while President Bush
postponed the thirtieth anniversary celebrations of the US-ASEAN pat.
nership, hardly indications of either ‘enhanced partnership’ or the primacy
of ASEAN and ARF to America.

Equally telling, Robert Joseph, successor to John Bolton as Undersecre.
tary of State for Arms Control and International Securit sexplicitly sought 1o
eliminate the longstanding Track IT regional institution NEACD (Northeagt
Asia Security Cooperation Dialogue). NEACD had been holding meetings
since 1993 to allow diplomatic officers, military officials and civilians from
the United States, Russia, Japan, the ROK, DPRK and China to explore
topical security matters in a sufficiently unofficial way as to open up possi-
ble new areas for cooperation. Soon after taking office and just as the SPT
seemed to be veering into a less confrontational direction, Joseph won an
internal bureaucratic battle to ‘zero out’ NEACD's US budgetary line, ar-
guing among other things that American money should not be used to aid
meetings with North Koreans. '

As America was reducing its commitment to pan-Pacific regional bodies,
the countries of East Asia were moving in the opposite direction by creating
a number of new fora, almost all of which excluded the United States from
membership. These new regional institutions stem largely from the economic
crisis of 1997-98. The crisis revealed that existing institutions such as ASEAN
or APEC were feckless in the face of global economic forces and did little
to head off the disastrous results of the crisis. The only recourse for the most
severely affected countries was to accept an IMF bailout that imposed severe
fiscal conditions.

IMF intervention was roundly criticized across Asia. In the wake of the
crisis, the governments of Asia began a systematic ‘push back’ designed to
erect a ‘firewall’ against globalized economics (Higgott 1998; Pempel 20084,
2008c). New regional institutions, particularly in finance, shifted Asia’s ex-
isting regional ties from unofficial and open to official and closed — closed
most particularly to the United States. Instead, Asian governments moved
to enhance and integrate the regional architecture, creating a diversity of

new regional bodies including the ASEAN plus Three (APT) process, the
Chiang Mai Initiative (CMI), the Asian bond market initiative (ABMI), the
Asian Bond Fund (ABF), the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (8CO),
the Bast Asia Summit (EAS) and the SPT, to cite only the most immediate
institutional manifestations, Importantly, the memberships of the more re-
cently formed organizations are now typically restricted to ‘Asians only’ in
contrast to earlier pan-Pacific bodies such as APEC and AREF, which have

Perhaps. The United States has created a US-ASEAN enhanced pay

“pevelopmen
.- China, onc
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shunted to the sidelines (and, of course, to the SPT) (ASiap
t Bank 2008; Pempel 20035, 2008a, 2008c). . '
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Treaty of Amity and Cooperation. The TAC commits signatories to Tresolve

differences through peaceful means. Although EAS membership was brogg.
ened beyond the thirteen APT countries to include Australia, India and Ney,
Zealand, the United States was explicitly not invited to participate and wag
unlikely to sign the APT regardless.

A second regional body of note is the Shanghai Cooperation Organizs.
tion (SCO). Though not part of the East Asian experience per se, the SCO ig
evidence of the broader push for regionalism in Asia, particularly that of ke
East Asian powers such as China and Russia. Originally called the Shang-
hai Five, the SCO formed in the mid-1990s primarily to resolve border ang
disarmament disputes between China and Russia, 1n 2001, the organization
added Uzbekistan and renamed itself the SCO. The group has since gained
m prominence, tackling issues of trade, counterterrorism, and drug traffick.
ing. The SCO was perhaps the first multilateral security organization to be
formed with the explicit goal of combating terrorism. Extensive security
and military cooperation has taken place among the members of the SCO
focused on reducing military forces on the borders of neighboring members
and in combating Islamist threats in Central Asia. The SCO has also been
quite forceful in opposing the creation of any permanent US military bases in
the member countries, thus explicitly challenging the Karshi-Khanabad ajr
base in southern Uzbekistan and the Manas air base just north of Bishkek,
Kyrgyzstan. On 5 July 2005 the SCO called on the United: States to set a
timeline for its withdrawal of military forces from the region.

From a broader perspective on US foreign policy, the SCO is also of inter-
est. Since its formation around six core countries, the SCO has also welcomed
a number of countries as observers, including Iran, Turkey, India, Pakistan,
Mongolia and Turkmenistan, The SCO has carried out a variety of joint mil-
itary activities, raising at least the possibility that it might be a Central Asian
regional body that could emerge as an ‘anti-NATO’. At the August 2007
meeting in the Kyrgyz capital Bishkek, the body reaffirmed its contention
that ‘Stability and security in Central Asia are best ensured primarily through
efforts taken by the nations of the region on the basis of existing regional
associations’ (Kucera 2007), a distinct alternative to US actions there.

Thus, although focused on Central Asia, the SCO has become part of the
broader catalogue of regional institutions reshaping the political and diplo-
matic power balance in Asia. China is clearly at the center of this process
and its regional influence is also apparent in the third important regional
body, namely the SPT, a regional body which, of course, includes the United
States.

'The decision to address the problem of the DPRK’s nuclear program
through the Six Party process was a signal victory for muitilateralism over
bilateralism and for negotiation over confrontation, one of the few excep-
tions to the more general US unilateralism. Substantively, however, it in-
volved a subtle shift away from US leadership in favor of China. Quiet

but effective diplomacy and not a small bit of subtle coercion by the PRC

Jed.€
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— hs on most outstanding issues.
tually to the 2007-08 break‘throu'g ' ou
;’fe?he taﬂcs eventually succeed in achieving America’s goal of DPRK

dAIl ‘31clearizati0n’ China will be able to claima significant share of the ensuing
ent

Pl?tl(ﬁ:;ains of course, to be seen whether the SPT will in fact resolve

isti bilems effectively. But in the interim it is vital to recog-
the et}]{i:iu;grggi)onal multilateral process is progressing, however ﬁtﬁ_llly,
e d damping down tensions that might otherwise have flared up into
towarl military strikes. It is doing so despite the Bush adma'mstratlo_n § ini-
e luctance to bargain within the Six Party framework in anything ap-
tal ating good faith. Clearly, if the SPT are to succeed then the. DPRK
IO(;}lmrisl,]nip will have to surrender its nuclear weapons and mate.nals and
1?; fnost plausible incentive for them to do so W_ould be comgelhng secu-
: arantees and inclusion in the emerging regional economic networl.is.
%egtuher or not the North will opt to accept that tradeoff remains uncertain.
But to restate an earlier point: the DPRK in 2008 has 'at‘tame_d a éirtr?orlz
powerful bargaining position than when the Bush administration first too
Ofg::c;adly sketched, then, the record shows that Asian reg_ionah'sm' has been
advancing with diminished American involvem_ent, and in margylutlsta?ct:ie:;
despite overt American indifference and a cqntmu.ed focus on 5 g eia les
and military alliances. Asian regional bodies in which the Unite : tates t1r 2
member have declined in influence, partly as a rfasult of the'Bush a III;lnlSh.
tion’s actions. Other newer bodies, largely ‘dev_01d of Amencan mem eri1 111:3,
have been created to fill the previous institutional void. A telling ;m(;:cb ote
illustrates the situation: following the 2907 ARF meeting thaEt ad 'fell-
skipped by Rice, a senior ASEAN official noted to an AIlnencan. Vlil lt\)lr.
‘Condi was not at the latest ARF, and you know what was interesting? No

one seemed to miss her.

Conclusion

Bush administration defenders contend tha]: America’s relauons-vxilth East
Asia are in good shape thanks to specific actions b)_( the Bugh admmlsitlratlm}
in Asia and elsewhere. If one focuses, as they typically Flo, on .US b at;rﬂae
and military interactions with speciﬁc East Asian countries, thel1lr (jise, ‘:ica’s
hardly beyond challenge, contains 1mp0rtant granules of tr;)lt . me; cars
‘hard security’ aims are being increasingly acqom{noda.ted V mas1y Asian
sovernments, US military forces are also finding it easier to conduct jo e
operations with many of their Asian counterll)atr_ts. But those are very narro
rough which to assess [JS-Asian relations. .
le}?:(frgha brgoader perspective, as this paper has argued, the Bgsh a?lenn_
istration’s policies, both of action and negle?t, have .1ed tp a :lve_ls a 'tﬁ
decline in America’s standing among most Asian publics. Bilateral ties wi
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Japan have become more mono-dimensional than at any time in the recent
past. The ROK, Taiwan, and the ASEAN states, along with their respective
priorities, have frequently been treated with cavalier dismissal. Relatiopg
with China are schizophrenic, bouncing between cooperation in areag like
anti-terrorism, trade and the SPT on the one hand, and confrontation with
trade and investment restriction, alliance encirclement and efforts to pre-
vent China’s becoming a peer competitor on the other. Perhaps most impor.
tantly, the Bush administration badly bungled American relations with the
DPRK. As a tesult it wound up playing a seriously weakened band with 5
regime that was outside the IAEA, had conducted a nuclear test, and that
has more fissile material than when Bush took office. The DPRK was thug
able to play nuclear chicken with devastatingly destabilizing effects across
Northeast Asia.

Stepping back further, it is easy to see that the Bush administration’s mil.
itarization and unilateralization of American foreign policy have left the
country as a “Johnny-one-note’, originally loathe, and now no longer able, to
utilize the country’s powerful economic and cultural attributes as comple-
ments to hard-power politics, Fiscal and monetary irresponsibilities, driven
by the efforts to reward key segments of the Republican Party, have led to
a dramatic decline in the value of the US dollar, massive budgetary deficits,
and an unsustainable reliance on foreign borrowing that eviscerated the
powerful American economy to which Bush fell heir when he took office.

Finally, US unilateralism and a predominant focus on bilateral relations
— the continuation of a longstanding ‘hub-and-spoke’ approach to Asia —
have caused the United States to lose influence in Asia’s once important
pan-Pacific institutions such as APEC and ARF, while Asian countries
have subsequently gone forward on their own to generate a host of new,
largely ‘Asian only’, institutions in which the United States has virtually no
influence.

One of America’s greatest strengths is that it remains a vibrant democracy
with strong popular influence over the choice of its political leaders and over
its public policies. As the evidence provided above should make clear, the
Bush administration in its approaches to foreign policy generally, and to
Asia more specifically, strode out on a path that differed considerably from
prior administrations in the depth of its partisanship and the permanent
politicization of policy decisions. The Bush policies may not have caused as
much havoc for the United States as they generated in many other parts of
the world, from the Middle East to ‘old Europe’, but they have spawned a
host of serious problems within East Asia while eviscerating the effective
use of American influence within the region on vital non-military affairs. At
the same time, because domestic politics has been so cenirally at the heart
of recent American policies and has generated such negative consequences
for US-Asian relations, there is every reason to hope that a new Obama
administration will actually begin to roll back some of the most negative
policies of the past eight years.
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Appelldix . . ‘
Table A1 Comparing the Bush and Clinton presidencies on economics. Change in
selected economic indicators (last updated 14 March 2007)

Change under President

Bush Clinton

bs and unemployment o o
JONScm—farm payroll employment  Up 4.9 million jobs Up 22.7 .mllhon jobs
68,000 jobs per month 237,000 jobs per menth

0.6 percent annual
growth

Up 0.3 percentage
point from 4.2
percent to 4.5

- percent

Up 842,000

Unemployment raie

Number of unemployed
Economic growth and
investment

Growth in real GDP 2.6 percent per year
Growth in non-residential fixed 1 percent per year

investment

Measures of economic well-being

Real average hourly earnings ~ Up 3.9 percent
0.6 percent annual

growth
Real median household income Down $1,_2"_/3
People in poverty Up 5.4 million
Poverty rate Up 1.3 percentage
- points

People without health insurance Up 6.8 million
1.4 million per year

Consumer confidence Down 3 percent

Stock market

Standard and Poor’s 500 Index  Up 8 percent

Federal budget

2.4 percent annual
growth

Down 3.1 percentage
points from 7.3
percent to 4.2
percent

Down 3.3 million

3.6 percent per year
9.4 percent per year

Up 6.8 percent

0.8 percent annual
growth

Up 85,825

Down 6.4 million

Down 3.5 percentage
points :

Up 1.2 million

145,000 per year

Up 51 percent

Up 207 percent

Cumulative deficit or surplus Deficit of $1.5 trillion - Surplus of $62.9 billion

Change in public debt as

percentage of GDP
37 percent

Up 4 percentage points Down 16.4 percentage
from 33 percent to

points from 49.4
percent to 33 percent

Conreos 118 Conorecs Taint Beonomic Commitice. 2007. Economic Fact Sheet; accessed at
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