


The Roots of War in the 
21st Century

Geography, Hegemony, and 
Politics in Asia-Pacific

Randall Doyle

UNIVERSITY PRESS  OF  AMERICA, ® INC.

Lanham • Boulder • New York • Toronto • Plymouth, UK



Copyright © 2009 by
University Press of America,® Inc.

4501 Forbes Boulevard
Suite 200

Lanham, Maryland 20706
UPA Acquisitions Department (301) 459-3366

Estover Road
Plymouth PL6 7PY

United Kingdom

All rights reserved
Printed in the United States of America

British Library Cataloging in Publication Information Available

Library of Congress Control Number: 2009928914
ISBN: 978-0-7618-4629-1 (clothbound : alk. paper)
ISBN: 978-0-7618-4630-7 (paperback : alk. paper)

eISBN: 978-0-7618-4731-4

   � ™ The paper used in this publication meets the minimum 
requirements of American National Standard for Information

Sciences—Permanence of Paper for Printed Library Materials, 
ANSI Z39.48-1992



Dedicated to

Howard Zinn and Noam Chomsky





v

Acknowledgments vii

Introduction xi

Overview xix

PART I  HEGEMONIC POWER IN ASIA-PACIFIC

1   Geography, Hegemony and Politics: Asia-Pacific in the 
21st Century 3

2  EASTO: East-Asia Security and Trade Organization  18

PART II  SIGNIFICANT POWERS IN ASIA-PACIFIC 

3  Australia: The Age of Rudd 33 

4  Japan: The Uncertain Rising Sun 51

5  South Korea: Caught between Giant Elephants 68

6  China: Revolution and Power 84

7  America: The Fragile Empire 113

PART III  THE ‘ASIA-PACIFIC CENTURY’

8   Asia Pacific Rising: The Challenges, Dangers and Prospects 
in the 21st Century 141

Bibliography 155

About the Author 165

Contents





vii

This is the section where an author feels ethically and morally compelled to 
acknowledge the significant assistance and contributions of the many indi-
viduals who participated in the creation, development, support, and, eventu-
ally, the publication of an idea, or thesis, that the writer conjured up years 
ago. In this particular case, I have many people to thank in this section of the 
book. This book was written during my time at Central Michigan University 
(CMU). Therefore, as expected, many of the individuals mentioned are ad-
ministrators, professors, or staff personnel at CMU.

To complete a book is often an exhausting experience and it is common 
that the memory of such a demanding ordeal is simply to be avoided—if 
possible. This is my fourth book. However, I have not fallen—yet—into 
this state of mind because I am presently in an academic environment that 
promotes quality scholarship and provides the proper clerical, financial and 
institutional mechanisms that are absolutely necessary for finishing any seri-
ous scholarly project. This constructive and supportive environment exists at 
CMU. Thus, the individuals listed below have played significant roles in the 
publication of this book.

My gratitude and my appreciation for the following is boundless.
President Michael Rao is an ardent believer in internationalizing education 

at Central Michigan University. His leadership and support for my speak-
ing, teaching and writing on international topics and the global community 
are invaluable. Thus, Dr. Rao has provided the necessary leadership for the 
university’s mission to expand its educational curriculum and vision for its 
student body. 

The Dean of Humanities and the Social Behavioral Sciences, Dr. Gary 
Shapiro, has enthusiastically supported this particular project on Asia-Pacific. 
Again, a strong supporter of international education, Dr. Shapiro and I first 

Acknowledgments



met, in 2005, before I gave a talk on Japan and the atomic bombing of Hiro-
shima in 1945. I have found him to be a constant supporter of research and 
teaching on East Asia, Modern China and Asia-Pacific.

The Chair of the CMU History Department, Dr. Timothy Hall, has pro-
vided unstinting support for this project. His vision of creating a history 
department that offers courses focused upon all regions of the world has 
lifted the department’s academic credibility to a new level of respectability 
and stature. 

I also want to recognize the substantial efforts of the history department’s 
executive secretary Annette Davis. Annette constructed the book’s bibliogra-
phy and she also agreed to read the entire manuscript. I wanted a fresh pair of 
eyes to read it, and to recognize any unintentional errors of prose or presenta-
tion. She did a great job on all accounts.

The Office of Research and Sponsored Programs (ORSP) at CMU has 
been an enormous help. The three primary individuals, who have been irre-
placeable in terms assisting me in acquiring the necessary funding for my re-
search trips are the following: Research and Program Officer Deborah Clark, 
Administrative Secretary Maria Bourdet McNeel and Executive Secretary 
Deborah Stanek. ALL of whom have played vital roles in helping me obtain 
the financial assistance necessary to travel to Australia, China, Japan, South 
Korea and Vietnam.

Professors Guilan Wang and Patrick Shan are two other individuals that 
I feel must be recognized for their contributions to my book. Dr Wang, the 
former Director of the Office of International Education at CMU, and now 
Assistant Dean at Roger Williams University, was a great help on two crucial 
matters: financial assistance and providing me contacts within China. Both of 
which are vital to the success of any project, particularly for a writer traveling 
throughout China. Dr. Shan, who teaches Chinese History at Grand Valley 
State University and is also a fine scholar and teacher in his own right, has 
been a wonderful colleague and friend. Over the years, Patrick has provided 
me with many insights concerning modern China, and he also introduced me 
to Professor Sun Ling Ling, a Research Associate at the Institute of Japanese 
Studies within the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences (CASS). CASS is 
recognized as the most prominent think-tank in China. Professor Sun has 
also provided me with additional contacts in Beijing, China. Altogether, these 
individuals have vastly improved and extended my reach and understanding 
of modern China. 

I also want to recognize a number of individuals who graciously provided 
me assistance in writing this book. Their acts of cooperation, generosity and 
kindness greatly assisted me in completing this book project. Thus, I feel 
compelled to recognize these scholars and representatives of various research 

viii Acknowledgments



institutions. To all, I am deeply grateful. Please forgive me if I have forgotten 
to mention your name below. Your comments and observations will certainly 
be recognized within the footnotes and text of the book. The following in-
dividuals are noted in no particular order – alphabetically or in importance. 
Thus, all those mentioned below were important in the making of this book: 

Noam Chomsky, Department of Modern Languages and Linguistics, MIT
Howard Zinn, Professor Emeritus, Boston University
Jenni Jeremy, Development Librarian, The Bob Hawke Prime Ministerial 

Library University of South Australia
Zhang Yuping, Associate Professor and Vice-Dean of College of Humanities 

and Law North China University of Technology (NCUT), Beijing, China
Guo Tao, Dean of the Division of International Cooperation and Exchanges 

North China University of Technology (NCUT), Beijing, China
Lifeng Jiang, Director of Institute of Japanese Studies, Chinese Academy of 

Social Sciences (CASS), Beijing, China
Sun Ling Ling, Research Associate, Institute of Japanese Studies, Chinese 

Academy of Social Sciences (CASS), Beijing, China
Norio Suzuki, Political Philosophy and International Studies, Aichi Univer-

sity, Nagoya, Japan
Goro Takahashi, Deputy Director, International Center for Chinese Studies 

(ICCS), Aichi University, Nagoya, Japan

 Acknowledgments ix





xi

The 21st century represents a new historical epoch in which historians and 
other types of analysts and experts will evaluate, either immediately or in the 
future, its importance and significance to human history. Already a multitude 
of perspectives and earnest forecasts are being presented by a plethora of 
associations, forums and institutions with concern to the present century’s 
potential—good and bad. In Asia-Pacific, many believe the 21st century po-
tentially represents a new opportunity for the region to create a new beginning 
and identity for itself. This sense of potential optimism is important because 
history has clearly shown that the Asia-Pacific region has been bedeviled by 
various forms and sources of indigenous and foreign oppression (particularly 
by Western and Japanese colonialism and imperialism) which has resulted in 
a terrifying degree of death, destruction, exploitation and war.

In point of fact, for the past four centuries within the Asia-Pacific region, 
millions of people have perished and indigenous cultures have been humili-
ated, subjugated and brutally suppressed. Hence, a strong case can be made 
by historians and scholars that the region’s present-day political volatility is 
really nothing more than the historical manifestation—represented by insta-
bility and turmoil—usually associated with a haunting and lingering dysfunc-
tional and violent past.

Nevertheless, despite these destructive and divisive historical forces, an 
undeniable geopolitical epoch is now evolving upon the global stage—the 
‘Asia-Pacific Century’. What this means, or will mean, to world history 
remains speculative at best. Yet, today, most global analysts and observers 
agree that the world is indeed witnessing a new and significant degree of 
economic development and social evolution throughout Asia-Pacific. As a 
consequence, the region itself is increasingly seen as being one of the most 
important in the world. As expected, its future influence is just now beginning 
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to be acknowledged and understood by regional scholars. Thus, their collec-
tive attention is now being re-directed and re-calibrated from the post-WWII 
U.S.-Atlantic paradigm toward the more dangerous, dynamic, undefined and 
unpredictable arena now represented by the U.S. and Asia-Pacific.

Many point to the fact that China and India, currently representing approxi-
mately one-third of humanity, are just now re-establishing themselves to their 
prior historic standing. Western intervention, along with domestic cultural 
factors and political decision-making within these Asian behemoths, had 
without a doubt interrupted and constricted their natural social development 
and economic growth—which, in turn, diminished their hegemonic status in 
Asia and Asia-Pacific.

However, in 2009, there is a growing consensus among regional and global 
observers concerning the rise of Asia-Pacific. They are absolutely convinced 
that the world community is presently witnessing a fundamental restructuring 
of the global hierarchical system itself. With regards to China, specifically, 
though it could be applied to Asia-Pacific as a whole, it is believed that Na-
poleon Bonaparte had once stated centuries ago, “Let China sleep, for when 
she wakes, she will shake the world.”1

We are now approaching the end of the first decade of the twenty-first 
century, and it is widely acknowledged that China is, indeed, at the transi-
tional stage of re-emerging from an extended hegemonic absence. Since the 
early 19th century, China has tragically experienced cultural humiliation, 
societal devastation and millions of deaths by their own hands and by those 
of foreigners—primarily American, European and Japanese. However, dur-
ing the early years of the 21st century, the tide has now irrefutably taken a 
turn toward a more favorable outcome for the Middle Kingdom. This good 
fortune for the Chinese people has had a traumatic affect upon the Western 
industrialized world.

Thankfully, China and the Asia-Pacific region are not seen as ‘evil’ by 
most U.S. workers, even in my adopted home-state of Michigan. Yet, in 
2009, the Asia-Pacific region is certainly perceived by millions of workers 
in the West as an emerging threat to their economic futures. As a result, the 
much proclaimed globalization of the world’s economic activities and the 
Phoenix-like rise of the Asian juggernaut over the past quarter century, are 
increasingly viewed with a greater degree of fear and skepticism by Ameri-
can politicians, voters and workers, respectively. Instinctively, a majority of 
American workers acknowledge that their future economic status is now at 
the mercy of those unseen and undefined market forces that can literally de-
stroy a productive and vibrant community almost overnight.

As expected, millions in the West have learned the hard way that their eco-
nomic destinies are now tenuous, at best, due to the activities and decisions 
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by powerful U.S.-based multinationals. These corporate entities are steadily 
moving their assembly production and research facilities and literally mil-
lions of good paying jobs to the Asia-Pacific region. Corporate bottom lines, 
as always, are increasingly reflecting an almost religious commitment toward 
reducing in-house administrative expenditures, labor costs in their manu-
facturing sector, and the demands of their stockholders who are continually 
clamoring for larger returns on their investments.

Thus, in short, continued profitability remains, of course, the primary driv-
ing force of these transnational economic giants. To be fair, the global com-
petition within their respective realm of business has truly become Darwinian 
in the ‘Age of Globalization’. Therefore, these multinationals constantly pur-
sue new geographical venues that consist of ever-cheaper labor, less taxes and 
non-existing regulatory laws (especially with concern to labor unions and the 
environment) in which to produce their products and maintain their expected 
market shares and profitability. In truth, this form of predatory economics 
is the natural development and outcome within the cutthroat business world 
that has become increasingly amoral and cold-blooded in its entrepreneurial 
endeavors.

If this nightmarish economic situation is not enough to frighten most work-
ers in the West, now they are discovering that their employment is not the 
only segment of their lives being affected by the emergence of the Pacific 
Century. Specifically, the U.S. consumer has also discovered, to its conster-
nation that Asia-Pacific’s rampant growth has now begun to substantially 
affect the availability and cost of much needed primary resources, such as oil, 
gas, food, metals, lumber and other valued materials.

It is now Asia-Pacific banks, primarily Chinese and Japanese, that are now 
financing America’s reckless and irresponsible fiscal and trade policies, not 
to mention America’s misguided wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, which have 
produced stunning national deficits and has placed the future fiscal health of 
the U.S. economy in a very dangerous and vulnerable position.

Put succinctly, America’s global aspirations (read: empire) during the 
21st century are increasingly dependent upon the economic conditions and 
realities emerging in Asia-Pacific. Specifically, the region’s overall wealth 
accumulation and future development will play an absolutely key role in our 
own future capacity to function and remain a viable global force.

Paradoxically, Asia-Pacific’s enhanced fiscal capabilities are now vital in 
assisting the U.S. in meeting its own burgeoning and frightening financial 
burdens: huge annual budgetary and trade deficits; a breath-taking overall 
national debt that has now topped 10 trillion dollars—and the financial 
hemorrhaging doesn’t appear to be stopping anytime soon. Tragically, these 
monetary crises are indeed self-inflicted. Americans are now witnessing the 
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steady decline of the U.S. dollar internationally, the steady erosion of our 
global influence and power, and the rising costs of commodities which is 
steadily undermining the standard of living for most Americans.

As a result, most regional observers now acknowledge that the destinies 
of both America and Asia-Pacific (particularly East Asia) are now irrevoca-
bly intertwined. If a negotiated understanding was to occur within this vast 
region, relating specifically toward creating a new economic and security 
framework, then quite possibly peace and prosperity could remain as the 
status quo. However, these potential foundational pillars upon which a new 
regional power-paradigm can be constructed in the Asia-Pacific region during 
the 21st century remains, at the present time, purely speculative.

If we accept the potential viability of such a geostrategic premise, which 
will certainly affect the lives of Americans and the people of Asia-Pacific, 
then, perhaps, such a common understanding can be arrived at without 
contrived rhetorical arrogance, hegemonic hubris or nationalistic rancor, 
because all parties understand intuitively what is at risk. Right now, all na-
tions, but particularly the major powers, within Asia-Pacific are presently 
calculating, deliberating and deciding what issues or factors are considered 
to be vital to their own national interests. And, that is the focus of this 
book—to identify how potentially geography, hegemony, and politics could 
be the “roots of war” in the Asia-Pacific region, and to evaluate whether we 
can avoid conflict in the 21st century due to the existence of these factors. I 
believe the collective fates of both the U.S. and Asia-Pacific have converged 
and their future influence and relevance in global affairs is greatly dependent 
upon a mutual commitment toward the eradication of these potential ‘roots 
of war’.

Put simply, the only way the Asia-Pacific region avoids a major catas-
trophe or conflagration, if not outright self-destruction, is too create a new 
future-oriented blueprint that establishes a new and understood economic 
and military coordinating structure for the entire region. Perhaps, it could 
be called the East Asia Security and Trade Organization (EASTO). It would 
provide a constructive venue for all the nations within the region to negotiate 
important economic and military issues, while respecting an understood hier-
archy of power and, most importantly, the sovereignty of each nation would 
be acknowledged and respected by fellow members. However, the key factors 
within this confederation must be the belief that every nation can contribute 
and provide input toward achieving short and long-term economic growth 
and also be able to participate in the decision-making process in achieving 
security throughout the region.

Therefore, it is my belief that the key geopolitical issues confronting the 
Asia-Pacific region, at this juncture in the 21st century, are the following:
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a)  Recognizing a new hegemonic structure in Asia-Pacific based upon the 
realities of geography, hegemony and politics

b)  The recognition that geopolitical relations amongst the primary powers in 
the Asia-Pacific region are currently being re-evaluated and transformed 
due to the re-emergence of China and the Asia-Pacific region as a whole

c)  Will the Asia-Pacific region become the ‘Pacific Century’ in the 21st 
century, or will the Asia-Pacific region suffer the same fate as pre-WWI 
Europe?

It is these crucial realities, topics and questions that must be dealt with 
directly in a comprehensive and detailed manner amongst the nations of Asia-
Pacific. The eventual agreed upon framework and language will no doubt 
demand a concentrated and substantial degree of energy and time. Simply 
put, Asia-Pacific is experiencing an historic epoch due to the irrepressible 
and transformative revolutions occurring with the areas of global commu-
nications, information and transportation systems, as well as the continued 
application and integration of technology in our daily lives. This wave of 
techno-modernity continues unabated throughout all corners of the world.

Therefore, the real challenges confronting present-day Asia-Pacific, which 
is constantly in a state of flux and unpredictability, is how does it develop a 
new regional super-structure peacefully? Can modernity with its increased 
capacity to enhance an individual’s, and a nation’s, ability to learn, travel, and 
develop, decrease the ever-present tensions and potential for destructiveness 
that is clearly associated with the region’s recent past? Are the region’s ma-
jor powers willing to cooperate and work with the middle and minor powers 
toward developing a new regional language, methodology and an organiza-
tion that will enhance and promote the collective and national securities of 
all Asia-Pacific nations? Finally, can the major powers also ensure the fair 
distribution of critical and vital resources that are essential for the continued 
growth of the economies within the region?

It should be noted that currently there are significant voices within the U.S. 
foreign policy establishment who strongly believe that in the relatively near 
future, due to the overall empowerment of Asia-Pacific, particularly China, 
that conflict will almost certainly occur somewhere within the region. The 
primary “root” cause for their concern is the belief that America and China 
are both driven and immersed in a non-stop pursuit to achieve “hegemonic” 
influence and power within Asia-Pacific. At the end of the first decade of the 
21st century, these hawkish analysts see serious tensions developing between 
these two major powers, and the potential for regional conflict—similar to 
what happened between the U.S. and Japan during the first half of the 20th 
century.
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Though, a Pearl Harbor-type event is not anticipated between the U.S. 
and China in the immediate future, nevertheless, there is always the possibil-
ity that regional tensions could erupt into a catastrophic war between these 
two Pacific powers due to issues relating to their hegemonic status within 
Asia-Pacific. Presently, it is primarily conservatives within the Washington 
establishment and like-minded think-tanks in the nation’s capitol, who are the 
most vociferous believers of such a scenario developing in the region during 
the early decades of the 21st century. Yet, at the present time, there is no 
real substantive evidence, or overt indicators, to support such a gloomy and 
apocalyptic geopolitical analysis.

Nevertheless, there are others who strenuously believe that conflict will 
occur within Asia-Pacific, but not due to primarily a hegemonic struggle 
between these Asia-Pacific titans (America and China, or even China and 
Japan), but instead it will be due to the diminishing availability of the world’s 
natural resources. In essence, ‘resource wars’ will become increasingly the 
“root” cause for conflict and instability within the region because all Asian 
nations will be pursuing the same shrinking pool of available resources in or-
der to maintain the sustainability of their respective economies. And, already, 
there is emerging evidence that tensions are present amongst the nations of 
Asia-Pacific due to growing concerns related to the availability of commodi-
ties such as oil, gas, food and fresh water.

Finally, can ‘history’ prevent these potential apocalyptic scenarios from 
occurring? Due to the exponential growth and power of various commu-
nications and information systems throughout the world, especially for the 
wealthier nations in Asia-Pacific, widespread historical ignorance can not 
be used as a blanket excuse for any future conflict. I have learned quite well 
from my almost ten years in the region that every indigenous culture uses and 
exploits history to justify its existence and value as a people and society.

However, during my years of living in various Asian nations, studying 
Asian history, and traveling throughout the Asia continent, I have encoun-
tered examples of history being used to justify heinous and terrible crimes 
against humanity in several of these nations. Thus, the question must be 
asked: In the 21st century, can the revolutionary advancements in commu-
nications, information and technology neutralize the potentiality of history 
being used, again, as a “root” cause for death, destruction and war within the 
Asia-Pacific region?

In conclusion, my book will examine these potential “roots of war” that 
could quite possibly create, or represent, the future basis for conflict in the 
Asia-Pacific region during the 21st century. I am of the belief that these 
“roots of war”, which lie deep within the psyche and soils of Asia-Pacific, can 
be mostly eradicated in order for this region to develop and reach its fullest 
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potential. Yet, I am not naïve to the fact that the human factor remains the 
greatest unknown (and danger) for this region. The emergence of the ‘Pacific 
Century’ is neither an illusion nor a false creation by anxious geo-strategists 
or hopeful historians who have dedicated their professional careers to analyz-
ing and writing about Asian history. Quite the contrary, it is indeed, from an 
historical standpoint, a real and substantive human and regional development 
of great consequence.

Yet, in the end, it will be these same geo-strategists and historians who will 
evaluate this period of global history (the first decades of the 21st century). 
They will determine whether this specific period of time had represented 
unprecedented economic growth, relative peace and widespread prosperity 
throughout Asia-Pacific, and that the world had also witnessed the dramatic 
re-emergence of this ancient, diversified and dynamic region. And, that lit-
erally hundreds of millions of human beings escaped abject poverty and/or 
became part of the global middle-class. In short, this era represented an his-
toric epoch.

Or, will they determine it was the beginning of a period reflecting emerg-
ing economic, military, political and social strife, within Asia-Pacific, due 
to numerous disparities and injustices. As a consequence, another tragic 
and destructive war(s) ensued, like so many in the 19th and 20th centuries, 
because the people and the nations of Asia-Pacific were unable to overcome 
their lust for power, incapable of rectifying and resolving the sins of history 
and, finally, unable to formulate a proper distribution system of the world’s 
valued resources. Thus, sadly, these human frailties and shortcomings led to 
the eventual demise of an era that represented the greatest economic develop-
ment in world history.

Which historical scenario will prevail—peace and prosperity or war and 
destruction? No one knows. This book will make a modest attempt in identi-
fying a number of the challenges, dangers (“roots of war”) and prospects that 
lie ahead for the Asia-Pacific region in the 21st century.

NOTE

1. James Kynge, China Shakes the World: A Titan’s Rise and Troubled Future—
and the Challenge for America (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 2006), p. xiv. 
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My book has been divided into (3) sections:

Part I: Hegemonic Power in Asia-Pacific
Part II: Significant Powers in Asia-Pacific
Part III: The Asia-Pacific Century

The first part will deal with the new geographical, historical and hegemonic 
power dynamics emerging throughout the East Asian Hemisphere. Never be-
fore in history, within this expansive region, has so many nations (America, 
Australia, China, Japan and South Korea) been powerful—economically and 
militarily—simultaneously. This irrefutable fact alone makes the Asia-Pacific 
region very complicated and dangerous. As expected, the future role of the 
U.S. within this vital region is presently being intensely debated within the 
corridors of the American government. Nevertheless, a geopolitical stratagem 
for Asia-Pacific remains elusive and undefined.

There is one indisputable point of fact, and it is often overlooked or unac-
knowledged by analysts or experts, it is that the U.S. has a different economic 
and military relationship with each one of these Asia-Pacific powers. This 
hard reality further complicates a process—already difficult—in creating an 
overall solution, or strategy, for the continued maintenance of peace and sta-
bility in this increasingly integrated but tense neighborhood.

Therefore, during the next few years it will indeed take an enormous effort 
and commitment by the American government, and its various foreign policy 
entities to create and implement an adaptable, comprehensive and flexible 
‘power-paradigm’ strategy for this volatile region. Without question, trying 
to identify common interests and formulate policies that recognize and re-
flect the respective vital interests of each country (including the smaller and 
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weaker nations as well) will be unquestionably difficult, if not impossible on 
some contentious and historic issues between these proud nations.

As expected, geography, hegemonic power and politics will be the major 
determinants within the enigmatic and evolving environment of Asia-Pacific. 
If a consensus can be negotiated by the significant powers, and acceptable to 
the smaller powers, on these (3) fundamental factors, perhaps, just maybe, the 
21st century will be an era that represents hope and prosperity within a region 
that has often experienced war and destruction since the early 19th century.

The second part will examine the recent economic, military and political 
developments which are transforming the regional foreign policies of the 
major powers within the Asia-Pacific realm: America, Australia, China, Ja-
pan and South Korea. I decided not to include India in this work because it is 
simply not seen as a part of the Asia-Pacific region. Though, I do recognize 
the fact that India may indeed someday have a profound affect upon Asia-
Pacific, but, for now, it is not viewed nor accepted as being a major force 
within Asia-Pacific.

And, I have also decided not to specifically focus upon the Association of 
Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) as a significant force because the major 
Asia-Pacific powers—identified in this section of the book—view this 10-
member association as primarily an economic entity that provides valuable 
and voluminous amounts of natural resources to the major economic power-
houses within Asia-Pacific. Though, once again, I do recognize that several 
members, such as Singapore and the Philippines, participate in regional secu-
rity operations and planning. Nevertheless, ASEAN remains extremely vul-
nerable to the unpredictable ebb and flow of the hegemonic power dynamics 
existing within the region. Put simply, ASEAN is fundamentally viewed by 
the major Asia-Pacific powers as being essentially a trading organization.

Finally, the third part will examine selected topics that are of great interest 
to me and hopefully to the reader as well. First, the emerging competition for 
the natural resources needed by the major powers in Asia-Pacific. Secondly, 
the emerging environmental crisis that continues to envelope the region. 
Finally, the emergence of a new language that is indicative of the shift in in-
fluence and power within the Asia-Pacific region. It is my intention to bring 
the Asia-Pacific situation full circle by connecting geography, history and the 
pursuit of hegemonic power to the primary issues addressed in this section 
of the book: the absolute need for natural resources by the major economies, 
the terrifying specter of an environment crisis in the region and the recent 
evolution of a new strategic language that defines and describes what we are 
witnessing as the 21st century unfolds.

As expected, during the writing of this book, the geopolitical jockeying by 
the major, middle and minor powers continued non-stop in Asia-Pacific. The 
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region’s primary security alliances, trade associations and regional organiza-
tions also continued at a frenzied pace. Consequently, this energized daily 
process often consists of intense negotiations and strategic decision-making. 
Thus, the economic and security issues throughout Asia-Pacific are continu-
ally being reshaped and shifted toward the recognition of the ever-changing 
circumstances and environment existing within the Asia-Pacific region.

Yet, it is no surprise that despite all the public acknowledgements and 
proclamations that further interdependence and integration will continue 
to occur in Asia-Pacific. Yet, it is with caution and trepidation, the major, 
middle and minor powers within the region continue to position themselves 
into the best possible—economic and military—positions in case things go 
terribly wrong.

In the end, I hope my book will have addressed a number of the important 
challenges, dangers and prospects that will become evident and which will 
transform the Asia-Pacific region in the 21st century. I believe the region will 
indeed become the focal point of global affairs for the next several decades. 
However, if history is any judge, the short-term prospects for Asia-Pacific, 
nevertheless, can not be regarded in an overly optimistic manner. The ele-
ments of power, history and resources have created an unpredictable alchemy 
throughout the region—if not the world.

Also, the region, and the world, is currently experiencing an historic finan-
cial calamity which will have a profound affect upon Asia-Pacific’s future, 
particularly the region’s economic and security structures. If you also take 
into consideration the revolutionary changes involving the proliferation of 
global communications, information and technology systems, then it is easy 
to understand why experts, observers and scholars are extremely wary of 
making any predictions concerning the future direction or trends with regard 
to the Asia-Pacific region.

The global financial collapse, beginning in late-2008, will also undeniably 
affect the hegemonic, historic and political environment within Asia-Pacific 
as well. Thus, to competently convey the ultimate outcome from the conver-
gence of all these factors to readers, will represent a monumental challenge 
for this author, and other writers and scholars, who have dedicated their 
working lives toward defining and understanding this dynamic and diversi-
fied region. Yet, Asia-Pacific geographical immensity and stature remain 
daunting and, at times intimidating, even for the best of us who have lived 
for years in this part of the world.

However, in closing, I would like to present one more caveat concerning the 
future of Asia-Pacific. If the world is further enveloped by the current economic 
dilemma, and it evolves into the worst economic situation since the 1930s, it 
is my opinion that human history will find itself riding the proverbial tiger of 
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destiny. Unfortunately, though it sounds exciting and potentially transforma-
tive, in reality, there is a great deal of danger confronting the global commu-
nity, particularly for the Asia-Pacific region. Thus, no matter what destiny has 
in store for us, I am dead certain that the journey that the Asia-Pacific region 
is about to embark upon during the 21st century will be one hellacious ride 
and the world, involuntarily, will also find itself a passenger on this trip as 
well—whether it wants to be or not.

(Note to the Reader: I will use interchangeably the terms Asia-Pacific 
and East Asia within this book. The primary reason for this ‘geographi-
cal’ literary occurrence is that I will at times note, or refer to, important 
historical events, prominent individuals or geopolitical situations that cur-
rently exist within the Asia-Pacific region, and are often identified as be-
ing East Asian—geographically. Nevertheless, the reader will understand 
quite clearly throughout the book that the collective destinies of the people 
and nations throughout the Asia-Pacific region are truly intertwined. It is 
an irrefutable fact that a global epoch of historic proportions is upon us, 
and that the world’s economic and military axis is steadily shifting toward 
Asia-Pacific. This work is a reflection of that reality. It is my hope and 
intention to provide a modest, but informed, glimpse into this emerging 
reality at the beginning of the 21st century.)
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Every generation of geopolitical analysts has it own jargon and terms for 
describing the current state of affairs for any particular area or region of the 
world. In fact, their literary flourishes are also often used to describe the 
world itself at any given point in time. For instance, today, the vast major-
ity of geopolitical analysts and experts use such terms as “globalization”, 
“transnational”, “global hegemony”, “full spectrum dominance”, and other 
colorful and descriptive terminology to explain the recent developments that 
have occurred throughout the global community. I know this to be true, be-
cause I have used these terms myself within my own teachings and writings, 
and I have seen them used thousands of times within the works of others. 
Yet, when you look a bit closer to what they are really saying in their articles 
and books, and the topics that they are really attempting to address, then it 
becomes quite obvious, at least to this writer, that these myriad of talented 
authors are really confronting the hard-core fundamentals of geopolitical 
analytical work: Geography, Hegemony and Politics.

Thus, it is the primary goal of this chapter to analyze the emergence of 
Asia-Pacific which is one of the fastest evolving and growing regions in the 
world at the beginning of the 21st century. My analysis will be based upon 
the old fashion and fundamental factors mentioned above: Geography, Hege-
mony and Politics. It is my belief that colorful jargon and vacuous terminol-
ogy often obfuscates or simply misdirects the readers’ attention from the real 
issues that matter. Clever explanations are often implemented within a work 
in order to avoid the uncomfortable truths that exist and must, at some point 
in time, be addressed directly. And, the author, when pressed for further ex-
planation, due to a readers’ inability to comprehend what the writer is actually 
trying to convey, can always say that the quote or segment in question from 
his/her book was, of course, taken out of context or simply misunderstood. It 

Chapter One
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is my hope and intention to address these fundamental factors related to Asia-
Pacific in a straight forward fashion and with as much clarity as possible.

GEOGRAPHY, HEGEMONY AND POLITICS

One of my great regrets as a college student is that I did not take more geog-
raphy courses. I took one geography course as an undergraduate at William 
Jewell College. I thoroughly enjoyed it and I did quite well academically. 
If my memory serves me correctly, students could not minor or major in 
geography at William Jewell College during my time there. I have often 
thought about this due to my continued and intense study, teaching and travel 
throughout the Asia-Pacific region during my academic career. In short, Asia-
Pacific’s geography clearly shows this diverse and dynamic region possesses 
a multitude of challenges and complexities.

Of which, the understanding of the regional geography is absolutely crucial 
to any expert or scholar who attempts to explain this vast area and the critical 
roles that hegemony and politics play within it. Harm de Blij, Distinguished 
Professor of Geography at Michigan State, writes in his excellent work, Why 
Geography Matters,

“Ten years ago it seemed that the world could not possibly change any 
faster than it had over the previous decade. The Soviet Union had disinte-
grated into 15 newly independent countries, China’s Pacific Rim was trans-
forming the economic geography of East Asia, South Africa was embarked 
on a new course under the guidance of Nelson Mandela…Yet, the pace of 
change during the decade straddling the turn of the century has not slowed 
down.”1

Simply put, I believe comprehending the geography of Asia-Pacific will 
irrefutably sharpen one’s ability to understand the historical contours and 
evolution of its economic, military and political decisions made by the in-
digenous nations existing within it. Within this chapter, I will briefly analyze 
the “geographical” situation of the following Asia-Pacific powers: America, 
Australia, China, Japan and South Korea. Each of these nations, due to its 
own geographical circumstances, looks upon the Asia-Pacific region through 
a different prism in terms of history and power. In short, their geographical 
realities can, to a large degree, explain their domestic and foreign policies. 
Thus, their specific actions, as nations, are often reflective of their ‘real time’ 
geographical positioning within Asia-Pacific.

America is seen as an Asian-Pacific power, but it is not considered an 
Asian power. The two territorial entities that are closest to Asia, representing 
direct U.S. interests, are Guam and Hawaii. In recent years, there has been 
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an emerging dialogue concerning the development of a Asian Union, or an 
Asian IMF Bank, or, perhaps, even an Asian Free Trade Area (AFTA) that 
would exclude the United States and Europe. If AFTA ever developed into an 
actual entity, it would certainly rival the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment (NAFTA) and the European Union (EU) in terms of economic prowess. 
And, without a doubt, would certainly eliminate the need for the continued 
existence of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) and the 
Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC).

Though, as of 2009, these developments have not occurred, nevertheless, 
these types of discussions and ideas are not simply idle chatter amongst vari-
ous finance ministers or malcontent nations within the region. Yet, the U.S. 
should be concerned about the growing chorus of voices, within the Asia-
Pacific region, who are increasingly willing to explore the idea of developing 
such institutions in the 21st century.

The key event that triggered this new dialogue within Asia-Pacific was 
the 1997–1998 financial meltdown in East Asia, which seriously affected all 
nations but was particularly painful to Indonesia, Thailand and South Korea. 
Also, the rough handling and insensitivity shown these nations by the Wash-
ington-based IMF had left an indelible mark and an extremely sour taste in 
the mouths of Asian governments throughout the region.

As a result, voices that were once ignored about Asia creating its own 
financial institutions—separate from the U.S.  were no longer ignored or ridi-
culed. In fact, the Asian Summit held in Kuala Lumpur in December 2006 
was interpreted by some regional observers as potentially representing the 
beginning of a new era for Asia-Pacific and its relations with the West, but 
especially with America. Geography matters.

Kishore Mahbubani, Dean and Professor in the Lee Kuan Yew School of 
Public Policy at the National University of Singapore, writes about the im-
portance of the East Asian Summit in 2006,

“Many in the West treat these diplomatic gatherings as a big yawn. This 
is true of many summits. But sometimes, history is made at these meetings. 
With the center of the world’s economic gravity shifting to East Asia, which 
is providing the rising new powers, it would have been quite natural to see 
increased political competition and tensions in the region. This is what Amer-
ican scholars expected. Instead, there has been growing cooperation.”2

What is America’s future role in the Asia-Pacific region? The vast majority 
of analysts and experts on this geopolitical subject believe that the U.S. will not 
leave, nor will it reduce its presence within this vital area. For now, the Ameri-
can plan for Asia-Pacific will remain the same. In fact, the region is an essential 
part of an even greater U.S. global strategy, according to Walter Russell Mead, 
the Henry A. Kissinger Fellow at The Council on Foreign Relations, who has 
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described the American agenda as the following, to “protect our own domestic 
security while building a peaceful world order of democratic states linked by 
common values and sharing a common prosperity.”3

In September 2006, U.S. Congressman James Leach (R-IA) gave a more 
definitive interpretation on how the U.S. should view its role in the Asia-
Pacific region during the 21st century. In a statement made before the U.S. 
House of Representatives at a subcommittee hearing on Asia and the Pacific, 
grandly titled, America and Asia in a Changing World, Congressman Leach 
spoke directly to the issue concerning how important Asia will be for Amer-
ica in the near future. Leach, then Chair of the House Subcommittee on Asia 
and the Pacific, did not mince words, “It is Asia where the United States will 
face its largest geopolitical challenges in the years ahead.”4 He also stated that 
“maintaining a robust overseas military presence has historically been a key 
element of the United States national security policy in the Asia-Pacific.”5 
Congressman Leach finished his statement before the Asia and the Pacific 
subcommittee by focusing upon the fact that regional harmony “has been 
maintained by successive U.S. administrations, all of which have emphasized 
the linkage between our network of alliances and friendships to a regional 
environment in Asia conducive to confidence in economic growth.”6

Congressman Leach was not exaggerating about the massive U.S. pres-
ence in the Asia-Pacific region. The United States Pacific Command (US-
PACOM) which has its headquarters situated in Hawaii, and its overall ter-
ritorial responsibility is almost beyond comprehension. This specific military 
command extends from “Alaska to Madagascar and from India to the South 
Pacific.”7 There are 43 different nations and territorial entities within this 
command region. It encompasses about 50% of the earth’s surface and 60% 
of the world’s population. The USPACOM was originally designed in 1947, 
and it remains the oldest and longest unified command structure within the 
U.S. military.8

China has established a powerful presence within Asia-Pacific, but its 
regional neighbors, especially the other major powers within the region, 
remain skeptical and unconvinced that their real and ultimate intentions are 
only meant to be peaceful and harmonious. The primary reason for the grow-
ing unease throughout the region is China’s continued rise, economically and 
militarily. Despite repeated denials from Beijing that they do not possess a se-
cret geopolitical strategy to replace the U.S. and Japan from their post-WWII 
leadership positions in Asia-Pacific, mistrust continues to exist throughout 
the region. Recent history continues to loom large over this region and it has 
produced wary sentiments that accurately reflect Asian cynicism, especially 
toward those countries, like China, with the power to influence and shape 
events in the region.
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As a consequence, I believe it is quite proper for analysts and observers of 
Asia-Pacific affairs to ask the following questions: ‘What are China’s future 
intentions for the Asia-Pacific region, and what role does it see itself playing 
for the next twenty-five years?’ ‘Will increased global competition, espe-
cially amongst the major economic powers, for the world’s resources force 
China to become more assertive in its foreign policy?’

In May 2008, to get some fresh perspectives on these questions mentioned 
above, I visited the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences (CASS) in Beijing, 
China, which was founded in 1977. CASS is considered to be the top-rated 
think-tank in China and, perhaps, within Asia. It is heavily relied upon for 
advice and counseling by the Chinese leadership.

Dr. Wu Huaizhong, a senior research scholar in the Institute of Japanese 
Studies at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences, believes that both 
“America and China should talk about important Pacific issues and that the 
U.S. should allow China to play a role on major international and regional 
issues.”9 Dr. Wu also noted that U.S. fears concerning China’s military devel-
opment are ill-founded because, “In truth, there are limits to China’s military 
development due to huge domestic needs within China.”10

Zhang Yong, a research scholar within the Institute of Japanese Studies at 
the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences, stated that China’s relations with 
Japan are also crucial to future stability in Asia-Pacific. Mr. Zhang observed 
that “China is one of the biggest political countries in the world, and it is 
rising. Japan is already an established economic power. As a result, both na-
tions are now beginning to see each other as equals in Asia.”11 Zhang finally 
mentioned that the “security dilemma in East Asia will greatly depend upon 
America’s attitude during the 21st century, because the U.S. does not want a 
competitor in East Asia.”12

Dr. Wu, unexpectedly, quickly responded to Mr. Zhang’s belief concerning 
future U.S. behavior (I interviewed both scholars together) that “‘Triangu-
lar Diplomacy’ between America, China and Japan may be the key for the 
region’s future, and it should be remembered that China has never threatened 
U.S. hegemony within the region. China desires to be a partner and not a 
competitor.”13

Australia finds itself uncomfortably situated between these two Asia-Pacific 
giants (America and China) at the beginning of the 21st century. It has also 
discovered that its ability to maneuver is increasingly problematic as events and 
time exposed their geopolitical juxtaposition. Thus, the fundamental questions 
confronting the Australian foreign policy establishment is two-fold: ‘How do 
we maintain our post-WWII security alliance with the most powerful nation in 
the world?’ And, ‘how do we maintain quality relations with the nation that is 
increasingly our most important trading partner in Asia-Pacific?’
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In the November 2007 elections, Kevin Rudd, the Australian Labor Party 
leader, decisively defeated the incumbent Prime Minister John Howard. 
Journalist Laurie Oakes wrote in the Australian newsmagazine, The Bulletin, 
that “He (Rudd) believes he can achieve his aims through consensus and 
cooperation”14 . . . Yet, Oakes also notes that “he is no saint. He is ruthless 
and calculating. As Machiavellian as any successful politician...you don’t get 
to the top of the greasy pole in politics by being nice all the time.”15 These 
characteristics will serve Prime Minister Rudd well in the upcoming years as 
Asia-Pacific continues to evolve and transform itself economically and politi-
cally, and Australia’s role in this dynamic region will hopefully reflect these 
changing circumstances as the 21st century unfolds.

Within Australian foreign policy circles the debate concerning Australia’s 
future strategy has intensified. Allan Gyngell and Michael Wesley, both 
foreign policy experts associated with the Lowy Institute which is located in 
Sydney, wrote in an article published in The Australian Financial Review, 
that “China is central to his (Rudd) foreign policy experience. He studied Chi-
nese history and language, was posted to the Australian embassy in Beijing 
and has worked in China as a business consultant . . . He (Rudd) considers 
China’s rise as the first of three or four big challenges facing Australia.”16 
They also extol the fact that “the Prime Minister can communicate an im-
age of modern Australia directly to the Chinese public. He can converse at 
the highest level without the artificial barrier of interpreters . . . as the first 
Western leader to speak an Asian language fluently, Rudd in Beijing will be 
a world media event—a potent symbol that Australia stands at the forefront 
of the West’s response to a rising Asia.”17

Yet, it is Rudd’s own Chinese language and business fluency and expertise 
that have unnerved many within the Australian business and political estab-
lishments. In terms of national policy, his critics want to know the endgame 
concerning Australia’s relationship with China. Some have questioned whether 
Rudd possesses the capacity to walk away from the negotiating table if China’s 
trade and geopolitical proposals were unacceptable to the Rudd government. 
John Mc Donnell, an Australian trade adviser who negotiated with the Chinese 
government, between 1986 and 1989, during the first years of the John Howard 
prime minister-ship, wrote an op-ed piece that reflected these concerns,

“Rudd has started moving Australia closer to China. He has represented 
himself as an expert on Chinese affairs and intimated that he wants to move 
China into a central role in the multilateral strategic and economic environ-
ment. China may well agree to be proactive in international affairs, but 
underlying any policy position it takes will be the core objective of extend-
ing the international commercial reach of the main (China) state-owned and 
supported conglomerates.”18
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Right now, Australia and China are immersed in intense and serious nego-
tiations with concern to completing a Free Trade Agreement (FTA) between 
the two nations. McDonnell will continue to feel uncomfortable about this 
process until Prime Minister Rudd exhibits “clean hands” during these eco-
nomic meetings.19 He believes Rudd will experience greater success, and will 
receive stronger support within the Australian business community, during 
these negotiations if he does the following,

“First, he needs to consolidate the position that the free trade agreement is 
not the be-all and end-all of Australia’s trade policy. Second, the (Rudd) gov-
ernment should make it clear that if Australia’s does not get what it believes 
is a reasonable outcome from the FTA negotiations, then it will rely on the 
multilateral system to implement its policy objectives. As Henry Kissinger 
pointed out, with the Chinese you have to be prepared to walk away.”20

Then there are others who are also concerned about the realistic prospects 
of Prime Minister Rudd achieving his visionary hopes in trying to create a 
new regional framework for Asia-Pacific. Paul Kelly, a longtime observer 
of Australian foreign policy and highly respected columnist for the newspa-
per, The Australian, which is Australia’s only nationwide newspaper, spoke 
with “Australia’s pre-eminent diplomat”21, Richard Woolcott, about Rudd’s 
ambitious plans for future Australian relations with Asia. Woolcott, ever the 
diplomat, described Prime Minister Rudd’s new vision for Asia-Pacific as 
“important and forward looking.”22 However, Ambassador Woolcott also 
believes that the U.S. response to Rudd’s new ideas will have to wait until 
the intense and unpredictable 2008 U.S. presidential has ended with a new 
American president elected.

Thus far, however, the response from the Asian community has been 
mixed at best. Plus, many in the region believe that the plethora of regional 
forums and meetings will have to be restructured and reduced in number. 
Woolcott properly points out the obvious to Paul Kelly during their (blog) 
interview, “The (U.S.) President has got to work out which meetings he 
goes to and which ones he doesn’t. Also, (the leaders of) China, Japan, and I 
suppose, India and Indonesia, already have a lot of commitments. This issue 
needs to be worked out.”23

Despite the significant challenges confronting Prime Minister Rudd’s am-
bitious plans for creating a new Asia-Pacific security paradigm, his efforts 
are seen by many observers as, perhaps, prescient and timely. Yet, Professor 
Hugh White, a highly influential foreign policy analyst at Australian National 
University and at the Lowy Institute, represents the view that real danger ex-
ists within the region,

“The Taiwan and North Korean situations have clearly posed a threat 
of major conflict in Asia. But many have tended to see these flashpoints as 
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residuals risks from an earlier age—throwbacks to the Cold War. The ques-
tion I want to raise is whether they are not better seen as premonitions of a 
darker future in which Asia becomes more systemically dangerous, and if so 
what can we do about it.24

Professor White also perceives the current situation in Asia-Pacific as be-
ing deeply fragmented and fundamentally unstable,

“On the one hand, we saw the reality of a region characterized by coopera-
tion, integration and growth, in which shared interests predominate, and in 
which there is real hope of close regional cooperation to address a range of 
newer security threats such . . . energy security, environmental challenges 
and the proliferation of WMD to ‘rogue states’. In this reality, major war is 
indeed unthinkable. On the other hand . . . the reality of active and intensify-
ing military and strategic competition fuelled by suspicion, distrust and even 
hostility, in which major war is clearly not unthinkable, for the simple reason 
that some of the major powers in Asia are clearly building their forces with 
exactly that possibility in mind.”25

Japan is a nation experiencing a difficult and intense transition internally, 
and in its external interactions with the outside world as well. Christian Caryl 
and Akiko Kashiwagi, both writers for Newsweek magazine, have captured 
quite well the ambiguity and the almost absolute refusal by Japan to accept 
any foreign investment or financial involvement that may affect the sover-
eignty of their economy and Japan’s stature in the world.

Caryl and Kashiwagi point to a recent incident that involved well-known 
hedge fund manager Christopher Hohn, an activist investor who presides over 
a London-based Children’s Investment Fund, made a bid to double his orga-
nization’s holdings in J-Power, Japan’s most important electricity wholesaler. 
Hohn’s bid was flatly turned down due to the Japanese government’s concern 
with the “maintenance of public order.”26 Hohn, as expected, has made an ap-
peal to the EU Trade Commissioner. He has requested that an investigation 
into Japan’s current business practices be made—to find out if they are based 
upon accepted and recognized international law.27

The Newsweek writers, Caryl and Kashiwagi, believe that this recent inci-
dent merely reflects the historic attitude and perception that the Japanese have 
held toward foreigners—especially those who have attempted to penetrate 
their society. They write,

“The resistance toward not only Hohn, but many other foreign investors, 
encapsulates growing Japanese anxiety about their economy and place in an 
increasingly competitive world. Japan, of course, has always had an ambigu-
ous relationship to the outside world. Throughout its history the country has 
oscillated between pathological suspicion of foreigners and eager imitation of 
alien ways. Recently, some of the buried legacy of isolationism—manifested 
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in a stubborn resistance to foreign investment and a reluctance to capitalize on 
the opportunities of globalization—has been coming back to the surface.”28

Though, its economic conservatism appears to be the current stratagem of 
the Japanese government with concern to globalization. Conversely, however, 
the nation’s foreign policy within the Asia-Pacific region has shown signs of 
being much more aggressive and farsighted. An editorial in the Japanese 
newspaper, The Asahi Shimbun, congratulated the Japanese government for 
its activities involving the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) 
which might eventually lead to the creation of an East Asian Economic Com-
munity. The editorial stated,

“Japan and the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) took an 
important step Monday toward making the proposed East Asian Economic 
Community a reality. Long regarded as a pipe dream, there is now real hope 
that such a body will come into being. The economic partnership agreement 
(EPA) struck by Japan and the 10-member nations of ASEAN has huge im-
plications for the future of this grand vision.”29

Though, bold and visionary, this economic ‘grand vision’ reflects another 
geopolitical reality that is fast emerging upon Japan’s regional radar—the 
stunning rise of China. I believe it is not a coincidence that Japan has 
strengthen its economic ties with ASEAN and has now embarked upon 
creating new relations with China and South Korea. Since WWII, Japanese 
relations with their immediate neighbors have often been quite frosty, if not 
downright hostile, due to the violent acts committed by the military of Impe-
rial Japan during the first half of the 20th century.

However, short of a war or an economic meltdown globally (unfortunately, 
in 2009, this is occurring), China will soon surpass Japan in total GDP—though 
not in per capita terms—at the beginning of the 21st century. And, South Korea 
is now ranked the 13th largest economy in the world. Altogether, these regional 
economic developments have hit home within Japan who, since the 1980s, had 
become accustomed to being the second most powerful economy in the world 
and the number one economy throughout Asia. This traumatic turn of events has 
forced the Japanese to re-examine its relations with the key powers in northeast 
Asia—China and South Korea. In short, Japan has realized that the power dy-
namics of the region has been transformed irrefutably.

Professor Seiichiro Takagi, who teaches at the School of International 
Politics, Economics and Business at Aoyama Gakuin University in Tokyo, 
wrote in an article that he believes that a “strategic relationship of mutual 
benefit” has developed between China and Japan.30 Professor Takagi, within 
the article, identifies the two types of “common strategic interests” between 
these powerful Asian nations: reciprocal and identical.31 Takagi goes on to 
define these two concepts quite clearly,
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“The former includes the two countries includes the two countries extend-
ing their support to each other’s peaceful development, enhancing mutual 
trust and cultivating mutual understanding and friendship between their 
two peoples. The latter—although some may be identical only in principle 
and differ in details—includes common development, peace and stability in 
Northeast Asia, peaceful settlement of the nuclear issues on the Korean pen-
insula (especially its denuclearization), reform of the Security Council and 
the United Nations as a whole, support for ASEAN’s larger role and promo-
tion of regional cooperation in East Asia.”32

Professor Takagi realizes that this is a rather large and challenging agenda 
between these two Asian powers, but, nevertheless, he states emphatically 
that “Japan and China must exercise wisdom and endeavor to manage dif-
ferences, while attempting to realize and expand their common strategic 
interests.”33

Tomohide Murai, Professor of International Relations and Director of the 
Library at the National Defense Academy in Japan, believes that the Japa-
nese are simply facing up to a reality that has no alternative scenario for the 
near future. Professor Murai writes, “While Japan’s international influence 
is diminishing, that of China is rapidly expanding on the back of its growing 
economic might. It is only a matter of time before our country is overtaken 
by our neighbor in economic size.”34 He provides an old Chinese proverb to 
describe China and Japan’s current dilemma in Northeast Asia, “Two tigers 
cannot share the same mountain.”35

Hiroyasu Akutsu, a senior Fellow of the Okazaki Institute in Tokyo, per-
ceives a new spirit of cooperation between Japan and South Korea since the 
swearing-in of Lee Myung-bak as South Korea’s new president on 25 Feb-
ruary 2008. Professor Akutsu writes that “Japanese Prime Minister Yasuo 
Fukuda and Mr. Lee have already agreed to resume shuttle diplomacy, revive 
trilateral talks among Tokyo, Seoul and Washington, and promote negotia-
tions on a free trade agreement (FTA). (Note: Though, Yasuo Fukuda was 
replaced by Taro Aso, in late-2008, there still appears to be a determination 
to improve and strengthen Japan-Korea relations). A major challenge ahead 
is how to steer this new momentum into efforts to build an effective security 
cooperation mechanism.”36

South Korea, at the beginning of the 21st century, often finds itself uncom-
fortably caught in the middle of intense and serious geopolitical maneuverings 
between the major powers of Asia-Pacific. I always tell my students the two 
countries with the worst geography—geopolitically speaking—are Poland 
and South Korea. These nations find themselves situated in very dangerous 
neighborhoods—Poland flanked by Germany and Russia, and South Korea is 
wedged between China, Japan and Russia. And, the U.S. has approximately 
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30,000 troops in South Korea. As expected, South Korea’s foreign policy is 
often a reflection of European-style ‘realpolitik’ and post-WWII Cold War 
‘realism’, simultaneously. Again, geography matters.

South Korea is currently the 13th largest economy in the world, and its 
military is considered one of the strongest in Asia-Pacific. Yet, it finds itself 
continually vulnerable to the constant ebb and flow of regional events—
economically and militarily—despite determined efforts to exhibit and 
possess greater autonomy for itself. The simple truth is that their powerful 
neighbors (China and Japan), and the presence of 30,000 U.S. troops on its 
soil, makes daily life for the South Korean government an exercise in caution 
and frustration.

Nevertheless, the South Korean government continues to establish its 
own identity amongst these powerful entities. This is an important fact to 
remember because many observers view northeastern Asia as increasingly 
smaller and more difficult to maneuver within economically, militarily and 
politically. Thus, in 2009, on a daily basis, the South Korean government’s 
domestic political activities and decisions concerning itself and its standing in 
the immediate region are becoming more problematic. Point of fact, reaching 
a policy consensus on almost every issue within the South Korean govern-
ment is increasingly difficult.

Hahm Chaibong, a professor of political science at Yonsei University 
in Seoul, writes, “South Korea today is a bitterly divided country. Clashes 
between conservatives and progressives over everything from the direction 
of economic and political reforms to the location of the nation’s capital have 
created a deep domestic fissure.”37 Chaibong believes that it is a mistake to 
accept the casual explanations used to deflect the seriousness of the recent at-
titudes shown toward their post-Korean War guardian the United States, and 
toward their Korean brothers and sisters in communist North Korea.38

Thus, Professor Chaibong asserts that, “Some observers try to explain 
away anti-American and pro-North Korean views in South Korea as a largely 
harmless sign of the country’s maturity, a manifestation of an effort to steer 
a more independent course in foreign policy vis-à-vis the United States. . . 
In reality, anti-American and pro-North Korean attitudes in South Korea are 
anything but passing trends or transitory reactions to a particular U.S. policy 
or administration, nor can one cheerfully dismiss them as signs of a maturing 
democracy. Rather, they are the logical extension of the current ruling coali-
tion’s “leftist-nationalist” ideology, which lies at the root of South Korea’s 
deep division between conservatives and progressives.”39

Professor Chaibong wrote this article, in 2005, during the progressive 
presidency of Roh Moo-hyun (2003–2008). However, it should be duly noted 
that the same divisions within South Korean politics, so aptly described by 
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Professor Chaibong, have become quite evident again during the first year of 
the conservative presidency of Lee Myung-bak (2008–2013). Korea is not 
only a nation divided geographically, but South Korea’s political establish-
ment appears to be as divided as the Korean peninsula itself.

The editors of the British-based weekly newsmagazine, The Economist, in 
2005, wrote a special report titled, “The Cold War in Asia.”40 They strongly 
believe that a disturbing and growing degree of real danger exists throughout 
Northeast Asia due to the nature of the activities, events and relations evolv-
ing between the major powers, including the United States. They write, “Re-
lations between the big powers of north Asia are notoriously bad. . . Balances 
of power and influence in north Asia are shifting in unpredictable ways.”41

The report points to China’s rising presence in the region, Japan’s grow-
ing anxiety related to this fact, North Korea constant defiance concerning its 
nuclear program, South Korea steadily being drawn into China’s geopolitical 
orbit despite being a military ally of the U.S., and the increased competition 
for the region’s resources. At the end of this special report, the editors recog-
nizing that there is a lot of history existing between these energetic and proud 
nations, and history itself could very well be the key determining factor for 
the future of Asia-Pacific, especially for northeast Asia. In fact, the last sen-
tence of their report states, “There is no getting away from history.”42

GEOGRAPHY, HEGEMONY AND POLITICS

These (3) fundamental pillars of human existence continue to exert and exist 
within the political and societal structures existing within the Asia-Pacific 
region. The major powers within the region—America, Australia, China, 
Japan and South Korea (even Russia)—are presently struggling with creat-
ing a comprehensive and coherent regional framework and stratagem that 
provides a geopolitical equilibrium. There are more than a few analysts, 
experts and observers who truly believe that this ‘geopolitical equilibrium’ is 
simply beyond the capabilities of those interacting and living in these historic 
and transformative times in Asia-Pacific. Their formidable arguments are 
founded upon the recognized and collective affect that geography, hegemony 
and politics possess in shaping and determining the course of human endeav-
ors. Without a doubt, these are very powerful factors and forces, indeed.

Nevertheless, there are a couple of reasons, I believe, for remaining some-
what positive about the ultimate outcome of Asia-Pacific. First, the region’s 
recent emergence and recognition, at the beginning of the 21st century, for 
being the new prism from which global affairs are viewed, is generally ac-
cepted by most geopolitical strategists. This new reality will have a very 
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sobering affect upon the leaders within the region. They now realize that their 
decisions will not only be closely scrutinized by regional observers, but that 
their (potential) mistakes in judgment, especially concerning the environ-
ment, could have significant ramifications for the entire planet.

Second, my guarded optimism is also based upon the modern-day and 
unprecedented capacity to have access to related history, vital information 
and universal knowledge that exist throughout the world. This global capac-
ity is, of course, a direct result of the present-day and brilliantly constructed 
information systems. These systems are presently transforming the lives of 
billions. And, this ‘globalized’ information phenomena truly represents a le-
gitimate and significant hope for the leaders of the Asia-Pacific region. These 
knowledge providing revolutionary processes have now interconnected the 
world and its leaders to a degree never witnessed before in human history. 
Thus, isolation from human affairs is really no longer an option for ALL lead-
ers and nations. Everyday, the world continues to develop and evolve techno-
logically. Leaders, who consciously remain outside, or on the periphery, of 
global activities are truly putting their respective nations at risk.

That is the present situation for the major powers in the Asia-Pacific re-
gion. None can remove themselves from the quickening pace of regional and 
global events. In truth, these leaders representing Asia-Pacific, in the 21st 
century, are faced with significant challenges and dangers, and potentially 
hopeful prospects, simultaneously, in the near future. Without argument, the 
region is truly experiencing revolutionary times, economically, and (geo) 
politically. Presently, however, there is no established consensus on how to 
maintain the high rates of economic growth and regional stability which has 
been the reality for Asia-Pacific during the past 30 years.

Yet, in the end, I believe there are (3) fundamental factors that will ulti-
mately decide the destiny of the Asia-Pacific region during the 21st century: 
Geography, Hegemony and Politics. Therefore, the real challenge for the 
leaders of this critical region will be their collective ability to handle these 
(3) crucial and volatile elements without destroying the region’s historic 
and phenomenal economic progress and Asia-Pacific’s new stature in world 
affairs—a standing it has not experienced since the early 19th century.
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Chapter Two

EASTO: East-Asia Security and 
Trade Organization

This organization does not exist—for now. It is a hypothetical regional 
institution that I created in an effort toward making a larger argument 
within this chapter. That is, in truth, Asia-Pacific is indeed ascending to a 
new level of organization and purpose at the beginning of the 21st century. 
Though the U.S. remains deeply engaged at all levels within region and 
is still viewed as the most powerful nation within Asia-Pacific, neverthe-
less, America is irrefutably witnessing a fundamental shift in the region’s 
power dynamics. Henry Kissinger, former U.S. Secretary of State during 
the Nixon and Ford Administrations (1973–1977), stated in an article pub-
lished in The Washington Post, in April 2008, that the global balance of 
power has shifted from the Atlantic to the Pacific. And, America, particu-
larly, must deal with this fact.1

Yet, the U.S. foreign policy establishment has shown some reticence in 
accepting this inescapable truth. For those who have truly moved beyond the 
Cold War, they are faced with a new set of challenges and dangers associated 
with this geopolitical shift. Thus, the inevitable question is asked, ‘What does 
this geopolitical and historic epoch mean for American interests in the Pacific 
region?’ Since the Spanish-American War, in 1898, the U.S. has viewed the 
region as being an invaluable part of its global empire.

Therefore, the primary focus of this chapter will be two-fold. First, I will 
examine to what extent—if any—American influence has actually declined 
within the region. Secondly, I will focus upon the potential ramifications of 
a new and significant security and trade organization being developed as a 
counter-weight to the powerful U.S. presence in Asia-Pacific. And, if such 
an organization were to be created, would this in and of itself represent the 
decline of U.S. influence throughout the region?
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THE AMERICAN EAGLE: A NEW REALITY IN ASIA-PACIFIC

Joshua Kurlantzick, a Fellow at the Pacific Council on International Policy, 
believes the transformation of Asia-Pacific is already underway. And, 
America must recognize this process and make some fundamental changes to 
remain a major player within the region. Kurlantzick, writes,

“Across East Asia, governments and leaders are developing their own 
institutions and intraregional trade patterns. They even have begun holding 
their first truly regional meeting, the annual East Asia Summit (EAS), which 
first convened in December 2005. Outside government, average people have 
developed a growing pan-Asian consciousness, the result of closer commer-
cial links, the rise of an East Asian middle class, and the penetration of Asian 
pop culture products in households. In subtle ways, people across East Asia, 
like Europeans after WWII, are beginning think of themselves as citizens of 
a region.”2

This perception and structural evolutionary process within the Asia-Pacific 
region are seen by various U.S. observers as part of a natural post-Cold War 
development that reflects the interests and thinking of those living in this 
region. Most do not see this development as an overt threat to the American 
presence, but instead represents a realistic re-evaluation of the current reali-
ties confronting the leaders and the people in Asia-Pacific. Dick Nanto, an 
analyst on East Asia for the Congressional Research Service, an invaluable 
source of information for the United States Congress, writes,

“(After WWII,) the political and security arrangements that were formed 
among East Asian nations . . . tended to be anti-China or anticommunist in 
nature. ASEAN (Association of South East Asian Nations) or SEATO (South 
East Asia Treaty Organization) are two cases in point. Currently, however, 
the economic and political arrangements are crossing philosophical lines, 
and China is emerging as a regional hegemon in Asia. These changes are 
manifest in intra-Asian organizations such as the East Asia Summit, ASEAN 
Economic Community, ASEAN+3 (ASEAN plus China, Japan, and South 
Korea), the ASEAN Regional Forum, and the six-party talks, as well as track-
two for a, such as the Shangri-La Dialogue or the Northeast Asia Cooperation 
Dialogue.”3

What Kurlantzick and Nanto are trying to convey to fellow scholars who 
study Asian affairs, or to the members of the U.S. Congress, is that the lead-
ers, people and nations within the Asian-Pacific region are indeed energizing 
and mobilizing the region to meet their present and future interests. The U.S. 
still represents a major factor within their calculations on matters concern-
ing Asia-Pacific. However, their interests—regional interests—are no longer 
viewed as secondary or peripheral. In short, this collective entity, though still 
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divided by geography, history and power on many issues, has found enough 
common ground to make these regional institutions and organizations take on 
a new importance. An importance that the U.S. dare not underestimate; the 
Cold War era is over for the nations of Asia-Pacific. Do the U.S. government 
and its foreign policy establishment truly understand this fundamental and 
geographic reality?

Fortunately, it appears that there are a few regional observers within the 
U.S. foreign policy establishment who understand. Jason T. Shaplen and 
James Laney wrote an article in Foreign Affairs, in November/December 
2007, which proclaimed America’s influence in the Asia, particularly in 
Northeast Asia, was in a state of transition. Shaplen, a former policy adviser 
at the Korean Peninsula Energy Development Organization, and Laney, a 
former U.S. Ambassador to South Korea from 1993 to 1997, write,

“After 60 years of U.S. domination, the balance of power in the region 
is shifting . . . For the past half century, the United States has relied almost 
exclusively on bilateral alliances to promote its interests in the area . . . To 
maximize its influence going forward, Washington must acknowledge that 
the transition is inevitable, identify the trends shaping it, and embrace new 
tools and regimes that broaden the base the United States relies on to project 
power.”4

In September 2005, American economist C. Fred Bergsten, Director of 
the Institute for International Economics gave an insightful speech at the 
National Press Club in Tokyo, Japan. Dr. Bergsten observed that economic 
integration throughout the East Asian region has been steadily progressing 
without much fanfare—even in Asia. Yet, he said, “It seems that the countries 
of East Asia are heading steadily if slowly toward the creation of a regional 
community, or at least an East Asia Free Trade Area (EAFTA). It will take 
considerable time to reach that ultimate goal . . . But the rest of the world, 
and many Asians themselves, may not realize the progress that East Asia is 
making toward construction of a functional regional economic zone. Virtually 
every possible combination of the core Asian group—consisting of the origi-
nal members of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) along 
with China, Japan and Korea—is already engaged in active integration ef-
forts (the author italicized this sentence within his speech).5

In terms of strategic security, and the future role of the U.S. in the Asia-
Pacific region, well respected research analyst Bruce Vaughn authored a 
report, in January 2007, which spoke directly to this critical issue and what 
it means for the American government. Vaughn, an analyst on Southeast and 
South Asian Affairs within the Congressional Research Services which is af-
filiated with the Department of Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, 
is clearly concerned that U.S. officials and strategists are not paying enough 
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attention to the regional events and are oblivious to the pace of change which 
is occurring almost on a daily basis. Thus, his report goes right to the heart 
of the matter with little jargon or subtlety to hide his intent to shake the U.S. 
government out of its 9/11 induced trance.

Vaughn states in the summary of his report, “Many Asia-Pacific analysts 
and observers, both in the region and in the United States, feel that the United 
States is preoccupied in the Middle East and as a result is not sufficiently 
focused on the Asia-Pacific at a critical point in the evolution of what may 
prove to be a new era in Asia.”6 He points out that the post-WWII security 
alliances established to prevent the spread of communism had also assisted 
the U.S. in maintaining its Asia-Pacific presence. However, at the end of the 
first decade of the 21st century, Vaughn feels they are either passé or in need 
of a serious policy re-evaluation. He writes, “The circumstances under which 
these alliances were forged have changed dramatically. The fall of the Soviet 
Union, the post-Cold War world, the Asian financial crisis, the rise of China, 
and the emergence of violent Islamist extremists have all done much too sig-
nificantly alter the geopolitical landscape of Asia.”7

In the end, what these analysts and scholars are trying to convey is that the 
Asia-Pacific region is changing dramatically, but the U.S. government has 
not presently formulated, nor seriously deliberated about, their next move 
within the region. Yes, the ‘War on Terror’ and its manifestation within Iraq 
and Afghanistan are recognized quite correctly as disasters and geopolitical 
missteps. Yet, this does not excuse the American government’s shocking de-
gree of ignorance in understanding of what is commonly viewed as the new 
fulcrum of global affairs—the Asia-Pacific region.

Upon closer inspection, the dramatic economic development and societal 
transformation occurring within the Asia-Pacific community are actually a 
reflection, to a significant degree, of Western principles and values. In short, 
what the world at-large is currently witnessing is the manifestation and ab-
sorption of economic and political values within an Asia-Pacific framework. 
With more than a bit of historic irony beckoning, the region in the 21st 
century is basically a mirror image of what the West has sought to achieve 
and promote for itself during the past two hundred years. That is to exercise 
its dominant position culturally, economically and militarily throughout 
the world. To bring this argument full-circle, Asia-Pacific’s rise to greater 
international stature is fundamentally due to the internal changes and mod-
ernization occurring within the individual countries in this region. And, it is 
this ‘modernization’ process that has transformed these societies by giving 
them the capacity, and their respective citizens the critical economic skills 
and tools to achieve unprecedented domestic prosperity and to collectively 
re-establish themselves in international affairs.



22 Chapter Two

However, Fareed Zakaria, author of The Post-American World, believes 
that the liberation of women, within individual societies, has also greatly 
contributed toward their dramatic transformation. In short, the West has sup-
ported such values within Asia-Pacific and this has contributed toward women 
having a larger and more significant role within their respective societies. 
Zakaria, a rising star within the ranks of U.S. foreign policy analysts, notes, 
“When Asian leaders today speak of the need to preserve their distinctive 
Asian values, they sound just like Western conservatives who have sought to 
preserve similar moral values for centuries . . . After all, the appeal of tradi-
tion and family values remains strong in some very modern countries—the 
United States, Japan, South Korea. But, in general, and over time, growing 
wealth and individual opportunity does not produce a social transformation. 
Modernization brings about some form of women’s liberation. It overturns 
the hierarch of age, religion, tradition, and feudal order. And all of this makes 
societies look more and more like those in Europe and North America.”8

ASIA-PACIFIC: THE FUTURE IS NOW

After centuries of humiliation, repression and servitude to Western interests 
and power, the Asia-Pacific region is beginning to re-emerge as a significant 
player in global affairs. An argument can be made that the region experi-
enced a 500-year aberration due to tragic domestic political decision-making 
and cold-blooded foreign exploitation. Altogether, the Asia-Pacific region 
fell into a half-millennium black hole which it is only now emerging. Ellen 
Frost, a Visiting Fellow at the Peterson Institute for International Economics, 
wrote in her new book, Asia’s New Regionalism, that what we are witnessing 
is “the resurgence of a pre-colonial “Maritime Asia”—the sweep of coastal 
communities, port cities and towns, and waterways connecting Northeast and 
Southeast Asia, India and now Australia. Maritime Asia is the locus of Asian 
wealth and power. It is where 60 to 70 percent of Asians live, the biggest cit-
ies are and globalization-driven investment is concentrated. The world’s six 
largest ports are all Asian.”9

Asia-Pacific’s rise is not a mystery, nor an historic aberration. Instead it 
represents a pragmatic and subtle shift in attitudes and strategy. The end re-
sult, many speculate, will be a new and determined region that is dedicated 
toward changing its destiny in the 21st century, and the West is going to help 
them achieve this objective. Greater regional autonomy and self-determina-
tion will become increasingly evident to the West as the new century unfolds. 
In short, many Asia-Pacific observers believe the West is in for a major geo-
political wake-up call.
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Parag Khanna, who directs the Global Governance Initiative in the Ameri-
can Strategy Program of the New America Foundation, believes the West 
has inadvertently played a key role in its own geopolitical dilemma which 
is, quite simply, that they have created and inspired the re-emergence of a 
powerful Asia-Pacific. Khanna asks, “How did East Asia become the cockpit 
of global change, a world region on a par with North America and Europe?”10 
He answers this question by writing, “China and Asia are merely absorbing 
Western knowledge to accelerate the construction of an Eastern order. Ameri-
can skeptics argue that a “Concert of Asia” is impossible due to simmering ri-
valries, but Asian confidence has already evolved to the point where America 
may speak only when invited—when the East Asian Summit first convened 
in Kuala Lumpur in 2005, the United States was not invited at all.”11

Khanna was born in India but was raised in the United Arab Emirates, 
the United States and Germany, thus, it is no surprise that he values geog-
raphy and its role in shaping history and the future. He mentions the French 
sociologist Auguste Comte, who saw a direct association and correlation 
between demography and human destiny. Comte observed that Asia has the 
oldest cultures, the most people, and by certain measures, the most money of 
any region in the world. Khanna, in agreement with Comte, writes, “Asia is 
shaping the world’s destiny—and exposing the flaws of the grand narrative 
of Western civilization in the process. Because of the East, the West is no 
longer master of it own fate.”12 If true, this means that the 500-year period 
of Western dominance is coming to an end in the relative near future. Is the 
West ready for this historic transition?

The Lowy Institute in Sydney, Australia, published a policy brief, in 
July 2007, which dealt with Asia-Pacific’s future regional architecture and 
what it means for the nations involved. The policy brief also identified the 
(3) primary reasons for the shift in the thinking concerning Asia-Pacific 
regionalism:

1. Globalization
2. Rise of China
3. 1997/1998 Asian Financial Crisis13

Neil Francis, the former Australian Ambassador to Croatia and Fellow at 
the Whitehead Center for International Affairs at Harvard University, be-
lieves that some form of an East Asian community would be a very positive 
development for regional stability. Francis writes,

“An East Asian community composed of the 16 EAS (East Asian Summit) 
participants would represent more than 60 percent of the world’s popula-
tion and possess a combined GDP greater than the European Union. It could 
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provide significantly increased trade benefits to its members, help dampen 
Sino-Japanese rivalry, ease the present tensions in the region over Japan’s 
Pacific War, encourage more cooperative attitudes toward the issue of natural 
resource exploitation in East Asia, promote engagement over containment, 
and prevent domination of the region by any power.”14

Perhaps, it would be appropriate, at this time, to examine the primary 
reasons for the shift in attitudes and thinking with concern to Asia-Pacific’s 
future. On the issue of globalization, obviously this is the new religion in the 
world of finance. To criticize or question its fundamental presence or purpose 
in the world’s business and political communities is to invite derision and 
condescension of the first order.

From a historical standpoint, national economics and domestic politics 
remain, and always will be joined at the hip. Therefore, those observers stat-
ing that nation-states are no longer major forces in global affairs, that their 
overall influence has diminished, and that globalization has become a force 
unto itself are simply delusional.

Point in fact as I write this chapter, in January 2009, the U.S. government 
has just bailed out numerous failing financial institutions and banks to the 
tune of over $800 billion dollars. And, U.S. carmakers have also received a 
government loan (it’s a bailout). If most economists are correct in their de-
terminations, this will not be the end of it. Global markets have plummeted 
and the entire world’s financial architecture has been called into question. As 
expected, this financial meltdown will have serious political ramifications 
in all regions of the world, and democratic and non-democratic nations will 
be affected regardless of their political apparatus. However, it appears that 
the nation-state is making a comeback, of sorts, because millions of citizens 
are demanding their respective governments to do something, now, to re-
lieve their economic (unemployment) and personal pain (foreclosure of their 
home) due to the global financial collapse.

David Skilling, the Chief Executive of the New Zealand Institute, states in 
his article, “An Asia-Pacific Century?,” that politics still matters and global-
ization does not operate within a vacuum. Skilling writes, “Often the trend 
of globalization is painted as an inexorable and irreversible force, proceeding 
in a smooth manner as people pursue shared commercial interests. But eco-
nomics does not proceed in a vacuum. Economics and politics cannot easily 
be separated as the events of 1914 should indicate. Determinism of any sort, 
be it economic or technological, is generally a caricature of reality. Politics 
continues to matter, and the actions of government—or the absence of action
—remain vitally important.”15 Obviously, despite the overall prosperity en-
joyed in the Asia-Pacific region during the past quarter-century, the future of 
globalization, though presently important, remains uncertain.
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The rise of China has certainly attracted the undivided attention of the 
U.S. government. Clearly, American analysts are deeply concerned about the 
future U.S. position in Asia-Pacific. Bruce Vaughn wrote a CRS Report for 
Congress titled, “East Asian Summit: Issues for Congress”, in early Decem-
ber 2005. This report was published a couple of weeks before the first-ever 
East Asia Summit gathering at Kuala Lumpur, Indonesia, that took place in 
late-December 2005.

In his summary, Vaughn cautiously warns that there are undeniable shifts 
and trends occurring within the region and the U.S. must recognize this real-
ity and act upon them. Vaughn writes,

“Fundamental shifts underway in Asia could constrain the U.S. role in the 
multilateral affairs of Asia. The centrality of the United States is now being 
challenged by renewed regionalism in Asia and by China’s rising influence 
. . . Although there are a number of obstacles to the realization of an East 
Asian bloc that would limit American influence in the region, some observers 
are of the opinion that the United States should take further steps to reinforce 
its own regional role and revitalize ties to with allies, friendly countries, and 
others to deter that possibility.”16

In 2007, the 10th anniversary of the Asian financial meltdown was duly 
noted throughout the region. However, most saw little to celebrate because 
it represented another embarrassing moment in the Asia-Pacific region’s his-
tory. Countries, such as Indonesia, South Korea and Thailand, suffered enor-
mously as they watched their respective currencies plummet in value before 
their eyes. Economic activity slowed to a crawl.

I remember visiting Bangkok, Thailand and Seoul, South Korea during 
1998. In both cases, the dramatic slowdown in economic activity was quite 
dramatic. In Bangkok, Thailand, I saw numerous sky-cranes and unfinished 
building projects throughout the city. I remember talking to taxi cab driv-
ers who used to be white-collar workers until the economic meltdown cost 
them their jobs. I remember traveling through Kimpo International Airport in 
Seoul, South Korea during the Christmas season. I had expected huge crowds 
consisting of international travelers, family members being dropping off or 
picked up, security personnel, individuals representing airlines, car rentals, 
and various food and travel businesses. Not on that day. I was literally taken 
aback, asking myself, “Where are all the people?”

Not many people were smiling in either one of these Asian mega-cities. 
There was a kind of hush looming over them. You felt the embarrassment, 
humiliation and suffering of these proud people due to their precarious finan-
cial situations. Once again, Asia was dependent upon the West to save them 
from a calamity from which they could not save themselves. It was a difficult 
moment that has not been forgotten by the people of Asia-Pacific.
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Walden Bello, professor of sociology at the University of the Philippines at 
Diliman, writes, “Ten years after the Asian financial cataclysm of 1997, the 
economies of the Western Pacific Rim are growing, though not at the rates 
they enjoyed before the crisis. There is no doubt that the region has been 
indelibly scarred by the crisis, the key indices being greater poverty, inequal-
ity, and social destabilization than existed before the crisis.”17 Professor Bello 
noted in another article that “Globalization has failed to provide capital an 
escape route from its accumulating crises. With its failure, we are now seeing 
capitalist elites giving up on it and resorting to nationalist strategies of pro-
tection and state-backed competition for global markets and global resources, 
with the U.S. capitalist class leading the way.”18

Globalization, the rise of China and the painful memories of the 1997–1998 
economic meltdown, are all contributing factors that eventually led to the first 
Asian Summit Conference held at Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia, in December 
2005. However, does this regionally-based conference represent the new 
trends concerning the economic future and geopolitical perceptions within the 
Asia-Pacific region? I believe the answer to this critical question is yes and 
no. In short, the jury is still out on whether future Asian Summits will have a 
significant impact on the region. One of the common complaints throughout 
the region right now is that there are too many “alphabet” conferences and 
meetings already. Leaders throughout the region have simply too many other 
commitments and responsibilities to be able to attend all of them. Thus, future 
Asian Summits will have to prove that concrete results can be obtained by 
the attendance of these leaders to justify its existence and importance to this 
complex and vast region.

The Asian Summit meeting that occurred, in December 2005, was the 
brainchild of former Malaysian Prime Minister Mahathir bin Mohamad. He 
had advocated for years that such an Asian-only summit should be created 
to discuss the critical issues facing the region. Mahathir also saw the Asian 
Summit as a substantive symbol indicating to the West that a new Asia has 
emerged since the end of the 20th century. And, that Asians—alone—should 
have a serious venue in which to discuss the future challenges confronting 
Asia in the 21st century.

Prime Minister Mahathir wrote, in 2002, that the theory of globalization 
was not a “God-given, iron-clad law of nature or humanity. It is a set of con-
cepts and policies made by human beings and, therefore, can also be re-con-
ceptualized, reshaped and changed.”19 Prime Minister Mahathir went on to 
describe what he believed was the real origins of this global phenomena that 
was taking the world of finance to a new level of integration by stating in an 
article, “In reality, this concept was designed by the developed countries on 
behalf of their companies and financial institutions to overcome the regula-
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tions set up by developing countries to promote their domestic economy and 
local firms, which had been marginalized during colonialism.”20

Simply put, Mahathir believes that globalization was a “risk” because it 
could produce, with equal rapidity, new wealth or financial disaster for those 
who fully accepted and participated in this economic concept without caution 
or study. Hence, the financial meltdown in East Asia, in 1997-1998, which 
Mahathir points to as a clear example of such a “risk” that went very badly 
for the region.21 Thus, an Asian Summit became increasingly necessary for 
comprehensive discussions and consensus-based strategizing by Asian lead-
ers on where the region should go in the 21st century and beyond. An agenda 
was published by the Institute of Defence and Strategic Studies in Singapore, 
in November 2005, just a month before the first Asian Summit commenced , 
that offered (30) recommendations for the visiting summiteers.

The contributors to this detailed report had written in their Executive Sum-
mary that their recommendations were designed toward “East Asia Summit’s 
evolution from an nascent regional institution for addressing broad concerns 
of an intramural nature to, it is hoped, a regional mechanism not only for 
generalized confidence building, but one armed with a thematic and problem-
solving agenda and empowered by its trustees to engage with and function-
ally manage the serious challenges confronting the region.”22

Early skeptics such as Ryu Jin, a Korea Times correspondent, reported that 
the inaugural meeting “revealed the rocky path ahead as some have already 
begun struggling for leadership.”23 Ryu’s reporting also exposed one of the 
future obstacles for the East Asia Summit is the issue of membership, he 
writes “The dispute, international relations say, reflects the behind-the-scenes 
mechanisms of world politics, which have become increasingly acute in East 
Asia due to, along with other minor causes, the invisible competition between 
China and the United States.”24 Patrick Walters, a correspondent for The Aus-
tralian, wrote that the inaugural East Asian Summit was not a threat to the 
longer established ASEAN forum which was established in 1967. However, 
Walters indicates that the first East Asian Summit does represent a changing-
of-the-guard in the region’s power structure, his report states “the summit 
has clearly delineated China’s rapid ascent to become the dominant strategic 
influence in the region, eclipsing Japan which has long been ASEAN’s big-
gest investor, trading partner and aid donor.”25

However, in 2008, it appears that the annual Asia Summit may have 
already achieved a greater stature than its critics had anticipated within 
Asia-Pacific. During “The Shangri-La Dialogue” which represented the 7th 
International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS) Asia Security Summit, held 
at Singapore in May–June 2008, the final report for this summit indicated that 
the Asia Summit was now considered to be in the same league as the ASEAN 
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Defence Ministers and the Shanghai Cooperation Organization.26 Not bad for 
a regional gathering that had its initial meeting only three years earlier.

EAST ASIA SECURITY AND TRADE ORGANIZATION 
(EASTO):  ASIA-PACIFIC’S NEW PARADIGM 

IN THE 21ST CENTURY

Perhaps, my idea of creating the East Asia Security and Trade Organization 
(EASTO) is not too far-fetched of an idea after all. The regional dynam-
ics are changing at lightening speed. Also, the new global imperatives and 
regional challenges directly affecting Asia-Pacific appear to favor such an 
organization that could comprehensively deal with the most pressing prob-
lems confronting this culturally and politically complex and diverse region 
within one policy structure. Why? In my opinion, ALL the existing global 
and regional dilemmas and difficulties are intertwined, to one degree or 
another. Having so many different forums and summits is a wasteful divi-
sion of labor and time. And, at this moment, time is the enemy of mankind 
because many of the global problems such as the environment, food and 
water shortages and a fast-approaching energy crunch, just to name a few 
of the breath-taking challenges before us, makes the waste of human labor 
and time almost criminal. The leaders of Asia-Pacific, in the 21st century, 
will also, I believe, need to direct their finite energies increasingly toward 
growing domestic demands and needs. In short, maintaining social harmony 
and stability will be increasingly a challenge for ALL governments in the 
region.

Therefore, if EASTO could achieve anything, it would be an organization 
where Asia-Pacific’s leaders and their ministers could come together under 
one roof—literally and regionally—to address the emerging economic, envi-
ronmental and security issues that will affect them all. And, EASTO will also 
represent a real opportunity for the U.S. to be a direct participant within an 
organization that truly recognizes the new role and stature of the Asia-Pacific 
region in the 21st century. Hence, EASTO could very well, in the eyes of the 
world, be the geographic, hegemonic and political foundation of what many 
are calling—‘The Asia-Pacific Century’.
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Australia, at first glance, can be very deceiving to an outside observer. This 
large continent-nation has been blessed with a multitude of resources and a 
wildlife and vegetation that is unique only to itself. Yet, upon a closer look, 
one can see a harsher country due to a challenging environment which limits 
its capability of maintaining a functioning population. Jared Diamond, the 
globally renowned geographer who teaches at the University of California at 
Los Angeles, wrote in his international bestseller, Guns, Germs, and Steel, 
“Agriculture was another nonstarter in Australia, which is not only the driest 
continent but also the one with the most infertile soils. In addition, Australia 
is unique in that the overwhelming influence on climate over most of the 
continent is an irregular non-annual cycle, the ENSO (acronym for El Nino 
Southern Oscillation), rather than the regular annual cycle of the seasons so 
familiar in most other parts of the world.”1

It is a nation that was originally isolated geographically, developmentally 
and indigenously from the mainstream of global affairs. Yet, in 2009, it finds 
itself ranked within the top twenty economies worldwide. Its stature is on 
the ascendance in the Asia-Pacific community. Australia, after maintaining 
the infamous ‘whites only policy’ with concern to its immigration policies 
since 1901—especially toward Asians—is now being steadily absorbed into 
the East Asian Hemisphere. As a result, the Australian political leadership 
in ALL the major political parties now views Asia-Pacific as their long-term 
savior, economically and militarily. The road for Australia since Federation, 
consummated in 1901, has certainly been a long and torturous one in respect 
to its embracement of its immediate Asian neighbors. The Australians were 
the ‘white neighbors’ in an Asian neighborhood who held them at arm’s 
length due to its historical origins. Race, according to Paul Kelly, Australia’s 
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pre-eminent political commentator for The Australian, was the overwhelming 
issue for the new nation. Kelly wrote,

“In Australia love of country and pride of race became a united faith. At 
Federation the most powerful single element in Australian nationalism was 
racial unity. White Australia was the first policy of the new commonwealth; 
it was the first plank in the platform of the new Labor Party; it was the core 
requirement in the workplace of the new nation. To conceive of White Aus-
tralia as just a policy is to misinterpret the situation. It was a policy but even 
more than a policy: it was the essence of national identity.”2

I mention this historical fact concerning ‘White Australia’ and its racist 
overtones because Australia has dramatically come full circle as a nation—
especially in its relations with its Asian neighbors. Not only has it shed its 
racist immigration policy, beginning in the 1960s, but it elected, in Novem-
ber 2007, a prime minister, Kevin Rudd, whose academic and professional 
backgrounds are deeply embedded in Asian affairs; China to be more exact. 
Indeed, Australians elected the first leader in its history who speaks Mandarin 
fluently. In fact, Kevin Rudd is the only Western leader to speak Mandarin. 
The timing could not have been better. In 2007, China became Australia’s 
top trading partner, not just within Asia, but in the world.3 French may be the 
language of diplomats, but Mandarin is increasingly the language of business 
in the Asia-Pacific community.

Australia is considered a ‘middle-power’ in the global hierarchical jungle 
of power politics. Again, the Land Downunder is somewhat incongruous to 
outsiders because, though its territorial size is considerable, its population is 
a meager 21 million. In short, lots of land but few people to defend it. I first 
traveled to Australia in January 1977. I had been assigned to serve at the 
Harold E. Holt Naval Communications Station in Western Australia. It was 
a facility shared by U.S. and Australian military personnel that was located 
upon the northwest cape of this immense state.

Though, quite clearly from the very beginning, I realized that the Austra-
lians were the junior partner at this ‘joint-facility’. I was stationed at this facil-
ity for two years. During my tenure at this base, I traveled widely throughout 
Western Australia; from Port Hedland in the north, to Newman a mining town 
in the central region of the state, to the stunningly beautiful and sun-drenched 
city of Perth in the south; what I found was a beautiful and gritty nation and 
a people as wonderful and tenacious as the land they occupied.

In 2009, Australia is trying to define its economic and military positions in 
Asia-Pacific. The rise of China, during the past thirty years, is fundamentally 
changing the political landscape and the post-World War II relations between 
nations throughout the region. In essence, where is Australia’s place in this 
newly forming constellation of nations in the most dynamic and diverse re-
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gion in the world. It is a question that is being debate within all quarters of 
the Australian government and society.

A NEW VISION FOR AUSTRALIA 
AND THE ASIA-PACIFIC COMMUNITY

Prime Minister Rudd, in June 2008, gave a speech at The Asia Society Aus-
tralasia Centre, in Sydney, titled, “It’s Time to Build an Asia Pacific Com-
munity”, that clearly spells out Rudd’s new vision for Australia as the 21st 
century unfolds. The newly elected Australian prime minister spoke directly 
to what he perceives as the fundamental challenges and opportunities await-
ing Australia,

“The Government’s mission is to build a strong and fair Australia capable 
of meeting the new challenges of the 21st century…But Australia faces addi-
tional regional and global challenges also crucial to our nation’s future—cli-
mate change, questions of energy and food security, the rise of China and the 
rise of India…When Australia looks to the Asia-Pacific region, we can see 
significant future challenges…A core challenge for Australia is—how do we 
best prepare ourselves for the Asia Pacific Century—to maximize the op-
portunities, to minimize the threats and to make our own active contribution 
to making this Asia-Pacific Century peaceful, prosperous and sustainable for 
us all.”4

Prime Minister Rudd’s vision for the region is not based upon vague or 
fuzzy perspectives, he sees Asia as the fastest growing region—economically 
and militarily. He also stated in his speech “by 2020, according to a study in 
2007, that Asia will account for around 45 per cent of global trade . . . it will 
account for around one-third of global trade…Asia’s share of global military 
spending will have grown to nearly one quarter. Put simply, global economic 
and strategic weight is shifting to Asia.”5

Finally, Rudd identifies the three pillars on which Australian foreign policy 
is founded upon:

1) The ANZUS Treaty (Australia—U.S. Security Alliance)
2) The United Nations (Rules Based International System)
3) Comprehensive Engagement in the Asia-Pacific Region6

The Australia—U.S. security alliance remains the primary foundational 
pillar upon which Australia’s existence and influential stands on. It is true 
that China has become Australia’s top trading partner, but it is America 
who provides the protective shield from which Australians operate within the 
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Asia-Pacific region with certainty and confidence. The Australian govern-
ment also understands it has an obligation to maintain to the best of its ability 
a credible military force to assist the United States in a region that has a pro-
pensity for the unpredictable. And, this reality requires that Australia spend, 
according to its ability, the proper amount of its GDP in the promotion and 
development of its own security. The Australian defense budget for 2007-
2008 was a reflection of the seriousness that the government takes its respon-
sibility toward this objective. The overall defense budget will be increased by 
10.6% - the largest in thirty years. Patrick Walters, the national security editor 
at The Australian, writes, “For the first time in more than a decade defense 
spending has hit 2 per cent of GDP as the government continues the most 
sustained defense buildup Australia has seen since WW2.”7

Why does the Australian defense budget need to grow at an almost un-
precedented (post-WWII) rate? What are the primary potential threats that 
Australia confronts at the beginning of the 21st century? Of course, there 
is the ever-present scourge of terrorism. A point of fact, since 9/11, almost 
100 Australians has been killed by terrorist bombs directed toward them and 
other westerners at resorts, such as Bali, in Southeast Asia. Yet, I believe the 
primary motivator for the large increases in the Australian defense budget is 
due to the budgetary double-digit modernization of the Chinese military. I do 
not believe it has anything to do with the reemergence of historic fears relat-
ing to ‘yellow peril’, which has existed, to one degree or another, throughout 
Australian history—certainly since its Federation in 1901.

Instead, I believe the Australian budgetary and geopolitical approach is 
based upon a more pragmatic and proper analysis that views of an emerg-
ing hegemonic power, such as China, with a proper degree of respect and 
skepticism. And, as expected, it is the ‘China Factor’ that is now dominating 
conversations within the Australian government, particularly its foreign min-
istry and defense establishment. Alexander Downer, the former and longest 
serving (1996-2007) Australian foreign minister in the nation’s history, com-
mented during an interview, in 2006, “the Chinese can be quite aggressive; 
they want to see how tough you are at diplomacy. They tried to soften our 
U.S. stance, but they came to respect our commitment to the U.S.”8

As far as China’s future involvement in Asia-Pacific affairs, Downer, who 
currently represents the United Nations as a Special Envoy to Cyprus, does 
not mince words on this important topic, “China has substantially strength-
ened its position in Asia-Pacific. Its stature has grown tremendously. China 
has more prestige than Japan within the region. The ‘China factor’ is very 
significant, and its growing power needs to be balanced within the (Asia-
Pacific) region, perhaps through institutions such as the East Asia Summit.”9 
Finally, Downer, who remains highly regarded throughout the Asia-Pacific 
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region, sees Asia-Pacific experiencing dramatic change in the near future. He 
noted at the end of our interview, in Canberra—the nation’s capital, “I be-
lieve, over time, that a growing political momentum for an Asian Free Trade 
Area (AFTA) will emerge. And, I suspect the free trade area will extend from 
North China to New Zealand. However, a similar type of agreement concern-
ing regional security will be harder to achieve.”10

On matters concerning the Australian military and its future capabilities 
and objectives, I spoke with the former General of the Australian Army Peter 
Abigail. General Abigail views China’s recent build-up and modernization 
as a process of “catch-up.”11 He agrees that China is indeed re-building its 
military to meet its security needs—domestically and internationally. How-
ever, he does not foresee any Chinese attack on any of its (14) neighbors. The 
primary reasons for his analysis are that he believes, “the way power is used 
in Asia is changing due to China and other important factors: Japan’s ‘nor-
malization’ dilemma; potential Korean unification; growing Russian power 
in Siberia.”12 General Abigail also believes the following geopolitical and 
regional events will occur in the relatively near future:

1)  Taiwan receiving some type of Hong Kong-type of deal (Special Admin-
istrative Region) from mainland China.

2)  The Koreans will, in the end, make their own decisions concerning the 
fate of the Korean Peninsula. Though, he notes that China would like to 
see U.S. troops off the Korean Peninsula as well.

3)  Fewer U.S. military bases in Japan
4)  U.S. strengthening its military and security capabilities in Singapore, Ma-

laysia, Thailand and the Philippines
5)   The Shanghai  Cooperation Organization (SCO) is designed to get the 

U.S. out of the ‘stan’ countries in Central Asia which are located on 
China’s western border13

Finally, General Abigail discusses the matter of Australia’s current mili-
tary capabilities and its future plan for being effective within the Asia-Pacific 
region. The former General of the Australian Army had some observations 
concerning the present-day use of the military, and what should be done 
about it. Abigail mentioned immediately that the Australian Army, and the 
other military branches, needs to be bigger because “Australia is in too many 
places, especially in the South Pacific. Australia has troops upon, or has sent 
troops to, such places as East Timor, Papua New Guinea, Solomon Islands 
and West Papua. All of these islands are ‘fragile states’. Plus, we have troops 
in Iraq and Afghanistan as well. We are simply ‘overstretched’. And, to pro-
vide proper intelligence coverage is very difficult. Remember, the Australian 
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Army is approximately 25,000 and the overall military has about 51,000 
troops. New York City has a larger police force than the entire Australian 
military, but the New York City police force does not have to send its forces 
to different locations throughout the state of New York.”14

To meet some of the growing demands upon the Australian military, as 
identified by General Abigail during our interview in May 2006, the (John) 
Howard government announced, in May 2007, that the nation’s defense bud-
get would be increased 10.6 per cent. Patrick Walters, the national security 
editor at The Australian, wrote that the double-digit spending surge repre-
sented the largest military spending increase in thirty years and that “an extra 
$14 billion has been committed over the next decade on equipment, person-
nel, logistics and continuing military operations offshore led by Afghanistan 
and Iraq.”15

Australia’s defense budget soared to $22 billion during the fiscal year 
2007–2008. I know this size of a budget sounds like a joke to American 
readers who are used to reading about this level of expenditure in less than a 
single month for the U.S. military, but Australia, despite being a country rela-
tively close to the size of the U.S., has a very small overall population—21 
million.

General Abigail’s observations concerning the (lack of) size of the 
Australian military, especially its army, with concern to its use in multiple 
military campaigns was addressed directly by this new budget. Walters 
writes, “The aim is to grow the overall size of the defense force by 6,000 
to 57,000, by 2016, including a 30,000 strong army and rebuild the navy’s 
strength which currently is 1000 below the targeted ceiling.”16 In an article 
written a year later, in April 2008, Walters notes that Australia has seri-
ously invested in its ‘hard power’ capabilities, such as its armed forces 
and its key security agencies, and cut back on its ‘soft power’ entities such 
as the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade (DFAT) in recent years. 
He points out that the Australian military budget has increased 55% since 
2001 and the nation’s key security agencies have seen their respective bud-
gets more double in the same timeframe. Walters quotes Prime Minister 
Rudd saying, “The truth is that Australia has been too quiet for too long 
across the various councils of the world. That is why during the course of 
the next three years the world will see an increasingly activist Australian 
international policy.”17

It is an interesting bit of irony, in my opinion, that Kevin Rudd who 
trounced the incumbent Prime Minister John Howard, in the November 2007 
elections, due to what many Australians perceived as a misguided activist 
internationalist foreign policy. Now see the new Prime Minister Kevin Rudd 
maintaining the same activist and aggressive foreign policy of his predeces-
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sor. It reminded me of a prescient comment made by then Australian Foreign 
Minister Alexander Downer after I had finished interviewing him in May 
2006. We were walking out his office and down a short hallway and he said 
to me if the Labor Party came to power in 2007 that Australia’s national se-
curity would not be endangered at all. There might be a reduction in the scope 
of Australian foreign policy but the basic concept and strategy would remain 
the same.18 It appears that his analysis concerning Australia’s future foreign 
policy activities and initiatives was quite correct.

THE RISE OF CHINA AND THE ASIA-PACIFIC REGION

Prime Minister Rudd’s new vision for the Asia-Pacific community and the 
enhancement of the Australian military to meet the potential demands and 
needs within the region are all part of a process in dealing with an emerg-
ing reality that will only become more intense and relevant to Australia 
and its citizenry in the immediate future. How does the Rudd Government 
handle the hegemonic rise of China within the Asia-Pacific region? How 
will this geopolitical fact alter its key alliances and relations with America 
and Japan? Can Australia, diplomatically and militarily, find the necessary 
and proper balance and positioning between these major powers—America, 
China and Japan?

First, let’s look at the ‘China Factor’ in terms of what Australia is dealing 
with in geopolitical terms. Prime Minister Rudd, and many others within the 
Australian foreign policy establishment, believes that this may be the best op-
portunity and time for Australia to solidify its relations with China—the most 
dynamic economy in the Asia-Pacific region. The Prime Minister gave a speech 
at The Asia Society Australasia Centre, in Sydney, on 4 June 2008. Rudd spoke 
directly to the issue of Australia’s role in the Asia-Pacific region and the 21st 
century. He stated, “The (Rudd) Government’s mission is to build a strong and 
fair Australia capable of meeting the new challenges of the 21st century . . . 
But Australia faces additional regional and global challenges also crucial to our 
nation’s future—climate change, questions of energy and food security, the rise 
of China and the rise of India . . . When Australia looks intrinsically to the Asia-
Pacific region, we can see significant future challenges.”19

Prime Minister Rudd also addressed the primary issue confronting Austra-
lia at the beginning of the new century, he stated, “A core challenge for Aus-
tralia is—how do we best prepare ourselves for the Asia-Pacific Century—to 
maximize the opportunities, to minimize the threats and to make our own 
active contribution to making the Asia-Pacific Century peaceful, prosperous 
and sustainable for us all.”20 Though mentioned earlier in this chapter, I be-
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lieve these primary points deserve to be presented again; Rudd identifies (3) 
factors associated with Asia’s global standing by 2020:

1) Asia will account for around 45% of global GDP
2) Asia will account for around one-third of global trade
3) Asia’s share of global military spending will be nearly 25%21

Prime Minister Rudd finished his speech by stating, “We in this nation 
have a unique requirement to fully comprehend and engage with the great 
new global dynamics of the Asia-Pacific Century. Australia must play its part 
in shaping the region’s future. And that is what the new (Rudd) Australian 
Government intends to do.”22

The Prime Minister’s plan to have Australia participating in the construc-
tion and shaping of the Asia-Pacific Century is generally viewed as a posi-
tive step by the Australian people and within various government ministries. 
However, the biggest question is how does the Rudd Government steer a 
constructive and pragmatic course for Australia as the Asia-Pacific region 
becomes the fulcrum of global affairs in the 21st century? And, how should 
Australia handle the ‘China Factor’ which, in the minds of most regional ob-
servers, will be the main issue to confront the nation and the region through-
out the present century? The views concerning these questions and others 
are presented within this section of the chapter. Thus, it is understood, that 
there is a great deal at stake for Australia—especially in terms of its future 
economic sustainability and national security.

Hugh White, a Visiting Fellow at the Lowy Institute for International 
Policy, is rather dubious about Prime Minister Rudd’s vision of an ‘Asia-
Pacific Community’. He does not mince words about his thoughts concerning 
Rudd’s visionary aspirations and intentions. White, who is also a Professor 
of Strategic Studies at the Australian National University, writes “First, I do 
not believe he is serious about the whole thing. Everything that Rudd has 
said and the way he has said it about the Asia-Pacific Community suggests 
that this was an idea dreamed up on the run to provide a story lead for his 
Asia Society speech and a news peg for his trip to Japan and Indonesia . . . 
Second, I don’t much like the Asia-Pacific Community idea, even if Rudd is 
serious about it, because I do not think it is an effective way to address the 
real risks and challenges we fact in Asia…The forums themselves have at 
most a marginal effect. Does anyone really believe that strategic competition 
is growing between the U.S. and China because they have not found the right 
shaped table to sit down at yet?”23

Perhaps, the skeptical comments made by veteran Australian diplomat 
and former ambassador, Richard Woolcott, and Paul Kelly, Australia’s pre-
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eminent political commentator, should be noted at this time. Ambassador 
Woolcott, in July 2008, talked with U.S. Deputy Secretary of State John 
Negroponte about Rudd’s idea of creating a new Asia-Pacific Community 
forum. Woolcott conveyed to Kelly what Negroponte must have alluded to 
during their meeting in Washington, DC on this topic. Woolcott, the longtime 
Australian diplomat stated, “I think this is a real issue. It applies particularly 
to the U.S. The President has got to work out what meetings he goes to and 
which ones he doesn’t. China, Japan and I suppose India and Indonesia al-
ready have a lot of commitments. This issue needs to be worked out.”24 This 
is diplomatic-speak for saying that the idea has merit but it requires a great 
deal more thought and development.

Paul Kelly, one of Australia’s most astute observers of its politics—
domestic and foreign, also questions the whole concept and he is simply 
unsure how receptive the region will be toward creating another forum for 
regional issues. Kelly writes,

“The Prime Minister is right to argue the Asia-Pacific, ideally, needs a 
new inclusive body that embraces the economic, political and security agen-
das. But this involves a triple test: whether the time is ripe in political terms, 
whether Rudd has the standing to persuade other leaders and whether the 
regional architecture option is the wisest foreign policy initiative for Australia 
at this point. Rudd wants to think big, but there is no obvious sign that the 
region will warm to this.”25 What Woolcott and Kelly are simply saying is 
that the Asia-Pacific Community idea is worth pursuing but it needs a great 
deal more planning and work.

The ‘China Factor’ is another issue that is hotly debated within various 
governmental and think-tank circles. The following questions keep Austra-
lian foreign policy practitioners busy into the late-hours of the night: To what 
degree, should Australia engage China? What are the geopolitical risks for 
going too far in reaching out to China? And, the China economic juggernaut 
and its increasing need for Australia’s natural resources are one of the fun-
damental reasons for Australian economic prosperity since the early 1990s. 
Thus, a fundamental and inescapable question arises, is Australia ready to 
risk its future economic viability to preserve its future security alliance with 
the U.S.?

These questions are no longer discussed philosophically or theoretically. 
They are literally forcing themselves into the daily conversations amongst 
Australians and its representative government. However, the answers to these 
critical questions are becoming increasingly difficult to ascertain. In short, 
there is a growing perception that real consequences will be endured if the 
present stability within Asia-Pacific is rocked or shaken by some unexpected 
event or occurrence. And, Australia, if innovative and proper planning and 
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thinking have not been done with concern to the questions mentioned above, 
could find itself in a great deal of trouble—economically and geopolitically.

On the matter of China, there are arguments supporting varying degrees of 
Australian engagement with the ‘Middle Kingdom’. Rowan Callick, longtime 
foreign correspondent for The Australian, identifies Australia-China rela-
tions as the premier international relationship that must work. Callick writes, 
“There is no more important area of international affairs for Australia than 
its relationship with China and the ownership, production and trade of iron 
ore. It weighs heavily on Australia’s earnings, its security and its influence. 
Getting it right will take wisdom, perseverance and nerve.”26

Greg Sheridan, foreign editor at The Australian, wrote about Prime Minister 
Rudd’s visit to China in April 2008. Sheridan, a conservative columnist who 
believes that Australia must remain actively engaged in Asia, saw Rudd’s ac-
tions and statements in China as a possible harbinger for future relations with 
this powerful hegemonic power. Sheridan writes, “Kevin Rudd this week has 
produced his own cultural revolution. He may have transformed the way the 
world deals with China. He may have produced a great leap forward in the 
broad international project of making China a normal nation.”27

Sheridan, one of the leading voices concerning Australian foreign policy, 
views Rudd as being a unique Western leader who can criticize China without 
being seen as an enemy of China due to his academic and personal connec-
tion to the country. The Australian prime minister has shown, so far, not to 
be afraid of a Chinese backlash for his public utterances concerning Chinese 
human rights abuses against its own people in Tibet. Sheridan, in admiration, 
writes, “No Western leader, with the partial exception of U.S. presidents, 
does what Rudd did this week: criticize the Chinese over human rights abuses 
in Tibet before he arrives, in fact in a joint press conference with U.S. Presi-
dent George W. Bush. Repeat the criticism in London. Absorb furious official 
Chinese protests in Beijing and Canberra, then go to China and repeat the 
offense in public, in front of a Chinese audience.”28

However, John McDonnell, a trade adviser to the Chinese government 
between 1986 and 1989 during the reign of the Hawke Government, reminds 
readers that Prime Minister Rudd walks upon a very thin line between be-
ing too close to the Chinese leadership and maintaining a tough negotiating 
position on matters of great important to Australia. McDonnell, who wrote in 
a column for The Australian, “The Prime Minister, as someone who knows 
and understands China, must realize that he has to clarify, for Australians as 
well as the Chinese public, the basis on which he deals with the leadership 
in Beijing . . . The PM is in an invidious position; he must demonstrate that 
he has an arm’s-length relationship with the Chinese Government while at 
the same time building on his reputation as the Western leader who is closest 
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to China.”29 Yet, McDonnell, at the end of his column, reminds his fellow 
Australians, but especially Prime Minister Rudd, on what the former U.S. 
Secretary of State Henry Kissinger once said many years ago, that you must 
be willing to walk away from the negotiating table if you feel the Chinese are 
not meeting, or recognizing, your fundamental national interests.30

Nevertheless, Allan Gyngell and Michael Wesley, both longtime and 
highly respected foreign policy scholars, believe that Prime Minister Rudd 
represents a completely new image for Australia in its foreign relations with 
China. Gyngell and Wesley, both members of the Lowy Institute, wrote in 
The Australian Financial Review, “Kevin Rudd will arrive in Beijing with 
something like celebrity status—no previous Australian prime minister has 
had anything like the public profile in China of Lu Kewen (Rudd’s Chinese 
name)…China is central to his foreign policy experience. He studied Chinese 
history and language, was posted to the Australian embassy in Beijing and 
has worked in China as a business consultant…This is good news for us. The 
Prime Minister can communicate an image of modern Australia directly to 
the Chinese public . . . The question for Australia (and the immediate foreign 
policy challenge for Rudd) is how this personal narrative can be harnessed 
for a broader and more difficult purpose: reshaping and giving new depth to 
the Australia-China relationship.”31

In regional geopolitical terms, Prime Minister Rudd showed strong 
enthusiasm for the American idea of creating a permanent security body 
consisting of the nations (the U.S., China, Japan, Russia and North and 
South Korea) who participated in the six-party talks that were related to 
the evolving nuclear situation inside North Korea. In April 2008, Rudd dis-
cussed this new American security initiative for North Asia during a visit to 
Washington, DC, with U.S. President George W. Bush and U.S. Secretary 
of State Condoleezza Rice. The Prime Minister afterwards commented, 
“We should welcome any efforts by the U.S., China, Japan and others to 
extend the six-party talks mechanism into a broader security mechanism, 
one that would later be broadened to include other countries.”32 Rudd also 
stated, “Given Australia’s strong economic and strategic interests in north 
Asia, we would see ourselves as a participant in any such mechanism at the 
earliest opportunity.”33

Actually, this idea of creating a regional security entity is not really a 
new concept at all. In June 2007, a similar concept had been proposed by 
then Australian Foreign Minister Alexander Downer during a visit to Tokyo, 
Japan. Downer stressed the need for Northeast Asia to have a permanent 
security forum to deal with potential flash points like the Korean Peninsula 
and the Taiwan Strait. The then Foreign Minister stated, “Australia is inter-
ested in the question of the possible evolution of a Northeast Asian security 
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mechanism . . . For Australia, no region is more important to our future than 
North Asia.”34

Perhaps, foreign policy scholar Hugh White has put his finger on the main 
concerns for Australia and its citizenry. Professor White wrote in a white pa-
per for the Lowy Institute, in 2006, titled, “Beyond the Defense of Australia”, 
that “we live in an era of profound change in the global distribution of power 
among states, especially in Asia, with uncertain strategic consequences. It is 
quite unclear how the international system will accommodate the growing 
power of China, India and perhaps others. There is a real risk that the stable 
Asian international order of recent decades, on which Australia’s security and 
prosperity depends, will be undermined. This raises questions about how to 
protect Australia’s security in a more unsettled Asia of powerful and poten-
tially hostile states.”35 Perhaps, indeed, the time to create a more formalized 
and substantial organization that deals directly with security matters in North 
Asia has finally arrived.

Former Australian Defense Chief General Peter Cosgrove participated in 
Prime Minister Rudd’s ‘Australia 2020 Summit’ gathering in April 2008. Ac-
cording to the initial summit report (introduction), “The Australia 2020 Sum-
mit was designed to harness the best ideas from across the nation and apply 
them to challenges before us, to create a better future for Australia.”36 In es-
sence, the summit was taking a ‘Big Picture’ approach to the major problems 
confronting Australia today and in the future. General Cosgrove participated 
in a group of about 90 individuals discussing Australia geopolitical chal-
lenges. He commented, in The Australian, on the geopolitical consensus that 
had formed within the group, “we have to build an independent international 
relations policy. This is not a code for no more alliances. We have to have 
an Australian view which is specific to our own future. To have our voice 
heard, we have got to earn the leadership. We believe that we should aim for 
a cultural step where we are the most open and the more diverse culture in 
the world. It is very much the engagement on every plane of nation states, 
one with the other.”37

THE AUSTRALIAN MINERAL INDUSTRY: 
MONEY IN THE BANK

In order for Australia to have a bigger voice in Asia-Pacific affairs it will have 
to maintain it’s expanding and highly productive economic base. Point in 
fact, financial prowess is a basic and fundamental requisite toward possessing 
a larger presence in global affairs. In the case of Australia, both major politi-
cal parties (Labor and Liberal) wish for their country to play a substantial role 
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in regional affairs concerning Asia-Pacific. Perhaps, in some cases, to even 
influence and participate in the eventual outcome of critical global issues as 
well. Australia also desires to be seen as an independent broker amongst the 
more powerful and influential players in the Asia-Pacific region. However, I 
believe there are two major obstacles that stand in the way of fulfilling this 
geopolitical objective.

First, it remains a Commonwealth nation that technically has the British 
monarch, Queen Elizabeth, as its head of state. Despite vigorous protestations 
that Australia is a thriving democracy, with a directly elected representative 
government which is completely capable of deciding the issues confronting 
the nation, once again, recent history contradicts and haunts this nationalistic 
defense. On 11 November 1975, then Labor Prime Minister Gough Whitlam 
and his elected government were essentially fired by Queen Elizabeth’s then 
representative in Australia, Governor-General John Kerr. It is an event that 
still disturbs and haunts Australian society.

I know this for a fact, because I gave a paper on the dismissal of the Whit-
lam Government at the annual Australian-New Zealand Studies conference, 
in 2006, which was held at Georgetown University. I clearly demonstrated 
that indeed there was irrefutable evidence which indicated external interfer-
ence emanating from both the U.S. and British governments. This was very 
unsettling for some of the Australians in the audience, though there were 
several who nodded in agreement with my historical analysis.

Yet, later on that day, a troubling occurrence took place at the conference 
concerning this very same topic; an older woman who attends the annual con-
ference every year and is also a major contributor to its success—motioned 
with a slashing movement with her hand across her throat while looking at 
the chairperson who was overseeing the panel discussion. In short, she told 
him to end the conversation now!

And, indeed, the discussion came to an abrupt halt. The audience was taken 
aback and shocked by this heavy-handed disciplinary action. Three years 
later, I have certainly not forgotten the incident. In retrospect, I realize that 
these individuals who believe they can simply expunge or hide from history 
and memory, are always angered and surprised when these related human 
elements constantly interject themselves into present-day affairs, whether we 
want them to or not.

The second major obstacle confronting Australia’s desire to be a more 
independent and influential voice in geopolitical affairs is its growing depen-
dence upon China and other Asian nations to purchase its almost infinitely 
available mineral resources. Australia is the driest continent—except for 
Antarctica—in the world and it has not been blessed with exceedingly fertile 
soils with the capability to naturally grow an abundance of food. However, 



46 Chapter Three

this beautiful island-continent does possess an enormous amount of various 
minerals that are greatly in demand, especially by the dynamic and growing 
economies within Asia. Yet, a real danger exists for Australia and its future 
status in Asia-Pacific.

History has shown that the foundational base for any nation’s ability to 
project influence and power is its economy. Australia’s industrial base is 
relatively small, due in part, to having a small domestic market. The country 
has only 21 million citizens. Overall, the Australian economy ranks 16th in 
the world in terms of total GNP. Like much of the developed world, Australia 
has lost manufacturing jobs to their Asian neighbors who possess an almost 
limitless source of cheap physical labor. In short, Australia’s economy is 
becoming increasingly one-dimensional. Though, I do recognize that Austra-
lia exports wool, commercial goods and various food products, yet, the real 
money that drives the nation’s economy forward is its prodigious mineral-
exporting industries. In fact, one can make a strong argument that the growth 
of the Australian economy over the past seventeen years would never have 
occurred without the huge and growing mineral demands from developing 
countries such as China and India.

Put simply, in 2009, it is the selling of Australia’s natural resources, pri-
marily located in the state of Western Australia, that have become the back-
bone of the modern Australian economy. China, in particular, has invested 
billions into the Australian outback hoping to have first access to any future 
oil and gas discoveries, and they have signed long-term multi-billion dollar 
contracts for the continued importation of Australia’s valuable minerals that 
Chinese manufacturing so desperately needs to maintain the nation’s high 
economic growth rates. In May 2007, Sid Marris, an economic correspondent 
for The Australian, writes, “Booming economies in China and India will keep 
demand for Australian resources growing at a healthy pace despite increasing 
competition from other mining nations, according to then Australian Trea-
surer Peter Costello.”38 Marris also writes, “China, with its fourth straight 
year of double-digit economic growth—rising 10 per cent last year—remains 
the most important resources market for Australia after this month overtaking 
Japan to become our biggest trading partner.”39

According to Ross Garnaut, who some consider Australia’s most influen-
tial economist, Australia is going to greatly benefit from the continued growth 
of China.40 Rowan Callick, a correspondent for The Australian stationed in 
China, writes, “Australia’s most influential economist, Ross Garnaut, fore-
casts in a report that China is at an historic economic and social turning point 
that will lead to an even bigger appetite for resources at higher prices.”41 Gar-
naut, who was chief economic adviser to former Australian Prime Minister 
Bob Hawke and later appointed as the nation’s ambassador to China, drafted 
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a report, along with colleague Associate Professor Song Ligang at Australian 
National University, which was based upon economic studies concerning 
Australia’s regional neighbors such as Japan, South Korea, Singapore and 
Taiwan at similar stages of their own development. Garnaut and Song con-
cluded the China is approaching a “period of resource-intensive demand 
unique in world history.”42 The two scholars also believe that China has the 
potential to increase its economic output by a multiple of eight over the next 
two decades. This economic speculation is based upon China’s growth pat-
terns over the past twenty years—its economy has enlarged by a multiple of 
six.43

LIVING AMONG GIANTS IN THE 21ST CENTURY

Despite the continuation of Australia’s economic prosperity and, in No-
vember 2007, electing a new prime minister who is attempting to create a 
greater and more meaningful role for Australia in the Asia-Pacific region, I 
sense a nation that is approaching the 21st century with cautious optimism. 
I have lived, or have visited many times, Australia since 1977. The Austra-
lian people have always been portrayed as a group of independent minded 
roustabouts who take life as it comes. This image is true. Yet, they are also a 
quiet people who have a strong sense of themselves. They are a people who 
have no illusions about their place, or their country’s place, in the universe 
of mankind. In short, Australians have learned to be realists in a world that 
represents uncertainty, perhaps, even danger. They didn’t create the world, 
but they have learned to survive in it.

A poll published in September 2008, taken by the Australian-based Lowy 
Institute, showed that a growing number of Australians now have a favor-
able view of the U.S. and a growing wariness of China. This poll does not 
represent an anti-China sentiment, but it does indicate that China’s continued 
growth as a major power in Asia-Pacific has created some concern. It also 
appears that Australians are now slowly moving back toward their two most 
important allies in the region: America and Japan. Allan Gyngell, Lowy In-
stitute Executive Director, stated, “Trust in the United States also appears to 
have improved slightly. This year the United States tied with Japan when it 
comes to overall trust to act responsibly in the world. That’s ahead of India, 
Russia and China.”44

During my many visits to this wonderful land, and from my many conver-
sations and interviews with Australian citizens, I always came away with the 
sense that Australians maintain a keen awareness of their precarious situa-
tion in Asia. They are a former British colony that has not become a totally 
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independent republic in the 21st century. Yet, their stature has grown within 
the Asia-Pacific community due to the nation’s successful domestic economy 
and democratic politics, and for their expansive and visionary foreign policies 
- which reflects Australia’s coming of age. As a result, the Australian govern-
ment is increasingly introducing regional initiatives, participating in regional 
forums and meetings, and reaching out to their neighbors in constructive 
ways that produce and promote friendship.

It is my firm belief that Australians realizes that their long-term survival 
will be dependent upon their direct involvement and participation at all eco-
nomic and political levels with their Asian brethren. Thus, the convergence 
of hegemonic aspirations, regional geography and domestic and international 
politics can quite possibly produce a new Australia. Perhaps, The Age of Rudd 
will represent an historic epoch. In short, a period when the fundamental 
re-transformation of Australian society occurred, and its destiny within the 
Asia-Pacific region was redirected in the 21st century.
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It is not a cliché to say that Japan is truly an enigma to much of the world. 
It is presently the second most powerful economy in the world, and its mili-
tary, though limited by its post-World War II (U.S.-designed) constitution, 
is one of the most technologically advanced in the world. Yet, Japanese 
domestic politics rivals Italy’s in terms of instability and incoherence. Japan 
is a country that is experiencing a tumultuous period in its history for several 
reasons:

1) The rise of China
2) A nuclear armed North Korea
3) An America overstretched - financially and militarily

As a consequence, it may be time for the Japanese to develop and imple-
ment a new and revised stratagem for itself within the Asia-Pacific paradigm. 
Simply put, Japan finds itself caught within the unmerciful riptides of history. 
Yet, its government is suffering from an acute case of paralysis from analy-
sis, and it is this institutional gridlock which is undermining future Japanese 
domestic and foreign policies. Questions such as: Which geopolitical direc-
tion does Japan embark upon in the 21st century? Is Japan capable of break-
ing out of its post-WWII constitutional and geopolitical confinement? Can 
U.S.-Japan relations survive such a fundamental reconfiguration of Japan’s 
role in Asia-Pacific? Will the answers to these questions lead to conflict with 
China in the near future?

In terms of its defense and foreign policies, Japan has been seriously 
restricted for approximately the past 60 years since the signing of the San 
Francisco Peace Treaty in 1951. This treaty officially ended WWII between 
the United States and Japan. Since the treaty’s implementation, in 1952, the 
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Japanese, like most of their Asia-Pacific neighbors, have functioned quite 
well within the American constructed ‘hub-in-spokes’ Asia-Pacific security 
framework. Also, the signing of the San Francisco Peace Treaty tied together 
the destinies of these two powerful nations within the Asia-Pacific region for 
over a half-century.

Upon reflection, it appears that both nations have greatly benefited from 
this arrangement during the past 60 years. America built numerous military 
bases in Japan with the purpose of maintaining its position in East Asia, as 
well as preventing a possible resurgence of Japanese militarism. And, in 
return, Japan was able to rebuild its economy (with U.S. aid) without com-
mitting large expenditures for its own defense due to the U.S. accepting this 
responsibility willingly. It should also be noted that U.S. policies, in this 
regard, during this period, were met with quiet approval by almost all East 
Asian nations—including Communist China. Thus, the containment of post-
WWII Japan was fully supported.

However, in 2009, the dynamics and geopolitical environment within the 
Asia-Pacific region has changed significantly. The U.S.-Japan security alli-
ance is now being seriously re-evaluated by a growing number of Japanese 
politicians and scholars. The relationship is still very important to both na-
tions, but recent global developments and events have made many Japanese 
feel that America’s influence is on the wane. In addition, the geopolitical 
situation in East Asia is increasingly daunting and unsettling to Japan’s po-
litical establishment. Recently, the U.S. has requested that Japan expand its 
military capabilities within East Asia—especially its coast guard fleet. This 
new maritime development, so far, has not unnerved nor has it triggered an 
arms race amongst the major powers in the region: China, North/South Ko-
rea, Russia or Vietnam.

However, if Japan keeps expanding its military footprint within the region, 
questions will be asked about its ultimate objective(s) with concern to Asia-Pa-
cific. And, what future role will the U.S. play in terms of keeping the Japanese 
within acceptable boundaries—militarily speaking. Finally, you can count on 
the Chinese, Koreans, Russians and the Vietnamese to enhance their military 
capabilities. Unlike Americans, WWII is still very much on the minds of 
Japan’s victims from this bloody and destructive period of Asian history.

Richard Samuels, author of Securing Japan, writes in the conclusion of his 
well-received book that the U.S. and Japan are in the process of re-evaluating 
their almost 60-year alliance due to the changing circumstances within Asia. 
Samuels, the Ford International Professor of Political Science and Director 
of the Center for International Studies at the Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology, does not perceive any anti-American sentiments within the Japanese 
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establishment, but instead Japan is simply being pragmatic about the real 
strategic value of its alliance with America.

Professor Samuels writes,
“Washington understands that Tokyo will work hard to reconcile its Asian 

diplomacy and economic interests with its global diplomacy and military 
interests. It knows that its friends in Japan’s military establishment are do-
ing rhetorical battle with those in the economic establishment who are less 
convinced of the value of the “globalized” alliance. Thus, recent agreements 
concerning “alliance transformation” notwithstanding, it is by no means a 
foregone conclusion that either Japan or the United States will continue to 
see an enhanced militarized alliance as its best choice. Having examined 
Japanese strategic options, then, it is useful to glance at those of the United 
States as well.”1

The U.S. situation in the Asia-Pacific region is indeed increasingly com-
plex and delicate. Historically, the American presence in this region has been 
vitally important to its economic and geopolitical interests since the 19th 
century. America has dedicated enormous resources in maintaining its pres-
ence in the region. In fact, the U.S. has shed a considerable amount of blood 
to ensure its position in Asia-Pacific. Yet, in 2009, this geographic, historic 
and strategic situation is now being re-assessed by the U.S. itself because the 
region’s ‘power equation’ has been altered with the arrival of a new hege-
monic power—China.

As a result, according to Professor Samuels, the 21st century in Asia-Pa-
cific will very much depend on how the U.S. reacts to this ‘game changing’ 
development within the region. The entire American security network will 
be affected—perhaps dramatically—if the U.S. responds too aggressively 
or inappropriately to suit the vital interests of the nations directly involved, 
especially the U.S.-Japan alliance. Samuels writes,

“Ever since Alfred Thayer Mahan elaborated his maritime strategy for 
the United States, U.S. strategists have sought to establish Pacific outposts 
to secure American commerce and to balance against a rising hegemon in 
the region. In so doing, the United States found itself in successive Pacific 
wars—the first with Japan in the 1940s, then with China on the Korean Pen-
insula in the 1950s, and finally with Vietnam in the 1960s and 1970s. Since 
then, though, only after construction of a series of ‘hub and spoke’ alliances 
through which the United States could ensure its relationship with each of the 
region’s powers was more robust than any of the relationships among them, 
the regional balance has been stable . . . Now, however, China is poised to 
become a peer, and its rise would ensure a relative decline of U.S. power 
that could destabilize the region . . . (And,) it is of vital importance to the 
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United States that China become a great power without alarming Japan and 
its neighbors.”2

JAPANESE POLITICS: ORGANIZED CHAOS

When I started this book, in 2007, the Japanese prime minister was Shinzo 
Abe. By late-2008, Japan would already have two successors to Abe. Indeed, 
within twenty-four months, the Japanese would witness the fall of Abe and 
his successor Yasuo Fukuda; and the rise of Taro Aso. How long will Prime 
Minister Aso’s tenure be is anybody’s guess. If recent history is any kind of 
barometer to judge Aso’s longevity, the Japanese would be wise to not invest 
too much political capital upon any of his long-term commitments—even his 
short-term commitments are suspect in the present political environment.

Not to be too irreverent on such an important subject, but, in the last two 
decades, Japan has experienced a succession of prime ministers. In recent 
times, Japanese politics appears to be almost irrelevant. How can a foreign 
government negotiate with Japan on a serious matter when they know the 
current leader could very well be gone within a year!?! And, the even more 
troubling aspect about this mind-boggling situation is that ALL the prime 
ministers come from the same political party in Japan—the Liberal Demo-
cratic Party (LDP). This party has been in power for almost the entire period 
of Japanese history since 1955.3

In my opinion, this represents the heart of Japan’s political nightmare. In 
the late-1990s, I lived in Japan (including Okinawa) for over three years while 
teaching history and government for the University of Maryland. In 2007, I 
made two separate visits to Tokyo (International Christian University) and 
Nagoya (Aichi University), respectively, to make presentations at two highly 
respected academic institutions—while representing Central Michigan Univer-
sity. I always ask my hosts why Japan doesn’t have more political competition 
and stability. Their response was usually a simple shrug of the shoulders. Japan 
has essentially evolved into a fragmented one-party democracy.

(Note: I returned to Aichi University, in May 2009, to do research and 
study China at the International Center for Chinese Studies - which is affili-
ated with Aichi University)

Yes, there are other viable political parties, and they indeed have represen-
tation within the Japanese Diet, but none of them have ever been able to win 
the prime minister-ship as an individual party, and only briefly as a coalition, 
in the 1990s, since the mid-1950s.4 Therefore, a suffocating political gridlock 
has enveloped and stymied Japanese politics preventing much needed new 
ideas or reforms to reach Japanese society.
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In 2006, Shinzo Abe was elected prime minister in Japan. He promised to 
revise the Japanese Constitution—especially Article 9—once he took office. 
Abe stated, at a regional party convention in Hiroshima, “As the next LDP 
president, I’d like to take the lead to put revision of the Constitution on the 
political agenda.”5 He told the attendees that revising the Japanese Constitu-
tion was a deeply personal matter, by stating “I’d like to draft a new Constitu-
tion with my own hands.”6 It was Article 9 that prohibited Japan from initiat-
ing or participating in a war. It had served Japan well for close to sixty years 
before Abe’s election to the prime minister-ship. Even today, it can be stated 
that this specific constitutional article, and the U.S. providing the necessary 
military security for Japan after they signed the San Francisco Peace Treaty in 
1951, has brought a significant degree of comfort and stability to the people 
of the Asia-Pacific community.

Upon hindsight, the possibility of a resurgent Japan after WWII created 
a considerable amount of consternation throughout the region. In fact, one 
of the driving forces that eventually produced the ANZUS Treaty (1951)—
involving America, Australia and New Zealand—was the issue of a resurgent 
Japan in the post-war period.

Yet, in 2006, Abe’s proposal to revise this section of the Japanese consti-
tution was generally acceptable to most Japanese because he also stated that 
he would maintain the tough foreign policies of his predecessor Koizumi 
toward China and Korea. Abe stated publicly that his dual foreign policy aims 
were “Japan should seek a larger role in the world and further strengthen its 
alliance with the United States.”7 Thus, Abe sought to revise the Japanese 
constitution and also promote reassurance throughout Asia, simultaneously, 
with concern to Japan’s future foreign policy capabilities.

Shinzo Abe had replaced the somewhat flamboyant and eccentric Ju-
nichiro Koizumi, known for his Lion-King mane of hair and his love for 
Elvis Presley’s music. But, he was also a controversial figure on two sensi-
tive issues. First, he was the first Japanese prime minister to send a Japanese 
military contingent force into a foreign theater since WWII. Koizumi sent this 
contingent that represented Japan in support of the U.S. efforts in Iraq. And, 
secondly, the former prime minister occasionally created a firestorm of pro-
test from China and Korea when he visited the Yasukuni Shrine which has a 
number of convicted war criminals interned there. Despite these controversial 
decisions, Koizumi, by most Japanese, was clearly perceived as being a suc-
cessful prime minister who served 5 and half years in office. Considering the 
chaotic nature of Japanese politics since the fall of the Berlin Wall in Novem-
ber 1989, his tenure in office was viewed as providing much needed stability 
to a body politic that was fragmented and stifled by indecision concerning the 
nation’s future direction.



56 Chapter Four

At 51, Abe portrayed himself as an aggressive nationalist. He was the 
youngest Japanese prime minister elected in the post-WWII era.8 The new 
prime minister was born in 1955, thus, he represented a new generation in 
Japan that had no direct ties to WWII (1941-1945) or to the post-war U.S. 
occupation of Japan (1945-1952). It was a generation that had come of age 
during the stunning economic resurgence of Japan in the 1970s and 1980s. 
The Japanese economic juggernaut had created a great deal of pride through-
out the nation, but it also produced new voices within its business and po-
litical establishments questioning whether it was time for Japan to become a 
‘normal’ nation.

The most famous publication that expressed this sentiment amongst like-
minded Japanese, in 1989, was an essay titled, “The Japan That Can Say No”. 
It was written by Akio Morita, the co-founder of Sony, and Shintaro Ishihara, 
who is currently the governor of Tokyo. This controversial essay received a 
huge response throughout Japan. The essay essentially stated that the term 
‘normal’ meant that Japan must regain its autonomy and independence as 
a nation in its domestic and international affairs.9 Of course, this emerging 
dialogue and grassroots nationalism, occurring within Japanese society, took 
place under the watchful gaze of the U.S. military which had numerous bases 
situated throughout the country.

Thus, a generation later, Prime Minister Abe, in 2006, proposed a new 
initiative to revise the Japanese Constitution. He had absolute majorities in 
both houses of the Diet (Japan’s parliament). An idea that had percolated to 
the surface of Japanese society, in the late-1980s, was now being directly 
acted upon at the beginning of the 21st century. In short, it was not a new idea 
but it was certainly an idea that had remained in the consciousness of many 
Japanese businessmen and politicians. After eight months in office, in May 
2007, Prime Minister Abe made his move to begin the process that would 
eventually lead to the revising of the U.S.-constructed Japanese Constitution. 
The Japanese Diet approved a three-year process to rationally debate the new 
reforms concerning the Constitution—especially its provisions restricting 
the development of Japan’s military. Jin Xide, a researcher at the Institute 
of Japanese Studies affiliated to the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences, 
stated, “For Abe’s ambition to revise the constitution, it is the first concrete 
step; it is a breakthrough, but it cannot guarantee revision.”10

Three months later, Prime Minister Abe’s dreams of redefining Japan in 
terms of patriotism and nationhood fell apart badly due to the national elec-
tions held on 29 July 2007; half of the upper house seats in The Diet were 
up for grabs. Though, most voters are generally supportive of Abe’s reforms 
concerning the implementation of patriotic education, rewriting Article 9 of 
the national constitution, and even expanding the role and scope of the Japa-
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nese armed forces, it did not prevent the LDP from suffering one of its worst 
electoral setbacks in the party’s history. It appears economic issues such as 
quality jobs for youth, rising health-care costs nationwide and uncertain pen-
sions for the aged had clearly trumped Abe’s visionary constitutional and 
patriotic reform agenda. Politically, Abe was badly wounded by this political 
debacle that called into question his ability to lead the LDP party and the na-
tion. The LDP was especially devastated in the rural areas of Japan—they lost 
17 seats amongst the 23 party incumbents.11

Upon retrospect, the telltale signs indicating a political disaster was metas-
tasizing throughout Japan were clearly evident but Prime Minister Abe chose 
to ignore them. Despite Abe’s confident statements that Japan’s economy 
would eventually fix itself, the public did not have, or hold, the same con-
fidence or perspective as the prime minister. Thus, the declining national 
economy became extremely problematic for the LDP as the July 2007 upper 
house elections drew closer. Yet, Abe remained focused primarily on his nar-
row political agenda, despite an increasing number of voters telling pollsters 
that their economic lives were worse or not improving since Abe’s election 
in September 2006.

Richard Katz and Peter Ennis, co-editors of The Oriental Economist Re-
port, a monthly newsletter in Japan, wrote that Prime Minister Abe’s approval 
rating had dropped dramatically since his election, in September 2006, from 
70% to 27% on the eve of the July 2007 elections. Those unhappy about their 
economic fortunes were growing in numbers. Pollsters showed that 42% of 
respondents felt they were worse off than before Abe became prime minister, 
and 54% indicated that they were no better off.12 Thus, the LDP faced falling 
approval ratings for its prime minister, rising disgruntlement amongst voters 
and a faltering economy. A perfect storm was brewing amongst Japanese vot-
ers and the LDP stood in its path. Afterwards, though the LDP maintained its 
political leadership of the nation, its voice was undeniably weakened by the 
election results. Abe defiantly stated that he would not step down as leader, 
but, in September 2007, he was gone. Katz and Ennis wrote, “Ever since the 
fall of the Berlin Wall and the popping of Japan’s late-1980s (real estate) 
bubble, Japan has suffered from political instability.”13 It appeared that it was 
time, once again, to find a new prime minister.

The LDP determined that youthful vigor and vision was not the answer for 
Japan and its current challenges and problems. This time the party looked to 
its past to save its future standing with the Japanese people. Yasuo Fukuda, 
a 72-year old former Chief Cabinet Secretary and then president of the LDP, 
received 62.6 % (330 votes out of 528 votes cast) of the vote in The Diet to 
become the 91st prime minister of Japan. The Fukuda family is well-known 
within the history of modern Japanese politics. His father, Takeo Fukuda, was 
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the 67th Japanese prime minister from December 1976 to December 1978.14 
Now, the LDP turned to his son, Yasuo, to stabilize the party and restored its 
reputation with Japanese voters.

Unlike his predecessor, Prime Minister Fukuda reached out to the Chi-
nese and Koreans and attempted to improve relations, despite the fact 
that relations with these two neighbors in northeast Asia have often been 
strained, if not hostile, in recent years. For a time, though, things looked 
promising for Fukuda. In May 2008, Chinese President Hu Jintao arrived in 
Japan for a 5-day state visit. President Hu was the first Chinese head of state 
to visit Japan in a decade. Many observers in China and Japan called the 
visit between Fukuda and Hu the “warm spring”.15 Most analysts consid-
ered the 5-day state visit a diplomatic success. Zheng Donghui, an expert on 
Japan studies at the China Institute of International Studies, observed “The 
Chinese president’s visit is very important to regularized and instruct the 
development of bilateral relationships in the future.”16 Gong Li, professor 
of international relations at the International Strategic Research Center of 
the Central Party School of the Chinese Communist Party, said, “Hu’s trip 
was a benchmark of bilateral ties indicating the Sino-Japanese relationship 
is entering a new stage of stability.”17

Unfortunately, like former PM Abe, Prime Minster Fukuda also fell from 
grace very quickly due to domestic politics. Infighting amongst LDP col-
leagues over policy direction and unrelenting attacks from political opponents 
finally took its toll on the elder PM. His solid work on improving relations 
with their key rivals—China and South Korea - did not save him from experi-
encing the same fate as Abe a year earlier. There were other issues, however, 
such as the inability of the government to identify all the holders of the 50 
million unattributed public pension accounts, intense fighting over whether 
Japan should continue its presence in the Indian Ocean region supporting the 
U.S.-backed anti-terror mission, and the re-implementation of a petrol-tax 
that was badly needed for budgetary reasons.18 Altogether, the domestic situ-
ation and the toxic political environment in The Diet swallowed up Fukuda’s 
political future like a group of orca whales immersed in a feeding frenzy in 
the north Pacific. In September 2008, Fukuda was a spent man. The Econo-
mist newsmagazine described the Japanese Prime Minister as “bruised, both-
ered and bewildered.”19

As of this writing, in late-September 2008, the new prime minister is Taro 
Aso, a 68-year old conservative nationalist. He finally achieved his longtime 
goal in becoming the prime minister of Japan. He became the nation’s 92nd 
prime minister when he received 351 votes (67%) out of 527 cast in The Diet. 
As expected, in country with a society still based upon a formidable hierarchi-
cal system, Aso, like Fukuda, also has direct bloodlines leading to the office 



 Japan: The Uncertain Rising Sun 59

of prime minister. He is the grandson of former Prime Minister Shigeru Yo-
shida—who was the 45th prime minister of Japan from 1946 to 1947.20 The 
post-WWII period was very difficult for a proud nation like Japan. Most the 
country’s major cities lay in ashes from relentless U.S. bombing raids, includ-
ing the dropping of atomic bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki, respectively. 
It was a time of simple survival.

Now, Yoshida’s grandson, Taro, faces a different Japan with different 
challenges. Yet, Aso also knows that his time to accomplish his political 
agenda is quite limited due to the corrosive nature of Japanese domestic 
politics. They say the road to hell is paved with good intentions. Shinzo Abe 
lasted one year as PM. Yasuo Fukuda survived 11 months in the PM office. 
Aso, a savvy politician from the old school of Japanese politics must know 
the road ahead, politically speaking, is full of dangerous and daunting twists 
and turns. How long will he survive? Based upon the recent occupiers of the 
PM office in Japan, Aso better move very quickly to achieve anything in the 
current state of Japanese politics. He who waits is lost.

ALLIANCES AND RELATIONSHIPS

In 1999, Time magazine had a cover story titled, Japan Returns to Nation-
alism. The cover story, written by Tim Larimer, told of a Japan that was 
witnessing an increasing level of patriotism due to perceived external threats 
to the nation’s security. Larimer writes, “Japan periodically experiences 
outbreaks of nationalistic fervor, but this time the backlash from pacifist and 
liberals has been unusually quiet . . . A general feeling of insecurity—over 
the economy, over North Korea’s missile-rattling, over Japan’s lost place in 
the world—shields the Obuchi government from criticism and gives it a lot 
of leeway to push an aggressive agenda.”21 Former Japanese Prime Minister 
Yasuhiro Nakasone commented that these demonstrations of patriotism are 
“part of an effort to re-establish Japan’s identity.”22

Ten years later, Japan is still struggling with its identity, and in trying to 
find its place in the world. The post-WWII paradigm continues to dominate 
its key relations. In terms of its security, its alliance and relationship with the 
U.S. remains the foundational stone upon which its foreign policy is built, 
particularly in relation to its activities within the Asia-Pacific region. Japan’s 
second most important relationship is with the People’s Republic of China. 
Though, China has replaced the U.S. as its number one trading partner, there 
is still great tensions and periodic bitterness between these regional rivals. 
It is a complex relationship fraught with danger and shows signs of hope, 
simultaneously.
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At the beginning of the 21st century, the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty, origi-
nally signed in 1951, remains relevant and functioning. Chalmers Johnson, 
president of the Japan Policy Institute, has written that the security treaty is 
indeed still important but he finds it odd that after several decades the treaty 
has not been significantly amended despite major economic and geopolitical 
changes within the Asia-Pacific region. Johnson, a former chairman of the 
Center for Chinese Studies and professor of political science at the University 
of California at Berkeley, writes, “The important thing to understand is not 
that Japan might be on the verge of change, but why nothing fundamental has 
changed since the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty came into effect 47 years ago 
. . . In short, why do both the United States and Japan continue to shore up 
the old Cold War system rather than dismantle it?”23 It is a question that is 
increasingly asked in Japan as well.

In November 2007, the U.S. Council on Foreign Relations and the Japa-
nese Keizai Koho Center held a symposium in Tokyo, Japan to talk about 
the changing elements and factors in Asia-Pacific and how it will affect 
the U.S.-Japan alliance. Richard Haass, president of the Council on For-
eign Relations stated from the outset that Japan is an “underachiever” that 
needs to perform at a higher level within the international arena.24 Haass, 
a former special assistant to U.S. President George H.W. Bush from 1989 
to 1993, followed up that opening salvo by further stating, “A more inter-
nationally active Japan is essential given that the world today is a mixed 
bag of historically rare opportunity coupled with new sets of daunting 
challenges, to which there can be no unilateral solutions.”25 At the end 
of the day, Haass observed “it is time that experts and academics across 
the Pacific to rethink the purpose of the U.S.-Japan relationship . . . What 
worked during one era of history will not automatically be relevant in a 
very different era of history.”26

In March 2008, Brad Glosserman and Katsu Furukawa produced a joint-
analysis titled, “A New U.S.-Japan Agenda”, at the Pacific Forum CSIS in 
Honolulu, Hawaii. Glosserman, the executive director for the Pacific Forum 
CSIS in Honolulu, and Furukawa, a Research Fellow of the Research Insti-
tute of Science and Technology for Society in Japan Science and Technology 
Agency, proposed a nine-point agenda for further cooperation by the U.S and 
Japan during the 21st century. Both individuals believe that the U.S. and Ja-
pan will play extremely important roles not just regionally, but also globally. 
Glosserman and Furukawa assert that “The U.S.-Japan relationship remains 
central to regional and global security. The bilateral alliance is a cornerstone 
of U.S. engagement with Asia. The extended nuclear deterrent provides sta-
bility and assurance for Japan. Most significantly, however, the coordinated 
application of the two countries’ resources to international problems is a force 
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multiplier: working together, Japan and the U.S. can do far more than they 
can by themselves.”27

At the end of Glosserman and Furukawa’s detailed analysis, they sum up 
why these two major Pacific powers must remain allies and work together 
in Asia-Pacific. Simply, combined, they have the resources and strength to 
ensure peace and stability in a region, and, perhaps, the world, which is ex-
periencing an historic economic and power shift at the beginning of the 21st 
century. Both scholars agree that “Japan aspires to enhance its diplomatic 
standing in the world. This is driven, in part, by a consideration to balance 
against and simultaneously engage with a rising China. Indeed, the changing 
geopolitical landscape in Asia is prompting Japan to embrace “value-oriented 
diplomacy,” emphasizing the adoption of universal values and disciplines as 
major diplomatic instruments, such as democracy, freedom, the rule of law, 
and the market economy.”28

Yet, there are those observers, such as Joseph Nye, Sultan of Oman Pro-
fessor of International Relations at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy 
School of Government, who believes that many analysts perceive a “malaise” 
in Japan about its alliance with the United States.29 The disgruntled Japanese 
point to issues such as the rise of China, the moving of U.S. marines off the 
island of Okinawa, North Korea’s nuclear program, and that China simply 
has received more attention than Japan in the 2008 presidential election 
season. Professor Nye recognizes the importance of these issues to the Japa-
nese people. He also acknowledges that there are factions within Japan who 
wish to see their nation become a “normal” country in terms of its foreign 
policy and military capabilities—including nuclear weapons. However, Nye 
believes that this type of policy evolution, right now, would cause greater 
problems than solutions within Asia-Pacific.30

Professor Nye takes a longer view of the current geopolitical situation in 
the Asia-Pacific region. He wrote, in an op-ed piece that was published in The 
Korea Times, about how he sees the future situation in northeast Asia, “The 
U.S. regards a triangular Japan-China-U.S. relationship as the basis of stabil-
ity in East Asia, and wants good relations between all three of its legs. But the 
triangle is not equilateral, because the U.S. allied with Japan, and China need 
not become a threat to either country if they maintain that alliance.”31

Unsurprisingly, the second most important relationship for Japan in Asia-
Pacific is the one it has with the People’s Republic of China. This relation-
ship for Japan is much more complex and dangerous due to historic events 
extending back to the late-19th century. The first Sino-Japanese War (1894–
1895), the invasion of Manchuria (1931), the second Sino-Japanese War 
(1937–1945) and several issues and incidents since WWII have contributed a 
tremendous amount of tension between the two countries. It is a relationship 
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fraught with visceral anger (and hatred) and deep mistrust. Former General 
of the Australian Army, Peter Abigail, believes that the China-Japan relation-
ship holds the key for sustaining future peace and stability in the region.32

Yet, when one looks at the multitude of newspaper and magazine articles, 
academic journal articles and books written on China-Japan relations, you 
come away with an overwhelming sense that no one truly knows how this 
volatile situation is going to turn out. Indeed, in terms of Sino-Japanese re-
lations, the 21st century is just one big question mark. Without doubt, this 
relationship is crucial in keeping northeast Asia and the Asia-Pacific region 
peaceful and prosperous. But, China’s rise is not only challenging the U.S. 
position in Asia, but Japan’s as well. Thus, some believe that the U.S. and 
Japan must remain allies to thwart or neutralize the Chinese hegemonic emer-
gence in the Pacific region.

Milton Ezrati, a Senior Economist and Strategist for Lord, Abbett, & Co., 
wrote, in an article for Harvard International Review, “Asia first glimpsed 
its future in 1997 when Japan and the United States renegotiated their long 
standing defense arrangements and China tried to sway Taiwan’s elections by 
lobbing missiles into the Taiwan Strait.”33 Ezrati also wrote that the U.S. Pa-
cific Fleet positioned themselves between China and Taiwan due to this mis-
sile exercise. The message, according to Ezrati, was quite clear on two counts 
for the Chinese: First, the U.S.-Japan alliance which allowed American bases 
in Japan were a major geopolitical problem for their future intentions within 
the region. Secondly, the U.S.-Japan alliance, in 1997, had stood between 
them (China) and Taiwan. And, it appeared that these two major powers were 
committed to protecting Taiwan’s sovereignty.34 In essence, Japan was in-
creasingly a problem for China because it could potentially exercised greater 
influence and power in northeast Asia due to its American connection. Ezrati, 
author of the book, Kawari: How Japan’s Economic and Cultural Transfor-
mation Will Alter the Balance of Power Among Nations, surmised that “this 
incident, in 1997, demonstrated a Sino-Japanese rivalry has been building, 
and it will surely intensify in coming years.”35

In 2005 and 2006, it appears that Japanese Prime Minister Junichiro Koi-
zumi did much to provoke anger amongst the Chinese on a regular basis. 
Koizumi, periodically, visiting the Yasukuni Shrine where Japan’s WWII 
dead were interned (including war criminals) in Tokyo and the alteration of 
historic content in Japanese history books used in their schools had created 
a firestorm of protest from China’s government and citizens. The Japanese 
appeared to be indifferent to the Chinese complaints and discontent.36 Kent 
Calder, Director of the Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies at (SAIS) 
Johns Hopkins University, wrote, “Although Japan and China have close 
economics ties, their diplomatic relations have been strained by clashing in-
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terests and cultural friction.”37 Calder also noted that both countries “account 
for nearly three-quarters of the region’s economic activity and more than 
half of the region’s military spending. Despite their deep economic ties and 
a doubling of their bilateral trade in the past five years, their relationship is 
increasingly strained, with dangerous implications for the United States and 
the world at large.”38

Hopes were raised with the emergence of a new Japanese prime minister, 
Shinzo Abe, elected in September 2006. Abe immediately pushed for a new 
summit with China, and he indicated that there would be no visits to the 
Yasukuni Shrine in the near future. Abe’s Chief Cabinet Secretary, Yasuhisa 
Shiozaki, called for a new bilateral summit. Shiozaki decleared, “We should 
make use of this occasion to improve relations between Japan and China, and 
Japan and South Korea. It is important for all sides to work toward enabling 
bilateral summits to take place like they used to.”39 Victor Mallet, an observer 
of Asian affairs for the Financial Times, wrote, “Shinzo Abe’s appointment 
this week as Japanese prime minister has been welcomed in Asian capitals as 
the possible dawn of a new era of co-operation between Japan and China, the 
two economic giants and traditional rivals in East Asia.”40

Yet, within a few months, China became increasingly uncomfortable 
with Japanese Prime Minister Abe’s aggressive foreign policy initiatives 
to put Japan back onto the world stage. Abe supported the following poli-
cies concerning Japanese foreign policy: First, he proposed new sanctions 
against North Korea due to their missile testing in late-September 2006. 
Secondly, he increased Japanese support for U.S. interventions in Iraq 
and Afghanistan. Third, he believed Japan should participate in the pro-
motion of “universal values”, “value-oriented democracy” and “freedom”. 
Fourth, and finally, Abe strongly supported Japan’s participation in the 
East Asian Summit. Altogether, this re-energized foreign policy struck the 
Chinese leadership as being too U.S.-oriented and simply too aggressive 
regionally.41

However, in April 2007, Feng Zhaokui, a journalist for the Beijing Re-
view, wrote an article about the importance of China and Japan being able to 
cooperate in the future. Feng quotes the late Chinese leader Deng Xiaoping 
stating, “Maintaining friendly cooperation between the two countries is a 
mission not only endowed by history, but also by reality…From a strategic 
point of view, any differences or difficulties in bilateral ties are temporary, 
insubstantial and not insurmountable.”42 Feng, attempts to define the bigger 
picture for the two powerful nations in Asia and the world, by writing, “The 
bilateral relations are not to fulfill the global ambition of any big power, or to 
win votes for any political party, but to benefit the peoples in the two coun-
tries, as well as the people in Asia and the world.”43
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In February 2008, Seiichiro Takagi, a Professor at the School of Interna-
tional Politics, Economics and Business at Aoyama Gakuin University in 
Tokyo, wrote a commentary that stated, “The term “strategic relationship of 
mutual benefit” has come to symbolize the improved relations between Japan 
and China in the past year or so.”44 Professor Takagi did indeed identify these 
“common strategic interests” for Japan and China within his commentary. 
He divided these “interests” into two types: reciprocal and identical. For the 
former, Takagi mentions peaceful development, establishing mutual trust, 
understanding and simple friendship between the two peoples. The latter 
category consisted of foreign policy commonalities such as denuclearization 
of the Korean Peninsula, the reform of the National Security Council and 
the United Nations, and the promotion of ASEAN toward achieving greater 
regional cooperation throughout East Asia.”45

China and Japan are presently immersed in serious talks concerning their 
respective futures, and the future of Asia-Pacific in the 21st century. And, the 
U.S. will certainly be part of their regional calculations. Gone are the days 
when the U.S. could secretly negotiate the movement of nuclear weapons 
through Japanese ports and waters with the approval of Japan.46 In fact, docu-
ments discovered by Yasuko Kono, a professor of Japanese political and dip-
lomatic history at Hosei University in Tokyo, at the U.S. National Archives 
established that the governments of South Korea and Taiwan wanted America 
to have nuclear weapons on the island of Okinawa to protect them from po-
tential aggression by China, North Korea and the Soviet Union.47

At the end of the first decade in the 21st century, the security environment 
in Asia-Pacific has changed considerably. The Soviet Union now rests upon 
the ash heap of history—dissolving in December 1991. China, now com-
munist and capitalist, is now seen as having a positive influence over North 
Korea and its difficult and enigmatic leadership. And, China-Japan relations 
are making progress—though history continues to impede its overall devel-
opment. In May 2008, Michael Green, a scholar at The Center For Strategic 
and International Studies (CSIS) in Washington, DC, spoke at The Center 
For National Policy, about the future role of Japan in Asia and about the 
U.S.-Japan relationship. Professor Green stated at the very beginning of his 
talk that “there is a healthy bipartisanship, I think, to U.S.-Japan relations 
these days, which is encouraging. We have, I think, come out of basically a 
decade of bipartisan efforts to strengthen the alliance.”48 Green singled out 
U.S. critics of Japan’s role in the U.S. security network in Asia-Pacific. He 
believes they are simply ignorant of what the Japanese have provided Ameri-
cans over the past decades. That is, the ability to project U.S. power in this 
volatile but vital region.49
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Green, an East Asian analyst at CSIS, told his audience, “For the U.S., I 
think it’s worth briefly remembering what it is that Japan brings us strategi-
cally. It begins—certainly, it began five decades ago with our bases, Article 
Six of the Security Treaty. Without Japan’s association and support, without 
U.S. bases, we wouldn’t be able to project power the way we do, anywhere 
near the way we do in East Asia or West Asia.”50

Finally, Professor Green reminded his listeners that Japan remains a major 
financial powerhouse and it is deeply involved in many of the world’s most 
important financial institutions, “Remember, it’s (Japan) the second largest 
contributor to most of the major international financial institutions, whether 
it’s the World Bank or the IMF, the Asian Development Bank, the United 
Nations (UN). Japan has soft power.”51

In concluding this chapter, it should be noted that Japan indeed plays an 
important strategic role—geopolitically and economically—in regional and 
global affairs. I might take this moment to inform readers that Japan, as of 
16 September 2008, possesses $593.4 billion of U.S. Treasury Securities.52 
In other words, America’s ability to project its influence throughout Asia-
Pacific, and beyond, is fundamentally and irrefutably being financed by the 
generosity of Japanese banks. Therefore, not only is Japan the ‘unsinkable 
aircraft carrier’ in terms of U.S. security strategy for the Asia-Pacific region, 
but it also appears that the Land of the Rising Sun is also the ‘unsinkable 
bank’ in terms of financing the American Empire and its voracious regional 
and global agendas.
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Chapter Five

South Korea: 
Caught between Giant Elephants

As the 21st century unfolds and the world is experiencing a greater degree of 
globalization in terms of communications, finance, labor and technology, the 
Korean Peninsula remains a geographical and historical anachronism. Since 
WWII, this large finger of territory that extends into the Pacific Ocean from 
northeast Asia has yet to unify economically, militarily and politically, and 
take its proper place amongst its powerful neighbors—China, Japan and Rus-
sia. Ironically, based upon my ten years of living in the Asia-Pacific region, 
it is exactly these same powerful neighbors who are rather reluctant to see the 
Korean Peninsula unified in the relatively near future.

China views communist North Korea as a buffer between themselves and 
a democratic and powerful South Korea who remains allied with the United 
States. Japan, another U.S. ally, is also unnerved by the prospect of a unified 
Korea due to its unapologetic half-century of dominance and brutalization of 
the peninsula from 1895 to 1945. Finally, Russia is not thrilled by the fact that 
a powerful Korea would be another strong competitor for them to have to deal 
with in the northeast Asian region. Finally, what role would the U.S. play on 
the Korean peninsula if such a unification occurred in the near future?

In my opinion, the U.S. will play an inestimable role in maintaining a ‘bal-
ance of power’ amongst these East Asian ‘elephants’. Hopefully, America 
can prevent an unexpected stampede amongst these powerful pachyderms to-
ward achieving greater glory and stature within this vital region of the world. 
One South Korean official spoke about why its U.S. alliance is so important 
to its future in this volatile area, “We picked you (U.S.) as allies because 
we’re caught between giant elephants.”1 Michael Auslin, a resident scholar 
in Asian Studies at the American Enterprise Institute, writes, “Faced with this 
unchangeable situation, and with a hostile dictatorship to their north, South 
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Koreans are doggedly realistic about their choices. Washington should be just 
as realistic about the value of this key U.S. ally.”2

NEW LEADERSHIP—DIFFICULT CHALLENGES

On 25 February 2008, Lee Myung-bak was inaugurated as the tenth president 
of the Republic of Korea. His ascendance to the presidency was seen by many 
observers of Korean politics as a return to a more conservative agenda for the 
nation after a decade of reform-oriented policies sought by former presidents 
Kim Dae-jung (1998-2003) and Roh Moo-hyun (2003-2008). Lee was able to 
convince the Korean voters that his strong business background was just the 
tonic needed to provide the necessary leadership for revitalizing the nation’s 
economy.

During his presidential campaign, Lee, a conservative from the Grand 
National Party, declared that the following issues would be the primary focus 
of his administration:

1) Re-energizing the Korean economy
2) Strengthening relations with the U.S. and with other foreign powers
3) Inter-Korean engagement3

Lee’s economic plan was bold and visionary. He called it the “747” eco-
nomic plan that was designed to promote 7% annual economic growth, lift 
South Korea’s per capita GDP to $40,000 (U.S. dollars) and make South 
Korea the seventh largest economy in the world.4 A bold plan, indeed, and 
the Korean people were ready for such a plan due to their declining financial 
fortunes during the last few years of the Roh Moo-hyun administration.

Throughout South Korea, there was no argument or debate that the South 
Korean economy was struggling. According to a report produced by the Bank 
of Korea (BOK) and the World Bank, in 2007, South Korea’s gross national 
income (GNI) had slipped a bit. South Korea was now ranked 13th among 
the 209 economies evaluated in 2007, after having been ranked 12th position 
in 2005. Its trade deficit had expanded to $1.6 billion during July 2008, and 
the country’s inflation rate rose to its highest levels in ten years by reaching 
5.9% during the same month.5 Without a doubt, the recent domestic economic 
figures were heading in the wrong direction.

However, in 2007, this same report from the Bank of Korea and the World 
Bank had also shown that South Korea’s per-capita GNI ($19,690) rose two 
notches and they now ranked 49th in the world; In 2005, they had ranked 51st 
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in the world. Yet, when compared to their primary Asian economic rivals, 
South Korea still paled in comparison:

1) Japan ($37,670)
2) Singapore ($32,470)
3) Hong Kong ($31, 610)6

Again, though, in 2007, statistics indicate that South Korea continues 
to exist in a rather strange economic situation overall. For instance, their 
nominal gross domestic product (GDP), the total value of goods and services 
produced in the country, actually rose to $970 billion from $888 billion from 
the year before, and their exports rose a substantial 37.1% ($41.4 billion) as 
well. However, as expected, the increased cost for oil and the need for other 
commodities saw a dramatic rise in imports, 47.3% ($43 billion)—the highest 
in eight years.7

These are serious financial trends that need to be reversed if South Korea is 
to remain one of the dynamic economic forces in Asia-Pacific. Nevertheless, 
the economic story of South Korea is one of breath-taking dimensions when 
you think of where they came from after the economic and social devastation 
related to the Korean War (1950-1953). South Korea’s per capita GNP was 
under $100 until 1963!8 Despite recent setbacks, and a global economy that is 
standing at the cusp of a potentially severe and long-term recession (perhaps, 
even a depression) in 2009, South Korea’s current GNI ranking of 13th in the 
world represents nothing short of a miracle.

I believe, at this point, it is appropriated to provide some historical perspec-
tive concerning the stunning dimensions of South Korea’s economic growth. 
This economic development occurred in South Korea, from 1961 to 1979, 
during the dynamic but controversial reign of General Park Chung Hee who 
was an authoritarian without apologies. As mentioned earlier in this chapter, 
the recent financial setbacks, in 2008-2009, notwithstanding, it is important 
to provide a brief snapshot of the South Korean economic story that continues 
to demand our admiration and respect:

1) Poverty (households) was over 40% in 1965; Below 10% in 1980;
2) Per Capita—$87 (1962); $9,511 (1997); $10,000+ (2006)
3)  South Korean economy (GNP) grew almost 9% annually for over three 

decades
4) South Korean GNP: $2.3 billion (1962); $442 billion (1997)
5) Automobiles: 30,800 (1962); 10,413,427 (1997)
6)  By the 1990s, South Korea had the 11th largest economy in the world;
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7)  13th largest trading nation in the world; Major producer of ships, cars, 
electronics and steel;9

REGIONAL DIPLOMACY

South Korea, in recent years, has displayed an aggressive agenda with con-
cern to establishing good relations with its regional neighbors, including 
North Korea. However, its overall effectiveness will be somewhat limited 
due to the internal and intense ideologically-based debate and verbal sparring 
that is occurring between conservatives and progressives. Though, obviously, 
this topic can represent a book unto itself, nevertheless, the main point to be 
made here is that the Korean body politic is badly split about which direction 
is best for South Korea. It is true that the presidencies of Kim Dae-jung and 
Roh Moo-hyun had represented progressive ideas and polices. It can be said, 
to a large degree, that these two presidents certainly represented the type of 
beliefs and politics that were aggressively embraced by the younger genera-
tions within Korean society.

Yet, in 2008, the political pendulum had obviously swung the other way 
with the election of conservative Lee Myung-bak. However, since his elec-
tion to the presidency, Lee has struggled with the decision concerning which 
ideological path is best for South Korea? This is the political question that 
looms over the nation on every decision and issue. Hahm Chaibong, a pro-
fessor in the department of political science at Yonsei University in Seoul, 
wrote, in 2005, “South Korea today is a bitterly divided country. Clashes 
between conservatives (posu) and progressives (chinbo) over everything from 
the direction of economic and political reforms to the location of the nation’s 
capital have created a deep domestic fissure.”10 I believe it is important to ac-
knowledge and understand this deep division within the Korean body politic 
because it also affects the development and direction of the nation’s foreign 
policy as well.

Despite the present turmoil within South Korea’s domestic politics, Scott 
Snyder, a senior associate at the Asia Foundation and Pacific Forum CSIS, 
believes that South Korean foreign policy remains fundamentally unaltered, 
he writes, “A perennial South Korean foreign policy objective has been the 
successful management of ties with each of the four major powers surround-
ing the Korean peninsula: Japan, Russia, China, and the United States. Al-
though Lee has also prioritized good relations with China and Russia by send-
ing special envoys to Beijing and Moscow, there are early signs that Lee’s 
emphasis on the United States and Japan is making China uneasy while South 
Korea’s relationship with Russia continues to underperform its potential.”11
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John Feffer, co-director of Foreign Policy in Focus, believes that Korean 
peninsula represents the key geographical heart of future peace in East Asia. 
If the issues concerning the future status of the Korean peninsula remain 
unresolved then the chances of achieving long-term peace and stability in 
the region are dubious at best. Feffer mentions within an article he wrote 
that there are those who believe that the current six-party talks concerning 
the status of the North Korean nuclear program can possibly lead to a collec-
tive security alliance amongst the primary participants. However, he remains 
rather skeptical about this future endeavor. Feffer believes the U.S. and North 
Korea, for their own reasons, would shy away from such a commitment or 
organization, while China, Russia and South Korea would embrace it—for 
their own reasons.12

Feffer provides a simple but irrefutable geopolitical reason for U.S. reluc-
tance to join such an association relating to East Asian security in the near 
future. He writes, “Washington will likely maneuver to weaken any such 
multilateral structure so that it doesn’t threaten existing bilateral alliances, 
hamper strategic flexibility, or reduce what the Chinese like to call great 
power “hegemonism,” namely the preponderant U.S. military presence in 
the region.”13 Feffer goes on to say that North Korea would also turn away 
from this type of agreement in fear that it would eventually undermine the 
communist party’s leadership within the country. Any potential ‘Helsinki 
model’ which many North Koreans believe was the beginning of the end for 
the communist governments in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union is to be 
avoided at all costs.14

In September 2008, Han Seung-Soo, Prime Minister of the Republic of 
Korea, spoke at a forum that was recognizing the 50th anniversary of the 
International Institute For Strategic Studies (IISS), and the Asian Institute in-
auguration. The topic theme of the forum was “Korea in the Emerging Asian 
Power Balance.”15  Prime Minister Han provided an expansive and visionary 
talk related to this theme entitled, “Global Korea in the 21st Century.” He 
believes that this period of history is critical for South Korea. It must create 
a foreign policy that addresses the critical regional and global challenges of 
the 21st century. Han also envisions South Korea playing a key role in both 
geopolitical realms. Yet, he sees the unprecedented rise, for the first time in 
regional history, of the (3) major powers in Asia: China, Japan and India.16 
Thus, no one really knows how this new regional ‘hegemonic’ dynamic is 
going to pan out.

Accordingly, the recently elected South Korean Prime Minister stated in 
his speech at the IISS conference that there are emerging security risks and 
increased geopolitical competition within East Asia. Prime Minister Han 
stated, “East Asia is arguably the new fulcrum of global strategic competi-
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tion. Three of the world’s five declared nuclear powers have direct strategic 
interests and presences in Northeast Asia. The world’s newest nuclear prolif-
erator, namely North Korea, continues to test strategic stability on the Korean 
Peninsula and Northeast Asia. Five of the world’s largest standing armies all 
reside in Asia. Many of the regional actors are investing in new power projec-
tion capabilities.”17

Han also mentions that “(South Korean) President Lee Myung-bak as-
sumed the presidency at a historical turning point for Korea and Asia. For the 
most part, although Korea continued to prosper over the past decade, it was 
also evident that business-as-usual could not prevail . . . Over the course of 
the next four and a half years, however, this government remains committed 
to a range of critical reforms and new approaches including the all-important 
foreign policy arena and inter-Korean relations . . . ensuring the formation of 
a ‘Global Korea’.”18 At the end of his talk, Han outlines the primary objec-
tives of President Lee’s agenda for South Korea:

1)  Restoring confidence and outlining a new rationale for the critical ROK-
U.S. alliance

2)  Expanding Korea’s “Asian Diplomacy” is a critical component of our 
government’s regional initiatives

3)  We remain fully committed to the peaceful and diplomatic resolution of 
the North Korean nuclear crisis through the Six-Party talks and excavating 
new opportunities in South-North relations.

4)  A ‘Global Korea’ cannot be truly global without assuming our fair share 
of the common burden19

This new and bold visionary plan representing South Korea’s future in-
volvement in regional and global affairs is not a total surprise to me. In June 
2005, I was invited by former president Kim Dae-jung’s office to attend the 
conference commemorating the fifth anniversary of the North-South Summit 
that brought together South Korean President Kim Dae-jung and North Ko-
rean leader Kim Jong-il. President Kim Dae-jung was subsequently awarded 
the Nobel Peace Prize (2000) that year for his courageous and historic efforts 
to begin a new dialogue between the two countries—with the hope of eventu-
ally unifying the Korean Peninsula.

The North-South summit itself represented the first time the leaders of both 
North and South Korea had met since the post-WWII partitioning of Korea 
in 1948. Needless to say, Korean politics, in both countries, has not been 
the same since this historic summit. I noticed immediately a new and confi-
dent attitude amongst South Koreans. The nervous and hyperactive behavior 
often shown by South Korean officials that disguised their insecurities about 
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themselves and their geopolitical situation in the region was no longer evident, 
at least to me.

I even asked Bruce Cumings, a history professor at the University of Chi-
cago and one of the most prominent historians concerning Korea, who was 
also invited to this festive gathering that had prominent world leaders and 
individuals attending, if my impression of the Koreans was not simply a fig-
ment of my imagination. Cumings immediately agreed with my observation 
and he told me that we were perhaps witnessing a whole new chapter in the 
political development between the two Korean nations. He also noted that 
this new evolution of Korean relations was certainly going to have an affect 
upon the role of the U.S. on the Korean peninsula. I completely agreed with 
his analysis.

I lived in South Korea for six months in 1994, and I have been back several 
times—the last visit being in May 2009. The recent foreign policies activities 
and initiatives taken by the South Korean government during the last few 
years did not surprise me at all. I have felt during my last visits to South 
Korea, within the period 2005-2009, a new nation was emerging within a 
dynamic and powerful East Asian region. Yet, a question keeps emerging in 
the back of my mind—can South Korea establish its own identity and purpose 
in East Asia?

If the last couple of years are any indication of South Korea’s intentions 
for themselves and their future role within Asia-Pacific, I believe the answer 
to my question is yes. The emergence of South Korea is remarkable on so 
many levels but its recent initiatives within East Asia have shown a sense of 
national confidence that just wasn’t evident in the 1990s. In 2008, South Ko-
rea, like their brethren in North Korea, is duly noting its 60th anniversary as a 
nation-state. But it is a rather uncomfortable historic moment for these nation-
alistic and proud people. The Republic of Korea (ROK) was created due to 
the partitioning of the Korean peninsula after WWII by the major superpow-
ers—the U.S. and Soviet Union. There was no referendum or plebiscite held 
concerning the future political destiny of Korea. It was a deal done by those 
who were not born there or lived there. It was a geopolitical decision that has 
had serious ramifications for the country and northeast Asia ever since. The 
Korean War (1950-1953) and the post-war military build-up along the two 
and an half mile-wide DMZ at the 38th parallel came to represent one of the 
most dangerous places on earth.20 Tensions were real and surreal.

I remember teaching an American History course for the University of 
Maryland at a base located very near the DMZ, and having the feeling I was 
the Martin Sheen character in a remake of Francis Coppola’s movie, Apoca-
lypse Now, where South Korea had now replaced South Vietnam as the narra-
tive. Simply put, I was living and working in a very dangerous neighborhood 
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and, eventually, I learned to just ignore or at least rationalize my fears and 
the daily tensions that I felt while living close to Camp Red Cloud—located 
north of Seoul.

Yet, every time I tell my students a few of my stories about my experiences 
living in South Korea, during the spring, summer and fall of 1994, I feel a 
certain sense of gratitude to having earned the knowledge of what it was like 
to live in Korea during a very tense time in its history. In fact, I was there 
when former U.S. president Jimmy Carter traveled to Pyongyang through the 
area where I lived and worked to sign an agreement with North Korea and its 
former leader Kim Il-sung to dismantle their nuclear program.

Ironically, about a month later, I was visiting the newly opened Korean 
War Memorial, located near Yongsan Army Base in Seoul, with three of my 
University of Maryland history classes, when an American walked up to me 
to inform me that North Korean leader King Il-sung had died of a massive 
heart attack. To say the least, the summer of 1994 was quite an experience for 
a guy who had just arrived from the University of Idaho.

In the year 2008, South Korea initiated a diplomatic blitz throughout the 
East Asian region. In March 2008, South Korean president Lee Myung-bak 
spoke of implementing a “future-oriented attitude” toward Japan and the is-
sues that divide them.21 Lee’s diplomatic approach was viewed by several 
Korean scholars as being more pragmatic and less nationalistic toward Japan 
than his predecessor, Roh Moo-hyun. This diplomatic perspective was ex-
pressed by Ko Seung-kyun, a professor of political science at Hawaii Pacific 
University, who commented, “I am very optimistic about (Japan-South Ko-
rea) relations.”22

In retrospect, Professor Ko believed that former president Roh had over-
emphasized his “kinship” with North Korea at the expense of obtaining bet-
ter relations with Japan. He stated, “Roh didn’t know how to conduct South 
Korea’s relations with Japan…The internal politics can’t be separated from 
external relations.”23  In the end, Ko believes that President Roh’s domestic 
politics were simply too tinged with nationalism when it came to relations 
with Japan.24

Yet, despite the improved tone in relations between Japan and South 
Korea due to the election of Lee Myung-bak, there remain some serious 
disagreements between these two powerful neighbors. To be specific, the 
ownership of the islets of Dokdo (known as Takeshima in Japan) contin-
ues to be an historic and territorial bone stuck in the throat of the South 
Korean government. Both Japan and South Korea claim these small islets 
for themselves, and no one is backing down. As expected, the tension con-
cerning this territory has once again consumed the dialogue between these 
powerful neighbors.
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In July 2008, South Korean President Lee ordered his ambassador to Japan 
to return to South Korea due to this sensitive issue. President Lee stated, “It is 
deeply regrettable and disappointing that Tokyo has once again laid claim to 
Dokdo, which is part of South Korea’s territory, historically, geographically 
and under international law.”25 If South Korea’s claim to Dokdo is not rec-
ognized by Japan, President Lee has issued a subtle threat by saying, “I will 
deal sternly with any attempts to ignore Korea’s sovereignty over Dokdo.”26 
Thus, the beat goes on between the Koreans and the Japanese over issues that 
have continued to haunt their relations since the 19th century.

Conversely, the South Korea-China relationship has improved markedly. 
On 25 August 2008, the third summit between President Lee Myung-bak and 
his Chinese counterpart Hu Jintao represented a new phase of cooperation and 
joint efforts to stabilize the Korean peninsula. The two leaders agreed upon a 
new course of action that included a “strategic cooperative partnership and it 
reconfirmed their commitment to the peaceful settlement of the North Korean 
nuclear weapons dispute.”27  A defense expert, speaking anonymously, stated 
“The Lee-Hu agreement is expected to pave the way for advancing bilateral 
military relations in conformity with the strategic cooperative partnership. 
Regardless of the development of the South Korea-U.S. alliance, the Chinese 
government seems determined to enhance the security posture for the entire 
Korean Peninsula and China through the strengthening of bilateral defense 
cooperation with South Korea.”28

President Hu affirmed that “China wants the two Koreas to maintain 
momentum for reconciliation and cooperation, indicating that China will be 
ready to more actively play a mediating role in the nuclear dispute following 
its successful hosting of the Summer Olympics.”29 It should be mentioned 
here that China does possess some leverage with both Koreas because, at 
this time, it is the number one trade partner of both the North and the South. 
Two months later, in October 2008, President Lee proposed that China, Japan 
and South Korea hold a tripartite meeting between their respective finance 
ministers to “discuss close policy coordination in the face of global financial 
turmoil.”30

President Lee, according to an article published in the Yonhap News 
Agency, also “instructed his Cabinet ministers to immediately push to hold a 
bilateral finance ministerial meeting with Russia, which was agreed to during 
his summit talks with Russian President Dmitry Medvedev in Moscow on 
Monday.”31

It is quite apparent to an outside observer that South Korea is becom-
ing increasingly active and forceful in its foreign policy endeavors. As 
expected, South Korea wants to be, and will be, a major player during 
the complex deliberations concerning the future decisions, direction and 
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dynamics that will determine the destiny of the Asia-Pacific region in the 
21st century.

THE KOREAN PENINSULA IN THE 21ST CENTURY: 
THE GREAT UNKNOWN

In 2009, the Korean Peninsula remains artificially divided at the 38th paral-
lel and a symbol of a bygone era—the Cold War. Its buffered border—
symbolized by the DMZ—between North Korea and South Korea, remains 
one of the most heavily armed regions in the world. This potentially apoca-
lyptic Cold War anachronism is clearly beginning to recede in importance 
militarily, and in terms of ideological distinctiveness.

In June 2000, South Korean President Kim Dae-jung and North Korean 
leader, Kim Jong-il, met at Pyongyang (North Korea’s capital) International 
Airport. Their dramatic meeting represented the first public dialogue be-
tween the leaders of these two nations since the partitioning of the peninsula 
which occurred after WWII. In 2000, South Korean President Kim became 
convinced that North Korea did not completely oppose the existence of U.S. 
troops upon the Korean peninsula. In point of fact, the North Korean leader-
ship simply wanted the U.S. to engage them in a policy discussion rather 
than constantly threatening them with some type of military retaliation such 
as regime change.32 In 2000, the world was taken aback to see the North and 
South Korean athletes marching together at the Sydney Olympics. It was the 
first presentation of a unified Korea in a public forum since the end of World 
War II.33

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, in June 2005, I was invited to attend 
the fifth anniversary of the North-South Joint Declaration at the Shilla Hotel 
in Seoul, South Korea. During this high profile international conference, I had 
the opportunity to meet the former president and the 2000 Nobel Peace Prize 
winner, Kim Dae-jung, for a second time. The first time I met Kim was in 
September 1994 at his Asia-Pacific Peace Institute. The former South Korean 
president gave the keynote address, and that was followed by then president, 
Roh Moo-hyun, who had made an unannounced appearance. President Roh 
gave a passionate speech that fully supported future efforts to bring peace and 
unity to the Korean peninsula.

I must admit I was a bit stunned by the energized atmosphere and spirit 
that existed at this conference because when I first came to South Korea in 
May 1994, the political mood of the country and people was profoundly dif-
ferent and much more cautious in their attitudes toward North Korea. Within 
a decade, South Korea appeared to be a country in the midst of change and 
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transition. This perception was not just a brief historical aberration but, in-
deed, it represented a true indication for where the country was heading at 
the beginning of the 21st century. Put succinctly, Korea has experienced a 
seismic and fundamental shift in its economic and foreign policies, especially 
during the George W. Bush administration. During the first years of the Bush 
administration (2001-2009), it became quite obvious to the South Korean 
leadership, during the Roh administration (2003-2008), that the U.S. was 
lukewarm, if not indifferent, toward further exploration and implementation 
of Kim Dae-jung’s ‘Sunshine’ policies.

Nevertheless, despite U.S. intransigence on these reform-oriented geopo-
litical policies, the two Koreans have continued to achieve an enlargement 
of the common ground that exists between these two adversaries. Tragically, 
this division of a people unified by common blood and culture has been 
separated by a brutal history and war. Yet, there are signs of hope. Trade and 
investment continues between the two Koreas and though a breakthrough in 
terms of unification remains years away, solid progress is clearly being made 
on this contentious peninsula in northeast Asia.

A prime example of progress is the ‘six-party’ talks concerning the 
dismantling of North Korea’s nuclear program. In 2007, the primary 
participants—the U.S., China, Japan, North and South Korea and Russia—
agreed in principle to provide North Korea with humanitarian aid and oil, 
and these nations also promised not to seek regime change in the near future. 
These negotiated agreements actually represented two geopolitical truths.

First, the U.S. possessed diminishing leverage with the North Kore-
ans due to its two wars in the Middle East (Iraq and Afghanistan). The 
American military was shown to be badly ‘overstretched’ logistically, and 
lacking a coherent strategy to win either war. Second, China’s role in get-
ting North Korea back to the negotiating table, and to get them to accept 
this complicated agreement was crucial and grudgingly noted by the Bush 
administration. For many observers, this important ‘six-party’ agreement 
with the North Koreans showed that China was ‘coming of age’ in terms 
of participating and providing critical leadership in important international 
negotiations—and succeeding.

China’s diplomatic efforts will probably continue to play an increasingly 
important role in keeping North Korea and its volatile and unpredictable 
leadership (read: Kim Jong-il) on a short leash. The Chinese certainly have a 
dog in this fight because their economic growth needs to continue unabated, 
producing jobs and wealth, without unwanted turbulence from their im-
mediate neighbors, causing instability within the Middle Kingdom. Former 
diplomatic correspondent for The Washington Post and longtime observer of 
Asia, Don Oberdorfer, stated, “China played a major role in the ‘six-party’ 
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talks with concern to North Korea’s nuclear weapons program. This is the 
first time that China is on the world stage since 1949. Its actions, so far, have 
been positive.”34

Thus, though quite subtly, a new geopolitical dynamic is taking shape 
within Asia-Pacific. China represents a new and powerful diplomatic and 
economic force in the affairs of the region. What this shift in power and 
influence truly means for the U.S. in a region it has dominated since the end 
of WWII remains unclear. As expected, this geopolitical evolution is pres-
ently consuming the energies and minds of the foreign policy establishment 
in America.

In 2007, China became the number one trade partner of both North and 
South Korea.35 However, this economic shift should not be seen as a geopo-
litical shift away from the U.S., or seen as an anti-U.S. movement - especially 
within South Korea. Instead, one might want to acknowledge the re-assertion 
of culture and history upon the Korean peninsula. On the surface, this historic 
and regional shift appears to be natural in its manifestation.

Yet, many scholars have discovered that this common history has been 
a mixed blessing—at best. Analysts of this region can attest that the poten-
tially bright future that many have predicted for Asia-Pacific during the past 
quarter-century, particularly for northeast Asia, can go terribly wrong. The 
recent global financial meltdown is a good example of an unexpected event 
jeopardizing the future prosperity and stability in the Asia-Pacific region. 
Thus, since the 19th century, predicted greatness for the region has often 
been undermined by bloody wars, regional upheaval and economic collapses. 
Therefore, the Korean peninsula remains a geographical, geopolitical and his-
torical question mark. Its ultimate fate continues to remain outside the grasp 
of its leaders and the people who live upon this contentious land.

Yet, according to Ban Ki-Moon, the former South Korean Foreign Minister 
and now the General-Secretary of the United Nations, stated, in 2006, that 
there is real hope for the Korean peninsula in the 21st century, “Beyond the 
remnants of the Cold War and the North Korean nuclear challenge, the most 
important preconditions for achieving permanent peace on the Korean penin-
sula and in northeast Asia are a coherent strategic vision and the willingness 
of regional members to work together through a multilateral framework.”36 
It appears that good fortune has smiled upon Mr. Ban because he will have 
a golden opportunity to create that new strategic vision for northeast Asia, 
including the Korean peninsula. In late-2006, he was chosen to be the Secre-
tary-General of the United Nations. Thus, Ban became the first Asian to hold 
this vaunted position in 35 years. His appointment, in the minds of many 
Asian analysts, could not have come at better time because the dramatic rise 
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of Asia, during the past quarter-century, has made it increasingly the axis and 
fulcrum of global affairs in the 21st century.

Ban Ki-Moon’s elevation to the top spot at the U.N. will also neutralize 
some of the deep-rooted skepticism directed toward an organization that 
many Asians continue to see as a Western entity designed to dominate the af-
fairs of Asia-Pacific. Journalist Michael Fullilove writes that the U.N., though 
it intervened in the Korean War in the early 1950s and also helped to relocate 
three million Indo-Chinese refugees in the 1970s, remains an institution that 
provokes a significant degree of mistrust and suspicion within the region. 
This jaundiced view of all Western-created institutions is related to issues 
such as state sovereignty and the region’s relatively recent colonial history. 
These critical factors, among others, continue to influence and overshadow 
the region’s perspectives and decision-making processes.

Within the last decade, again, a heightened degree of mistrust was publicly 
displayed toward international institutions such as the International Monetary 
Fund, due to its decisions concerning loans and reform policies that many 
Asia-Pacific nations felt were forced upon them while they were struggling to 
remain financially solvent during the 1997–1998 financial meltdown. Those 
difficult memories have not faded at all over the past decade.37

In 2009, the U.S. and the world are experiencing the worst economic col-
lapse since the 1930s. South Korea, and the other Asian nations, may now 
decide to create their own financial apparatus. In fact, there are voices within 
the region which are inquiring whether or not Asia-Pacific needs to put some 
‘financial daylight’ between themselves and the periodically turbulent West. 
Fullilove, however, does not perceive any kind of separation occurring in 
the near future between Asia-Pacific and the West due to irrefutable security 
threats (disease, resource scarcity and environmental catastrophes) within the 
region, he writes, “. . . these interconnected security threats in the region has 
demonstrated the advantages of international cooperation.”38

Kim Dae-jung, sometimes referred to as the ‘Nelson Mandela of Asia’ has 
spent his adult life working toward bringing democracy to South Korea. In 
June 2000, he courageously stepped forward to begin a new dialogue with 
North Korea and its leader, Kim Jong-il. After almost a decade since the 
historic meeting between the two Kim(s) a new spirit has emerged in South 
Korea, and North Korea has made fewer and fewer threats of impending at-
tack upon the South. Both leaders have recently fallen upon difficult times 
with concern to their personal health. Kim Dae-jung has retired from national 
politics and Kim Jong-il suffered a stroke in the fall of 2008.

Hence, the question needs to be asked, ‘who will be the future leader(s) 
to push a bold and visionary North/South unity agenda in the 21st century?’ 
Right now, for both countries, the answer remains speculative and undefined. 
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When that leader(s) emerges on the Korean peninsula, the ‘democratic’ South 
and the ‘hermit kingdom’ North will no longer represent a geopolitical situ-
ation that is sadly nothing more than an outdated relic from the days of the 
Cold War. In 2009, the Korean peninsula remains divided by the 38th paral-
lel, nevertheless, the day of unification will come for this tormented land. 
And, when that day arrives, the geopolitical impact of a unified Korea will 
undoubtedly be felt throughout the Asia-Pacific region, but particularly in 
northeast Asia.

I think all Koreans need to remind themselves what can happen when dan-
gerous forces are unleashed upon the peninsula, along with the intervention 
of foreign powers. The Korean War (1950-1953) can not be repeated in an 
age that possesses and produces weapons of mass destruction; of which, both 
sides possess great quantities. Therefore, it might be appropriate and pertinent 
to provide a brief overview of the final conditions and numbers associated 
with a war that occurred almost 60 years ago.

The following statistics, related to the Korean War, should be a sobering 
reminder to both the North and South Korean leadership that another war, 
especially one where modern weaponry will be massively utilized by both 
sides, will result in producing a level of death and destruction beyond one’s 
comprehension:

KOREAN WAR (1950–1953)

-An estimated 3 million Koreans died from war related causes
-900,000 Chinese dead and wounded
-33,000 Americans died; 1,000 British died; 4,000 other nationalities died;
-129,000 civilians killed in the South—during the North’s brief occupation;
-84,000 kidnapped
-200,000 South Koreans press-ganged into the northern territory
-Economic systems destroyed (North and South)
- South Korea: 5 million homeless; 300,000 women widowed; 100,000 chil-
dren orphaned

- Millions of families separated; Tens of thousands of schools and buildings 
destroyed

- $3 billion in damages; 43% of manufacturing facilities destroyed; 50% o 
mines wrecked

-Inflation skyrocketed39

In 2009, South Korea exists cautiously between, and survives amongst, 
the large and powerful elephants within northeast Asia. South Koreans know 
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instinctively that the stakes are high and potentially costly. If they make the 
wrong decisions or draw the incorrect conclusions, especially concerning is-
sues of vital national importance such as economic policy and the nation’s 
security, the 21st century could be very threatening and volatile. Geography, 
hegemony and politics have not always been kind to the ‘Hermit Kingdom’. 
Therefore, history has taught all Koreans that Asia-Pacific can indeed be a 
very dangerous and foreboding region. To prevent the brutality and exploita-
tion experienced in the 20th century, primarily due to the Japanese and the 
Korean War, the Korean peninsula will need courageous and visionary lead-
ership to survive in what is steadily becoming the most competitive region 
in the world.
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In 2009, the primary topic concerning China’s future role - is raging through-
out various associations, institutions, think-tanks and universities throughout 
America and Asia. There is no established consensus on this topic—right 
now. But, the intensity of the debate will heighten as China’s economic revo-
lution and military development translates into possessing stronger influence 
within Asia-Pacific. Former U.S. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger wrote in 
an article for The Australian, in June 2005,

The rise of China, and of Asia, will, over the next decades, bring about a sub-
stantial reordering of the international system. The centre of gravity of world 
affairs is shifting from the Atlantic, where it was lodged for the past three 
centuries to the Pacific. The most rapidly developing countries are located 
in Asia, with a growing means to vindicate their perception of the national 
interest.1

As expected, the publication of articles and books related to China’s future 
has shifted into overdrive within America and Asia-Pacific. This chapter 
will provide numerous economic and political observations and geo-politi-
cal views concerning the future relevance of China in the 21st century: First, 
simply put, will China become America’s geo-political adversary, strategic 
competitor, or regional partner in Asia-Pacific? Second, how will the world 
react to the continued growth of the Chinese economic juggernaut in the 21st 
century? Third, will China’s financial prowess be ultimately directed toward 
global dominance? Fourth, can China avoid a domestic upheaval from sig-
nificant challenges, such as unemployment, pollution, corruption and wealth 
disparities? Finally, what will be the geopolitical affect of China’s revolution-
ary in Asia-Pacific?

Chapter Six

China: Revolution and Power
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This chapter will address these critical questions and present recent evi-
dence that China is indeed already emerging as a regional and global power. 
However, its long-term prospects as an emerging superpower and challenger 
to U.S. global hegemony remain speculative, though history strongly indi-
cates potential trouble ahead for America and the West.

RISE OF CHINA: THE ASIA-PACIFIC DILEMMA

The current debate of whether China should be considered a geo-political 
adversary, a strategic competitor or a regional partner concerning the U.S. 
in Asia-Pacific will be the primary focus of debate amongst foreign policy 
analysts for the next generation. Yet, what is unnerving to many observers of 
the region is the accelerating speed in which the geo-political dynamics have 
been altered. Yet, no one anticipates, or desires, the United States to withdraw 
from Asia-Pacific, including China. Nevertheless, the transformation of the 
East Asian hemispheric landscape, due to the recent economic trends and 
military modernization occurring throughout the region, is simply shocking 
to even the most seasoned or skeptical Western observer.

Jonathan Spence, globally renowned historian from Yale University and 
long-time and eminent China chronicler, puts this debate and its inherent 
complexities, I believe, in their proper perspective:

The prospect of China’s rise has become a source of endless speculation and 
debate. To speak of China’s “rise” is to suggest its reemergence. It can also 
imply a recovery from some kind of slump or period of quietude. But “rise” can 
also mean that a change is being made at someone else’s expense. Must a fall 
always accompany a rise? If so, then a conflict will occur almost by definition. 
These are difficult questions made all the more so by the fact that a country as 
vast and complex as China makes up at least half of the equation.2

David Shambaugh, director of the China Policy Program at the Elliot 
School of International Affairs at George Washington University, agrees 
with Professor Spence’s trenchant observation concerning China’s current 
status in Asia. In January 2006, Shambaugh spoke at the Chicago Council on 
World Affairs—his topic was “The Changing Nature of the Regional Systems 
in Asia-Pacific.”3 Professor Shambaugh emphasized that China represents a 
complex challenge for the U.S. and the Asia-Pacific region. Thus, China’s 
new economic prowess and military development is a bit troubling for its 
regional neighbors. Yet, over 70% of China’s foreign direct investment (FDI) 
originates in Asia-Pacific.4 As a consequence, China has emerged as the fi-
nancial engine that drives the region’s economy forward. Shambaugh makes 
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a subtle but substantive point when he analyzes China’s current intentions for 
itself and the region, “China is not attempting to dominate ASEAN (Associa-
tion of Southeast Asian Nations) or APEC (Asia-Pacific Economic Coopera-
tive), the region’s two most important organizations at the present time, but 
how much longer will China allow itself to be a ‘backseat’ partner?”5  That 
is the key question that the region wants answered, but it is an answer some 
dread with equal trepidation.

Natalia Rigol, an associate editor for the Harvard International Review, 
believes there is little cause for alarm, right now, for those who fear a 
U.S.-China showdown in the near future.6 Rigol presents a rational argument 
on the current nature of relations between these two global hegemons. First, 
from a geo-political standpoint, China, presently, accepts the status quo 
condition of U.S. hegemonic power in Asia-Pacific. And, there is currently 
no major issue, or primary reason, for China to challenge the U.S. position. 
Secondly, within the Asia-Pacific region, the Chinese have not directly chal-
lenged American leadership, or any of its key alliances.7

Yet, China is determined to establish itself as a dominant power in Asia 
and a significant player around the world by further integrating itself into 
the international business community. Merle Goldman, Professor of History, 
Emeritus, at Boston University, stated, “China has integrated itself into the 
world system by becoming a member of such global institutions such as the 
WTO, IMF and the United Nations. Thus, the economic transformation of 
China has occurred very fast.”8

This concerted economic behavior can be described as the Chinese version 
of ‘dollar diplomacy’ that was energetically pursued and imposed by the 
American government and its business interests in the Caribbean region, and 
in Central and South America, during the 19th century. This economic-based 
interventionist philosophy remains a powerful reality within these regions 
today. In truth, the U.S. utilized intimidating tactics, including military in-
tervention, to obtain the type of business agreements desired by its powerful 
corporations. And, the U.S. Congress, throughout its history, has played its 
traditional role as the obedient mid-wife in such capitalistic endeavors.

In the case of China, this time-honored economic strategy is once again 
paying off handsomely for this new Asian juggernaut in the Asian-Pacific 
region. However, the Chinese are well aware, and sensitive to the fact, that 
not all their regional neighbors are comfortable with the Middle Kingdom’s 
growing economic strength, due to its relentless double-digit growth over the 
past three decades.

According to recent global trade statistics, China now represents over 13% 
of total world trade—second only to the U.S.  Therefore, to avoid what Rigol 
calls “sociopolitical instability” in the region, China has negotiated mutu-
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ally beneficial economic partnerships with most of them.9 In short, China’s 
diplomatic efforts to date have been subtle and ‘under the radar’ in terms of 
acquiring and projecting influence throughout Asia-Pacific. Nevertheless, al-
most everyone acknowledges that China and the region’s destiny will change 
dramatically in the upcoming years and decades.

Of course, the ultimate outcome in the Asia-Pacific region will certainly 
depend on the U.S. response to China’s economic and military rise in the 21st 
century. If mishandled (i.e. war), the financial and security structures built 
and cultivated, within the region since the end of WWII, would suffer irrepa-
rable harm. In view of this truth, a regional catastrophe must be avoided—if 
at all possible. If such an event did occur, it would absolutely and funda-
mentally alter the direction of Asia-Pacific’s economic, political and security 
development for the rest of the 21st century.

Therefore, the omnipresent question confronting both America and China, 
if not East Asia at-large, is what will be the ultimate outcome from the 
stresses and strains associated with the expected financial, military and tech-
nologically-driven changes? At the present time, the answer to this crucial 
question remains speculative at best. The regional implications would be are 
huge. Nevertheless, the answer to the question mentioned above remains the 
key for America, China and the Asia-Pacific region. Historically speaking, I 
believe U.S.-China relations in the 21st century will be as important to the 
future prosperity and stability of the Asia-Pacific region, as German-French 
relations have been for European growth and harmony since the end of 
WWII.

Eric Heginbotham and Christopher Twomey believe America is exercis-
ing an Asian policy that is poorly designed for the realities confronting the 
region and the interests of the U.S. in the 21st century. They believe U.S. 
President George W. Bush is currently exercising the realpolitik philosophy 
utilized in the late-1800s by German Chancellor, Otto von Bismarck. Yet, 
unfortunately, they also think that this particular policy is ill-suited for the 
challenges and demands confronting the U.S. in Asia, at this point in time. 
First, this Bismarckian (i.e. ‘realist’) approach dilutes America’s ability to 
shape and define Asia’s security framework, and, secondly, its implementa-
tion will result in increased nationalist sentiments that will trigger regional 
tensions—leading to unrest and unpredictable results.10

Thus, America should support Asia’s multilateral institutions, such as 
ASEAN, APEC, ASEAN Regional Forum, and, perhaps, a formalized ver-
sion of the Northeast Asian Cooperation Dialogue. This path, in their opinion, 
would go a long way toward stabilizing the region and enhancing America’s 
voice in regional affairs. Secondly, support the development of democracy 
and its relevant institutions, but do not support “nationalist agitation” because 
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the outcome is almost always unpredictable, and the perceived potential 
of U.S. intervention could lead to an unwanted war.11 Death and destruction 
are not the kind of factors that usually lead a nation, or a people, toward 
democracy.

Perhaps, the implementation of ‘soft power’, as defined by Harvard Univer-
sity government professor, Joseph Nye, can be much more advantageous and 
influential for the U.S. in Asia than the use of overwhelming military power 
to achieve its goals. American culture consisting of our schools, music, books, 
movies and our way of life, remain powerful forces and extremely influential 
for hundreds of millions of global citizens seeking a better existence. In short, 
Professor Nye believes that ‘soft power’ is a very attractive alternative for in-
dividuals, and governments, who desire to transform their respective societies, 
and enhance their ability to bring new ideas to challenging problems.12

Finally, the recently updated analysis of China-U.S. relations by the Con-
gressional Research Service uses the word ‘competition’ to describe the pres-
ent-day relationship between the two major powers in Asia-Pacific. Kerry 
Dumbaugh, specialist in Asian Affairs within the Congressional Services’ 
Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, writes that both nations are 
in “competition for resources, power, and influence around the world.”13 
Dumbaugh points out that China’s relations with its regional neighbors 
have improved significantly since the mid-1990s. Issues such as “territorial 
disputes, diplomatic deadlocks, and deep ASEAN concerns about China’s 
military ambitions and its regional economic competitiveness” represented a 
plethora of troubles for the Chinese government within the region.14

However, this sense of foreboding and mistrust of China has receded over 
the past decade. The Chinese have reached out to the members of ASEAN—
with the signing of a Free Trade Agreement in 2004. In the same year, the 
Chinese signed major trade deals purchasing iron ore and energy from Aus-
tralia. And, in 2005, China initiated a “strategic dialogue” with India concern-
ing terrorism, resource competition and America’s role in Asia.15

Though, America’s role in Asia continues to consume many Chinese of-
ficials, and the definition of U.S.-China relations remains frustratingly elu-
sive, there are scholars and observers of U.S.-China relations who feel both 
countries need each other to create regional and global stability. Professor 
Patrick Shan, born and raised in China, who currently teaches Chinese His-
tory at Grand Valley State University, stated matter-of-factly that “China 
and the U.S. will not go to war because they need each other to stabilize the 
global economy.”16 Professor Shan also mentioned, “I simply do not believe 
that China will ever attempt a pre-emptive attack on America. And, China 
has worked very hard during the past decade to improve its relations with its 
neighbors.”17
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Perhaps, the best example of China reaching out to its neighbors, and at-
tempting to be seen as a constructive leader and stabilizing force in the north-
eastern region of Asia, is their founding, in June 2001, of the Shanghai Coop-
eration Organization (SCO). The primary focuses of the SCO is to establish 
economic and security agreements with Russia and the Central Asian nations 
formerly of the Soviet Union. Within this dual-policy framework, there is a 
consensus to build gas/oil pipelines, initiate rail-link development, and par-
ticipate in joint military activities. The activities of the SCO have certainly 
caught the attention of policymakers in the U.S. and Asia. However, no one 
is interpreting this relatively new organization as a direct threat to America’s 
dominant position in Asia-Pacific.18

Unsurprisingly, it is not hard to find informed opinions or voices of alarm 
in America or Asia-Pacific, that interpret China’s emergence as a real power 
in the region as a threatening development—that will probably lead to some 
level of military conflict. The most candid of these voices is the University 
of Chicago Professor John Mearsheimer, who states unequivocally that “If 
China continues its impressive economic growth over the next few decades 
that the U.S. and China are likely to engage in an intense security competi-
tion with considerable potential for war.”19 Professor Mearsheimer, a self-
described great power ‘realist’, also believes that if China becomes a threat-
ening force in Asia, America’s key allies and friends in the region will join 
the U.S. in containing China’s hegemonic intentions.20

However, there are skeptics who believe that the anti-China mentality 
gripping the (President George W.) Bush Administration is a by-product of 
the neo-conservative elements within the policymaking structures of the U.S. 
government. Professor Michael Klare points to the Defense Planning Guid-
ance (DPG) for fiscal years 1994-1999—as the “master blueprint for U.S. 
dominance in the post-Cold War era.”21 Professor Klare, director of the Five 
College Program in Peace and World Security Studies at Hampshire College, 
identified (3) events, in 2005, that reflected a new (manufactured?) hostility 
toward China.

First, in February 2005, the announcement that the U.S.-Japan alliance was 
to be strengthened—the U.S. knew that China would react in a hostile manner 
to this new agenda; Second, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld’s speech 
at a strategic conference held in Singapore, in June 2005, singled out the Chi-
nese and its military buildup as a real threat to stability in East Asia; Third, in 
July 2005, the Pentagon released a report, The Military Power of the People’s 
Republic of China, that once again focused upon the potential danger of 
China’s military development. Klare writes, “the main thrust of the report is 
that China is expanding its capacity to fight wars beyond its own territory and 
that this effort constitutes a dangerous challenge to global order.”22
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Yet, amongst our allies in Asia-Pacific, there appears to be a vociferous 
and volatile debate concerning the nature of the Chinese threat to the region. 
Two Australian writers and longtime observers of China’s development since 
the 1960s, Gregory Clark and Ross Terrill, perceive China’s emergence in 
Asia, and the world, through different prisms of interpretation. Clark, vice-
president of Akita International University and a former Australian diplo-
mat, sees the ‘bogey-man’ thesis, once again, being applied to China by its 
detractors.23 Terrill, an associate researcher at Harvard University’s John K. 
Fairbank Center, interprets China as a country in transition and burdened 
with indecision by whether to become a fully functional nation-state, or a 
new Chinese empire. This dual-internal struggle has reached a midpoint, and 
China’s final determination of its future will have tremendous regional and 
global ramifications, according to Professor Terrill, the author of The New 
Chinese Empire.24

Clark, however, believes the current hysteria over China’s dramatic eco-
nomic and military growth is a manifestation of the “China Threat” lobby 
which has been constantly in motion since the Korean War, 1950-1953. Ev-
ery political or military struggle in East Asia is always traced back to some 
subliminal plot hatched up by the Chinese government. In both Australia and 
America, the ‘China Threat’ crowd is constantly linking China with any, if 
not all, events in Asia that are considered a threat to the Yank-Aussie interests 
in the region.25 Clark sees all this nonsense as ‘smoke and mirrors’ to protect 
the real interests involved in these contrived moments of frantic Chinese 
xenophobia—the military-industrial-intelligence complex, he observes that 
“when it is all over and the alleged threat has proved to be quite imaginary, 
the threat merchants move on to find another target. But not before billions 
have been spent. And millions have died.”26

Professor Terrill, in disagreement, perceives sees a more savvy, ambitious 
and dangerous Chinese empire emerging in the 21st century. By contrast, 
the American empire is seen by the author as a tripod of global interests: 
technology and investment, popular culture and a non-imperialistic military 
that intervenes and then leaves. In short, America represents a ‘soft empire’ 
in its overt handling of international affairs. However, Terrill believes that 
the Chinese see themselves, and their new empire, in a very different light. 
China’s leaders perceive themselves as the “guardians of truth”.27 According 
to Professor Terrill, the new Chinese empire does indeed represent a real 
threat to America’s global preeminence and its hegemonic system—both of 
which are based upon its economic, political and social values:

The new Chinese empire is different. At once more modest and more arrogant, 
it is an empire of theater and presumption. It is a construct both of domestic re-
pression and of international aspiration. Its arsenal of weapons includes secrecy, 
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deception, and a sense of history that enables it to take a long view of China’s 
interests and ambitions.28

When you look at the raw numbers, the Chinese are indeed putting together 
a rather formidable force that appears to could the potential to project Chinese 
power well beyond their shores. In an increasingly transparent world, any 
nation’s military build-up does not go unnoticed—especially by America. 
Therefore, the lack of clarity on the issue of military expenditures by the 
Chinese government is emerging as an unsettling issue between the U.S. and 
China.

This thesis, concerning the potentiality of a ‘China threat’ and the lack of 
accurate information on their overall military spending, are detailed in the 
Department of Defense’s (DoD) annual report to the U.S. Congress from 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense, titled, “The Military Power of the 
People’s Republic of China”. This well-structured report contained numerical 
figures representing China’s troop levels, budgetary and expenditure figures, 
missile capabilities and present military priorities and strengths within the 
East Asian theatre, and what it will mean for future U.S. military strategists 
and regional policymakers.29

One of the primary focuses of the report was its analysis of China’s capa-
bilities in dealing with Taiwan, and with those nations who might potentially 
come to the island’s defense, if a military conflagration erupted between them. 
It is not a secret to U.S. regional analysts that the most important regional 
matter for China is to re-assimilate Taiwan into the Chinese nation-state fam-
ily. This is a red-button issue for the People’s Republic of China’s (PRC) 
leadership in Beijing. The DoD’s report also provides credible evidence that 
China’s massive re-modernization of its military also represents the poten-
tial capability of disturbing the ‘power balance’, or status quo, within East 
Asia.30 This disturbing fact has certainly the caught the attention of China’s 
neighbors who are increasingly unsettled about such a development. Here 
are some of the basic figures presented in the DoD report on China’s overall 
military situation:

Ground Troops: 1.6 million;
Tanks: 6,500
Artillery Pieces: 11,000
Air Force: 1,500 fighters; 780 bombers
Naval Forces:
Destroyers/Frigates—64
Landing Ships—43
Submarines—57
Ballistic Missile Capability:
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Short Range—650–730;
Medium Range—29–37;
Intermediate Range—14–18
Intercontinental Range—20 to 24 (5,500 km)
20 (8,500 km)
Submarine Launched—20 to 2431

Initially, China’s responded angrily to the DoD’s report and its analysis 
concerning the threatening situation involving China and Taiwan. In a fit of 
nationalistic frustration, Zhu Chenghu, a PLA (People’s Liberation Army) 
major-general and professor at China’s National Defense University, stated 
that China might have to resort to using nuclear weapons against America, 
if the U.S. interfered on the behalf of Taiwan during a war with China. This 
remark certainly caught the attention of the Bush administration and the 
Pentagon. However, the Beijing government dismissed the remark as an in-
dividual making a “personal opinion” about a sensitive matter. Interestingly, 
General Zhu was not reprimanded publicly for his impolitic and provocative 
comment.32 Many China-watchers were not surprised by the lack of zeal 
shown by Beijing to denounce Professor Zhu’s inflammatory remark. Many 
believe that Zhu’s position is widely supported within the upper ranks of the 
PLA. Therefore, the CCP (Chinese Communist Party) is reluctant to rebuke 
the general publicly. Jing Huang, a foreign policy analyst at the Brookings 
Institution, believes “Mr. Zhu would never have been able to make such com-
ments unless he was backed by powerful forces within the PLA.”33

So, what is the future outcome, economically and militarily, between these 
two Pacific powers—America and China? In an attempt not to be ambiguous 
or evasive on this serious question, the actual consensus concerning U.S.-
China relations remains deeply divided. Robert Kaplan and Richard Haass 
are perfect examples of the intellectual division existing in American policy 
circles today. Both are greatly respected and have done excellent work on 
global issues, especially concerning U.S. security matters.  Kaplan, a re-
nowned global analyst, interprets the American position in the Pacific as the 
defining epic that will determine the U.S.’s future role as a global power in 
the 21st century.

According to Kaplan, the keys to America’s future hegemonic presence in 
the Pacific will be its capacity to project naval power (re: Alfred T. Mahan’s 
1890 thesis34), and to possess the technological capabilities to match similar 
advances made by China in its land-based missile systems, and within its 
naval surface and submarine fleets as well. Kaplan writes, “In the coming 
decades, China will play an asymmetric back-and-forth game with us in the 
Pacific, taking advantage not only of its vast coastline but also of its rear 
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base—stretching far back into Central Asia—from which it may eventually 
be able to lob missiles accurately at moving ships in the Pacific.”35 At the end 
of his article, Kaplan states that the U.S Navy must redefine itself to meet the 
military challenges represented by China, and take special note of the signifi-
cant geographical factors confronting our regional strategists with concern to 
China and East Asia.36

Haass, currently the President of the Council on Foreign Affairs, Ameri-
ca’s most prestigious foreign policy organization, states that both America 
and China simply can not let things get out of control in East Asia, because 
both nations have too much to lose—economically, militarily and in terms of 
global influence. However, he also emphatically believes it’s futile to attempt 
to control, or manage, the overall development of any nation-state,

The rise and fall of countries (like China) is largely beyond the ability of the 
United States or any other outsider to control. The performance of states is 
mostly the result of demographics, culture, natural resources, educational sys-
tems, economic policy, political stability, and foreign policy.37

Haass admits that a great deal of history is determined by relations between 
and amongst the great powers, at any particular point in time, and the key 
relationship that demands watching in the 21st century is the one between 
China and the U.S. Presently, the recent rise of Chinese nationalism presents 
a degree of difficulty for America and China to reach an understanding on 
many significant issues.38 However, Haass asserts with absolute certainty that 
“a U.S.-China cold war would be costly, dangerous, and distracting, robbing 
attention and resources from pressing internal and global challenges. Both 
countries have a stake in avoiding this outcome.”39

I think it is appropriate and proper to end this section of the chapter with 
a survey that was completed by David Rothkopf, a visiting scholar at the 
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and a widely respected national 
security analyst. In 2005, Rothkopf conducted an extensive survey at the 
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace on a number of issues, priorities 
and topics concerning U.S. foreign policy.

Overall, almost 180 individuals participated in answering Rothkopf’s 
multiple questions. I will only focus on a few of the answers obtained by 
Rothkopf and his team of researchers. These experts were asked twice a 
double-fold question: The first was which countries and/or entities are most 
likely to be important allies, friends, or otherwise important to the support of 
U.S. initiatives over the next (5) and the next (20) years? The second question 
was the flip side of the first question. Which countries and/or entities would 
most likely be America’s potential adversaries, rivals, or challengers to our 
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interests in the world over the next (5) years and the next (20) years? The 
answer for all four categories was China.40

Hence, it is not an understatement to say that the American foreign policy 
establishment is quite divided over the proper response to China’s rise in 
global affairs. Therefore, should we be surprised that our national policies 
emanating from the White House and the U.S. Congress toward China are 
just a mirror of the varied opinions within the ranks of academics, journalists, 
think-tanks and other policymakers within the U.S. government? Almost all 
the “experts” mentioned in this chapter basically agree that the moment of 
truth is coming relatively soon for America and China. Yet, we are not even 
close to having achieved a consensus concerning the development of a coher-
ent and operational strategy concerning the rise of China, and East Asia, in 
the 21st century.

ADAM SMITH’S ECONOMICS WITH 
CHINESE CHARACTERISTICS

Napoleon is alleged to have stated, “When China wakes up, it will shake 
the world.”41 This famous and prophetic quote remains shrouded by a de-
gree of doubt concerning its authenticity, but its essential truth has come 
to pass in the 21st century. However, what is not in doubt is the present-
day rumblings emanating from China’s dynamic and evolving economy. 
Indeed, the world’s focus is shifting irrefutably toward the Asia-Pacific 
Rim. Specifically, it is the steadily growing Asian economies, with China 
performing as the region’s locomotive that is turning the global economic 
crankshaft away from a North Atlantic (i.e. America and the European 
Union) perspective to one now comprising of the United States and the 
East Asian Hemisphere.

Henceforth, this specific section of the chapter will focus on two primary 
topics of vital concern: First, an overview of China’s current and future eco-
nomic prowess and the ramifications for America and the West. For whom, 
most see as the main victims of the economic collateral damage, such as 
massive unemployment and the relocation of millions of lives, taking place 
within their local communities and throughout their native countries?

Secondly, the potential for conflict in East Asia over the issue of having 
access to the available natural resources in the global marketplace, especially 
oil. Specifically, if the advanced economies of the world continue their pace 
of growth and the volume of natural resources begin to diminish, who gets 
the resources? This is the key question that needs an answer from the major 
economic powers in the very near future.
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According to Gilbert Achcar, Professor of Politics and International Rela-
tions at the University of Paris-VIII, “China plays a key role in the world 
capitalist market, and the more this market becomes dependent on the state 
of the Chinese economy, the more global capitalism will have a stake in the 
stability of China.”42 In short, China’s economic growth has created a mutual 
need between itself and the outside world. Neither can prosper without the 
other. It’s an international version of a shotgun wedding—East and West 
brought together despite misgivings by both partners. For example, America 
needs the Chinese to purchase billions of dollars of our Treasury notes to pay 
for our record national deficits, and China needs access to our domestic mar-
ket to sell their exports—which in turn keeps the economic engines running 
in the Middle Kingdom and helps to maintain employment for millions.

The West, though, is finding out that this new economic gambit called 
globalization has a serious downside. In America and Australia, their respec-
tive automobile industries are increasingly confronting unrelenting Asian 
competition, primarily from Japan and South Korea. The production of cars 
and steel represent middle-class wages and it also provides a certain degree 
of self-respect for workers in these industries. In short, making automobiles 
and steel personifies a certain dignity and strength reflected by its owners and 
workers in their local communities and countries.

This sector of the American economy is under threat, and its painful transi-
tion due to international competition is tearing communities apart—as wit-
nessed in my adopted home-state of Michigan. General Motors (GM), once 
the kingpin of American corporations, is now in freefall in terms of its U.S. 
market share, and overall car sells, in North America. However, this Ameri-
can corporate icon now possesses the largest market share (11.2%)—for a 
foreign automaker—in China. It now possesses a workforce of over 15,000 
in the ‘Middle Kingdom’. Conversely, its U.S. market share (26.2%) contin-
ues to slump, falling another 1.3% during 2005. Thus, unsurprisingly, GM’s 
highly profitable auto plants in China are now paying the bills in its ever-
shrinking North American operations and market share.43 It should be noted 
that, in January 2007, GM publicly announced that it had achieved record car 
sales in China. Its overall sales in the Chinese market improved 32% dur-
ing 2006. Overall, GM sold 876,747 vehicles in China in 2006.44 Many of 
them were assembled at GM’s production plants which are now situated in 
China—not Michigan.

Yet, GM’s surge in profits in China was a distant second place to Ford’s 
own eye-popping 89% increase in car sales (155,404) in China for 2006.45 
Both Michigan-based car companies have drastically reduced their hourly 
and salaried work forces in their North American operations over the past few 
years. In 2007, no one really knows when the U.S. auto industry will hit rock 
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bottom, but most recognize that it will probably go the way of the American 
steel industry during the 1980s, where approximately 70% of the industry’s 
employment was terminated due to more efficient and cheaper steel from it 
international competitors. In short, in 2007, the cold-blooded realities of the 
modern-day marketplace, and the raw power of globalization, possess an irre-
futable omnipresence throughout the automotive industry in America. Hence, 
it appears for now, only a fraction of the U.S. auto industry will remain profit-
able and viable during the 21st century.

Yet, this profitable situation for GM appears to be a short-term panacea, 
because Chinese automakers are now in the process of building cars for their 
own domestic market, and for the international market as well. The Lifan 
Group, led by visionary Yin Mingshan, is planning to export cars to Europe 
and America by 2009. In 2006, the Lifan Group took a bold step in this direc-
tion by purchasing one of the world’s most sophisticated engine plants in Bra-
zil from the DaimlerChrysler and BMW auto company. They will dismantle 
it and transport it 8,300 miles to Chongqing in western China. In the end, the 
Lifan Group wants to produce a competitive sedan with leather seats, dual air 
bags and a DVD system for only $9,700.46

America and Europe are not the only targeted markets for these Chinese 
autos in the near future. Australia is now being seriously considered as a new 
market for their cars. Of course, the (much) less costly Chinese models will 
completely undermine the price structure for cars in the Land Down-under. 
If allowed to penetrate the Australian market with any degree of significance, 
the Aussie auto companies will almost certainly become a victim of collateral 
damage and perish from their local communities, because they will almost 
certainly be forced out of business due to a price war they can’t win.

Australian Greens Federal Senator Christine Milne stated, “If China ob-
tains total access to the Australia’s car market, the nation’s auto plants will 
soon be closed. It would be suicidal for the Australian car industry to give 
China a full-go at its domestic market.”47 John Wormald, a senior analyst for 
Autopolis—a major automotive consultancy firm, confirms Senator Milne’s 
assertion that Australia’s car industry would be drastically damaged by un-
restricted trade, “The effect of Chinese car makers entering the Australian 
market would be dramatic. The effect will be to pull the whole price structure 
(for cars) down. Even if the local industry isn’t directly competing against 
Chinese vehicles the effect of their coming will be severe.”48

This same scenario is repeating itself in industry after industry in America, 
Australia and the rest of the world. Growing market shares, trade surpluses 
and an ever-expanding Chinese economy is indeed shaking the economic 
world as we know it. Therefore, again, not unexpectedly, demands for gov-
ernment intervention on behalf of struggling industries in America are be-
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coming a common occurrence in Washington DC. Nucor’s CEO, Daniel R. 
DiMicco, in charge of the largest steelmaker facility in America (in Charlotte, 
North Carolina) is concerned about the future ability of the U.S. to produce 
competitive steel in a global market being shaped by Chinese industrial poli-
cies. DiMicco states that China is exporting steel despite absorbing most of 
it for domestic use. He claims more steel mills are being built in China, and 
they are “massively subsidized” by government supported interest-free loans, 
an undervalued currency, and generous export tax breaks.49 Thus, according 
to the embattled Nucor CEO, “If China decides to export significant amounts 
of steel, there will be no such thing as competition.”50 The American and 
Australian auto industries and the U.S. steel industries are concrete examples 
of the degree of market penetration associated with China’s new economic 
presence in terms of global production and trade.

Already, China has a dominating global production presence in several 
categories involving labor-intensive goods, such as toys (70%), bicycles 
(60%), shoes (50%) and luggage (33%).51  The Chinese are now making 
serious and successful global inroads in product production requiring low-
tech capabilities, such as microwave ovens (50%), television sets and air 
conditioners (33%) and refrigerators (20%).52 Oded Shenkar, author of The 
Chinese Century, writes that as China “moves up the ladder” in terms of prod-
uct sophistication and technology, unlike Japan and Korea before them, they 
are not allowing these lower rung economic production systems to be moved 
(outsourced) to other countries. The profits from these low-level manufactur-
ing sources of production continue to finance China’s move toward “knowl-
edge-intensive areas” such as products associated with the information age.53 
The primary reason for China’s reluctance to outsource these lower-tech 
positions is because the Chinese government must maintain stable levels of 
employment for its 1.3 billion citizens. This challenge is unrelenting for the 
Communist leadership in Beijing.

The only reasons keeping China from even further domination of the prod-
ucts mentioned above, and gaining an even larger market share in the West, 
is the agreed upon quotas and tariffs which are insisted upon by the national 
governments throughout the developed world (i.e. the U.S., Japan, Austra-
lia and the European Union). There is a good reason for these economic 
protections for America—massive job losses. Scott Robert, a researcher at 
the Economic Policy Institute in Washington DC, provided disturbing and 
frightening evidence concerning the employment ramifications of America’s 
trade policies with China since 1992. Robert’s analysis determined that al-
most 700,000 jobs were lost between 1992 and 1999. And, he projects even 
greater job losses (almost 900,000) for the American economy in the near 
future, if trade policies and trends remain the same with China.54 In short, if 
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everything remains the same in terms of trade policies and economic trends 
between the U.S. and China, the potential job losses for America’s economy 
will be approximately 1.6 million.55

Though, the U.S. economy will gain some jobs during this period of global 
readjustment and transition, the message remains quite clear and disturbing. 
Presently, and during the next decade or so, China will represent a monumen-
tal threat to those who earn their livings in the manufacturing sector of the 
American economy. Again, Robert indicates that states in the Upper-Midwest 
and the Mid-Atlantic like Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Ohio, Indiana, 
Pennsylvania, New Jersey and New York, have been, and will continue to be, 
hit hard by the Chinese economic juggernaut.56

China’s voracious appetite for the world’s natural resources has grown 
almost exponentially. Thus, unsurprisingly, the global prices for various com-
modities (oil, gas, iron ore, copper, cement mix, etc.) have risen dramatically 
as a result. The end results, in terms of global distribution, are not equitable, 
nor just. In short, the diminishing volume and/or availability of various re-
sources represent a real danger for future global stability on several levels: 
economically, politically, socially, and, especially, militarily.

An editorial in the Asian Times declared that China now possesses the 4th 
largest economy in the world—having catapulted themselves over Great Brit-
ain, France and Italy in 2005. Economist Jim O’Neill at Goldman Sachs, in 
London, stated that China immense growth during 2005—without a revised 
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) completed—“China could squeak in ahead of 
Britain even without a revision. It just goes to show how much it’s contribut-
ing to the world economy.”57

Lester Brown, founder of World Watch Institute in 1974, and currently 
president of the Earth Policy Institute, wrote, in spring 2005, “Although the 
United States has long consumed the lion’s share of the world’s resources, this 
situation is changing fast as the Chinese economy surges ahead, overtaking 
the U.S. in the consumption of one resource after another.”58 Brown points to 
China’s importation of grain, meat, coal and steel consumption as examples of 
the ‘Middle Kingdom’ surpassing American levels of consumption—except 
for oil.59 However, in his latest book, Plan B 2.0, Brown states unequivocally, 
that “the inevitable conclusion to be drawn from these projections (concerning 
China’s future resource needs) is that there are not enough resources for China 
to reach U.S. consumption levels.”60 China, from the standpoint of consuming 
the earth’s resources, is increasingly interpreted by its neighbors and global 
competitors as a threatening element to their own survival in the 21st century.

Though, I have focused primarily on the effects upon the American 
economy, the same scenario is playing out in national economies around the 
world. Therefore, the question that is increasingly asked amongst the devel-
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oped world, developing nations and even amongst Third-World countries is 
how does a nation maintain its competitiveness against an economic Goliath 
who possesses an immense work force and an extremely low-wage economy? 
Will Hutton, the former editor of the London Observer and economic edi-
tor of The Guardian, utilizes within his book, The Writing on the Wall, the 
research of Suzanne Berger at MIT, and her team of researchers, who inter-
viewed 500 companies in America, Europe and Asia. Their collective efforts 
produced an irrefutable conclusion concerning the variables of globalization, 
and that was “wage costs are not the be-all and end-all of economics.”61

However, Berger’s own book, How We Compete, indicates that a Chinese 
worker earns only 4 percent of the wage of an American worker, though 
she quickly points out that the Chinese worker is only 4 percent as produc-
tive as an American worker.62 Hutton, presently the chief executive of The 
Work Foundation, again, uses Berger’s work to provide evidence, and dilute 
the ever-growing myth, that not all the low-skilled and low paying jobs will 
disappear from western economies and Japan. Berger’s research showed that 
companies often found it necessary, physically and culturally, to have pro-
duction facilities close to their respective markets.63 Nevertheless, the recent 
out-sourcing of millions of jobs from the U.S., and from other developed 
economies in the world, has accelerated without question. Without ques-
tion, indeed, it certainly appears that hiring Chinese workers, at a fraction of 
the labor costs encountered in developed economies, has proven extremely 
tempting and profitable for hydra-headed multi-nationals.

THE CHINESE REVOLUTION AND THE ASIA-PACIFIC RIM

What is China to America? What is China to the Asia-Pacific Rim? In truth, 
the answers to these questions remain frustratingly beyond the grasp of 
most analysts and experts who studied the region. As a result, it comes as 
no surprise that the range of opinions throughout Asia-Pacific represents a 
vast spectrum of interpretations. Often though probably too simplistically, 
the main arguments are divided into two camps: The first group is those who 
see China’s emergence in Asia as a threat to U.S. leadership. The opposing 
viewpoint is represented by those individuals who interpret China’s recent 
rise as non-threatening—for now. The one perspective that there seems to 
be a general consensus upon is that China is changing the ‘dynamics’ of 
the region, and the American response to this transition holds the key to the 
region’s future.

Specifically, this section will focus on (3) thematic questions concern-
ing Asia-Pacific and the 21st century: First, how will America respond to 
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China’s rise in Asia-Pacific? Some perceive the ‘China challenge’ as the de-
fining determinant for the U.S. position, in the Pacific region, during the 21st 
century. Secondly, how are America’s key allies—Australia, Japan and South 
Korea—adjusting to China’s new economic prowess and military influence in 
the region? And, finally, can America maintain the fundamental framework 
that has created and ensured unity and understanding, in terms of collective 
security, between itself and its key regional allies since 1950?

To answer the first thematic question, I believe America will respond to 
China’s rise with policies and a strategy consisting of passive/aggressive 
characteristics. This is a typical response by those (America, in this case) 
who are internally threatened but do not want a specific individual, or nation 
(China, case in point), to think they are vulnerable due to their emerging pres-
ence in their day-to-day lives. In short, the U.S. is still figuring out what to do 
about this emerging economic and military powerhouse in East Asia.

In the last five years, America and China have taken turns criticizing and 
assisting each other on a number of issues confronting Asia-Pacific. For 
instance, the North Korean situation is a perfect example where both sides 
have had to compromise to find a workable solution. Since 2001, the U.S. has 
been distracted by the ‘war on terror’ in Afghanistan and Iraq. Both wars have 
absorbed an enormous amounts of American financial and human resources. 
Not unexpectedly, when the North Korean leader, Kim Jong-il, announced, 
in 2005, that his country was re-instituting its nuclear weapons program, the 
Bush Administration reluctantly looked to China for diplomatic assistance 
with this dangerous regime. In truth, the U.S. is stretched dangerously thin, 
diplomatically and militarily, particularly since its ill-founded invasion of 
Iraq. And, the Bush Administration has acknowledged that China has main-
tained a strong relationship with North Korea since the end of WWII.

Of course, the neo-conservatives within the Bush White House disliked 
this admission of diplomatic inadequacy which exposed the inherent weak-
nesses within their overall plan toward achieving global dominance. Nev-
ertheless, the U.S. government urgently asked and received assistance from 
President Hu Jintao, and the Chinese Communist government, when North 
Korea stunned Asia and America with its first ever nuclear test in October 
2006. As a result, after direct Chinese intervention, the North Korean leader, 
Kim Jong-il, agreed to return to the six-party talks involving China, North & 
South Korea, Japan, U.S. and Russia.64

It is important to remember that China is not doing this out of ideological 
altruism, but, in truth, it has huge financial interests at stake within this geo-
political crisis. If northeast Asia is engulfed by a regional war, those 9–10% 
annual economic growth figures enjoyed by China for the last twenty-five 
years will become a sweet memory for President Hu’s government. And, such 
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a war’s collateral damage may include the termination of the Chinese Com-
munist party’s leadership in China as well.

However, China is not permitting American hegemonic unilateralism to be 
the only game, in terms of future economic and energy policies, in the region. 
China, as mentioned earlier in the book, created the Shanghai Cooperation 
Organization (SCO), and was a strong supporter of the East Asian Sum-
mit (EAS) that was convened for the first time in December 2005. In both 
cases, it is correct to perceive these two developments as future harbingers 
toward challenging American economic dominance in Asia-Pacific. China, 
though cautiously and subtly,  is giving the U.S. prior notice that the future 
economic policies concerning the region will not be predominately created 
and designed to benefit U.S. interests. This reality alone is revolutionary in 
its ramifications for the American establishment.

Finally, the Americans and Chinese need each other - much more than their 
respective publics realize or understand. Simply put, America depends on 
China buying U.S. treasury notes every day to pay for our overindulgent capi-
talistic lifestyle. Laura Tyson, a former economic adviser on President Bill 
Clinton’s Council of Economic Advisors, once commented rather poignantly, 
“America spends, Asia lends.”65 U.S. politicians don’t have the political 
nerve, or the personal integrity, to inform their constituents about the uncom-
fortable and budgetary truth that America is now approximately ten trillion 
dollars in debt. In short, the national economy is not producing enough wealth 
to pay for all the things that Americans believe they are entitled to in life. As 
a consequence, the Chinese government was persuaded to purchase hundreds 
of billions of dollars of U.S. treasury notes to prop up America’s increasingly 
overweight society and its ever-growing debt from mindless consumerism 
and out of control governmental spending.

Conversely, China can not force the U.S. to change its domestic spending 
habits because much of the present-day credit and trade debt is due to buy-
ing cheap Chinese goods at stores, such as Wal-Mart, K-Mart, Target, etc. 
China’s mind-boggling economic expansion over the last thirty years, and 
relative social stability, would evaporate overnight if the U.S. market plunged 
into financial chaos. Both nations would wake up to high unemployment and 
social upheaval. In an almost Shakespearean sense, America and China are 
like two scorpions in a bottle. Each possesses the capacity to cripple the other, 
if not the ability to mutually destroy the other—financially. Thus, it is in the 
interest of both countries to maintain this Catch-22 financial charade parading 
as sound economics.

Point of fact, war is to be avoided at all costs. Issues such as Taiwanese 
sovereignty, North Korea’s nuclear missile program, oil and gas deposits 
amongst the Spratly Islands which are located within the South China Sea, 
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and Japan’s future military role in East Asia, are extremely sensitive for the 
governments of the U.S. and China. These issues occasionally flare-up in the 
course of doing regional business, but, thus far, have been resolved quietly 
and efficiently. A U.S.-China war would be an utter catastrophe for both na-
tions and their geopolitical objectives for Asia-Pacific. But, can they co-exist 
in the long run? No one is certain on this vital question.

Therein, a sense of ‘mutually assured destruction’ hangs over everyone’s 
heads in Asia-Pacific. To put a finer point on this volatile situation, the 
U.S. and China are increasingly seen by most citizens in this region as the 
‘dual-caretakers’ of it for the 21st century. This acknowledged reality is also 
why many will also be on edge during the coming years and decades. Can 
this partnership produce the type of peace and prosperity desired by the 
people and nations within the Asia-Pacific region? America, being the only 
superpower at this time, carries the brunt of the responsibility for creating a 
productive relationship with China. Rest assured, the people in this region are 
watching intensely the actions of both very carefully.

The second thematic question concerning how America’s key allies will 
react to the growing economic and military presence of China in Asia-Pacific 
is already taking shape. I visited South Korea in 2005, Australia in 2006, 
China, South Korea and Japan in 2007, and China and Vietnam in 2008, and 
China, South Korea and Japan in 2009, during the last five years. Therefore, I 
will answer this particular question with some personal observations concern-
ing each nation related to their current, and probable, relations with America 
and China.

As expected, I will provide a brief analysis for each situation, some of 
which is based upon my travels and professional activities involving these 
nations and the region at-large. Also, I will present a few of my own opinions 
about America’s key allies: Australia, South Korea and Japan. And, the U.S.-
China relationship will be addressed as well.

First, I will examine Australia. My last visit to this island continent was in 
May-June 2006, and I still can’t get the impression out of my mind of Austra-
lia being so small and vulnerable. It is true that their overall territorial sover-
eignty is huge—essentially equal to the U.S., but its miniscule population (20 
million—1/15 of the U.S.) is dangerously small, in terms of national defense. 
Even if Australia acquired top-shelf technological military weaponry, their 
tiny military forces (approximately 55,000) is basically equal to the size of 
the New York City Police Department. In truth, Australian forces would be 
no match for a massive invasion force from one of its Asian neighbors.

Australia continues to live precariously on the southern cusp of the East 
Asian Hemisphere. Its national defense is tied to a nation (America) that is 
dangerously in debt (over $10 trillion) and an overextended military (Afghani-
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stan and Iraq). And, its current and future economic prosperity is increasingly 
tied to the financial whims of a communist nation—China. Yet, I kept hearing 
from academics, politicians, writers, and regional observers that everything is 
fine and that the future will continue to be bright and prosperous.

Upon reflection, I remember the tone and lilt of their voices possess-
ing a shrillness which indicated to me the degree of doubt existing within 
their statements of hopefulness. In short, they appeared to be determined 
to convince themselves, more than me, about the future of Australia. It is 
this interpretational impression that I took away from my last trip to Aus-
tralia. Yes, they are a wealthier society. Yes, Australia has signed numer-
ous trade (primarily for its natural resources) deals that will continue to 
deposit billions into its national treasury. Yes, Australia is playing a larger 
and more influential role in the South Pacific region, and, to some degree, 
internationally.

Yet, something wasn’t quite right. I think, despite their increased wealth 
and increased influence regionally and globally, there was a sense that this 
situation was fraught with danger. China’s influence in Australian domestic 
and foreign affairs was acknowledged by all, but everyone also reiterated 
that Australia could maintain its ‘balanced diplomacy’ between America 
and China. Like America, Australia’s economic future is increasingly tied to 
China’s own expansion. A Catch-22 situation is evolving for Australia with 
the two major powers, America and China, are pulling on the opposite ends 
of the rope—with Australia in the middle.

For Australians to say that this realpolitik dilemma does not exist or that 
they will not have to make a choice, between the U.S. and China, somewhere 
down the road is simply delusional. There is no doubt in my mind, the mo-
ment of truth will arrive for Australia, and their decision could very well 
determine its destiny for the rest of the 21st century. The unsettling truth for 
Australia, though they consider themselves a ‘middle power’, is that they are 
simply too small to survive, as a neutral entity, the wake that would result 
from a U.S.-China confrontation—a situation that would engender a massive 
geo-political tsunami sweeping over the region.

South Korea is, of course, in a very different situation. Though, like Aus-
tralia, it greatly depends upon America and China for its national security and 
economic prosperity, respectively. However, it is these same two countries 
who are delaying the eventual unification of the Korean peninsula. At least 
this was the perception communicated at the 5th anniversary of the North-
South Summit that took place, in June 2005, at the Shilla Hotel in Seoul, 
South Korea. In June 2000, South Korean President Kim Dae-jung and North 
Korean leader Kim Jong-il met at Pyongyang International Airport, shook 
hands, smiled before the world media and, more importantly, for the first 
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time since the end of the Korean War (1953) brought hope to this troubled 
peninsula.

I thought South Korea, during the period 2005–2009, had a noticeably dif-
ferent nationalistic feel to it. The people and their society appeared confident 
and much more willing to assert themselves in their own lives, and in their 
relations with other countries. This was quite evident to me at the interna-
tionally attended conference commemorating the historic meeting between 
the North and the South. And, there is no doubt in my mind that the Korean 
peninsula will unify, though I remain uncommitted in terms of determining a 
specific timetable suitable for this prognosis; but if you force me to—I think 
within the next 10 years the Korean peninsula will be unified.

However, as stated earlier, I also believe that the countries surrounding the 
Korean peninsula are less than enthusiastic about the eventuality of a recon-
ciliation taking place between these two Cold War adversaries. And, I believe 
that most Koreans understand that their primary neighbors, China and Japan, 
feel this way. Therefore, the future progress toward this territorial consolida-
tion will probably be a slow and sluggish process. Why?

First, in 2009, Japan is fearful of having a strong and unified Korea as its 
neighbor because their recent collective history is one of Japanese occupa-
tion, repression and violence toward the Koreans since the late-19th century. 
Unlike America, history to Koreans is not considered inconsequential, irrel-
evant or unimportant. They are proud of their recent accomplishments as a 
society—meaning their newfound economic and military strength. And, Ko-
reans perceive, not China, but Japan as their greatest threat—geopolitically. 
All you have to do is watch a sporting event between these two nations, even 
on television, and the hairs on your arms will stiffen from the intense kinetic 
energy produced by the rabid and nationalistic fans of both nations.

Without a doubt, Korean-Japanese relations are a long way from achiev-
ing a high level of confidence and trust on both sides. Plus, it is important 
to understand that Japan has never looked across (120 miles) the Tsushima 
Straits and witnessed a strong Korea. This fact alone has had a sobering affect 
upon the Japanese leadership. Finally, from a geopolitical standpoint, Japan 
is currently confronted with the reality of having a strong (South) Korea and 
China in close proximity. This situation has never happened in the region’s 
prior history. Nevertheless, this modern historical truth is acknowledged and 
respected by the Japanese.

Second, China is concerned about a unified Korea for other reasons. First, 
the Chinese Communists are worried about the potential of having a strong 
and unified Korea with western values, a modern military and an established 
democracy on its northeastern border. This does not bode well for the Bei-
jing leadership which is trying desperately to keep the communist system of 
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government in power, despite an annually growing number of public distur-
bances throughout the country. The Middle Kingdom, historically, has looked 
upon the ‘Hermit Kingdom’ as an inferior and subservient entity.

However, in 2009, South Korea, a former tributary state during the dy-
nastic period of Chinese history, is much wealthier in per capita terms and is 
much more advanced technologically than China. Also, if you combined both 
Korean militaries on the peninsula, there would be approximately 1.6 million 
in uniform. This force is essentially equal to China’s own forces. If you also 
consider the advanced weaponry that the North and South possess, then you 
can see why China is a bit ambiguous about promoting Korean unity. Though, 
North Korea is recognized internationally as an economic basket case, South 
Korea’s economy currently ranks 13th in the world (as stated in Chapter 5). 
South Korea, along with Singapore and Taiwan, is considered one of Asian 
economic ‘tigers’. Interestingly, though, North and South Korea have both 
stated that they would be willing to accept the presence of U.S. military bases 
upon the peninsula even after unification. Why?

Well, simply put, both Korean nations are wary about China’s future inten-
tions in northeast Asia. With the presence of U.S. troops on the peninsula, 
this would mitigate, to some degree, China’s desire to dominate the Korean 
peninsula as it did in prior centuries. Presently, despite serious misgivings 
by many Koreans concerning America’s presence on the peninsula, it is still 
perceived as being much more benign, militarily and politically, than the 
potential of having a concerted Chinese, or Japanese, influence exerted upon 
them. You can make a credible argument by stating the ‘balance of power’ 
theory remains a real part of the Korean reality on this volatile piece of real 
estate. In the coming years, I am certain that the last vestige of the Cold War 
era will finally come to an end on the Korean peninsula.

However, I am equally convinced that a new ‘power equation’ will emerge 
in northeast Asia. In the future, the Korean nation will find itself constantly 
seeking the middle ground within a geo-political struggle between its two 
powerful benefactors—China and America. Though, there is considerable 
opinion that a Sino-Japanese confrontation is never far from the realm of pos-
sibility, and such an event would very easily replace the issue of China-U.S. 
regional competition within the Korean foreign ministry.

But, in the meantime, the brewing hegemonic competition for leadership 
within the Asia-Pacific region between the Americans and Chinese will cer-
tainly tax and fully test the dexterity of Korea’s diplomatic skills during the 
first decades of the 21st century. Koreans know what happens when politics 
fails (Korean War, 1950–1953), because it took over fifty years for them 
to get to this point of actually discussing the possibility of unification and, 
eventually, achieving a significant degree of self-autonomy. Observers of the 
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region are quite cognizant of the fact that there is a lot on the line for both 
North Korea and South Korea.

In concluding this chapter, I want to express a few thoughts on the ‘in-
evitability’ of war occurring in northeast Asia, due to the accepted premise 
that a titanic struggle between China and America will develop because both 
are determined to exercise hegemonic dominance over Asia-Pacific during 
the 21st century. Those who perpetuate and support this thesis can, indeed, 
make a credible and historically-based argument that can clearly lead one to 
agree that such a fate is inevitable.

Yet, I remember what my old friend and historian Howard Zinn, professor 
emeritus at Boston University, has told me on numerous occasions during 
conversations, and from listening to him deliver lectures at colleges and uni-
versities in the Midwest, that the only thing predictable about history is its 
unpredictability. The 20th century is clearly evidence of that truism. In truth, 
there are no absolutes about the future, based on what has happened in the 
past. However, you can learn certain lessons, and truths, from history and ap-
ply them to the present and future, but it’s never a perfect fit.66

I believe Professor Zinn’s basic assumption and judgment concerning the 
potential use and understanding of history to be sound and wise. Everyone 
has a different take on the importance of history, and our media has often 
distorted or manipulated it to fit their ratings-driven agendas. Unfortunately, 
much of today’s news, throughout the world, is owned and influenced by 
corporate interests or government censors. The end product is often diluted 
of its informational importance or relevance. It lacks the nutritional intellec-
tual value to feed a starved and ignorant citizenry who depend on these news 
outlets for its understanding of the world.

In short, the more we know about different individuals and unfamiliar 
cultures, the better off we are in understanding what makes them tick as a 
society. Without this critical and crucial knowledge, we are simply operating 
in the dark, leaving ourselves completely at the mercy of reactionary dema-
gogues and warmongers, whose collective paranoia interprets all alien cul-
tures and people as enemies of the state. The recent debacles in Afghanistan 
and Iraq are sad examples of this irrefutable truth.

Therefore, the key and vital question remains unaltered and unanswered: Can 
America and China avoid a military conflagration during the 21st century, due 
to their perceived hegemonic self-interests within Asia-Pacific? The real answer 
is that no one truthfully knows. Yet, history does provide a sterling example for 
both countries to consider—The Shanghai Communiqué—created in February 
1972.

It was this publicly announced ‘joint statement’, agreed to by U.S. Presi-
dent Richard Nixon and China’s Chairman Mao Zedong at the end of their 
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historic meeting, which ushered in a new era of relations between these two 
major Asia-Pacific powers. It helped to end the U.S. involvement in the 
Vietnam War, and it also marked the end of the overtly hostile Cold War 
diplomacy that existed between the most powerful democracy in the world, 
and the most populated communist nation on earth. This diplomatic break-
through, though originally viewed with hostility and skepticism by hard-line 
conservatives in America, in 1972, was later judged by almost all foreign 
policy analysts and historians to be a tremendous diplomatic achievement for 
U.S. President Richard Nixon, National Security Adviser Henry Kissinger, 
and, most importantly, for America.

Zhang Yuping, who is Vice-Dean in the College of Humanities and Law 
at North China University of Technology, was a visiting scholar at Central 
Michigan University during the academic year 2005-2006. Professor Zhang 
stated in an interview that “Mao greatly influenced my generation. He did 
everything for the people. The Cultural Revolution was right at the beginning, 
but later on things went badly.”67

Though, in the West, a number of present-day scholars—concerning 
Chinese history since 1949—have described Mao as a rigid doctrinal tyrant, 
or as an egomaniacal dictator without a conscience. Despite these recent 
works of scholarship describing Mao in rather brutal and unflattering terms, 
Professor Zhang continues to see Mao in a favorable light, “Mao was prob-
ably 80% good and 20% bad in my opinion. He gave China and the Chinese 
people strong leadership during his life, but, it is true, he did have some 
weaknesses.”68

Perhaps, Professor Zinn’s analysis is essentially correct, that our current 
situation with China touches upon different issues, in a different time. All 
of which represents an unquestioned degree of unpredictability. Yet, can we 
not learn something from the courageous and visionary events that occurred, 
in 1972, within the pages of American diplomatic history? I believe so. 
President Nixon, Chairman Mao, National Security Adviser Henry Kissinger 
and Chinese Premier Zhao Enlai went beyond the realm of commonly held 
wisdom, and geo-political dogma, and changed the course of history between 
the U.S. and China. Can it be done again?

Former National Security Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski, during the 
Carter Presidency (1977-1981), believes China has shown great wisdom in 
running its affairs since the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, and that they 
have not made the same mistakes committed by Soviet leader, Mikhail Gor-
bachev, during the shocking collapse of the Soviet state in 1991.69 Brzez-
inski, author of The Grand Failure: The Birth and Death of Communism 
in the Twentieth Century, presciently predicated the rapid downfall of the 
Soviet Union due to its serious internal and philosophical contradictions 
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that simply undermined the structural integrity of the most powerful com-
munist state in the world.

Since 1978, Chinese leaders such as Deng Xiaoping and Jiang Zemin, and 
current president Hu Jintao, have avoided the dangerous pitfalls that brought 
down the communist party apparatus in the Soviet Union in December 1991. 
However, in 2009, China is sailing in uncharted political waters. Professor 
Brzezinski believes “the Chinese are moving fairly fast from their revolution-
ary roots.”70 He also believes their current economic policies irrefutably show 
that “China is simply not following communist doctrine.”71 If this is so, and 
it certainly appears it is, then perhaps this moment represents another oppor-
tunity in history for bold thinkers and visionaries, in American and China, to 
construct and design a new geo-political paradigm in which both countries 
can co-exist and thrive simultaneously.

In 1972, the U.S. and China found acceptable common ground from which 
both nations could mutually benefit. Two countries with brave and visionary 
leaders broke down the ideological barriers separating them from their de-
sired geo-political destinies. Smart and wise people, in both countries, began 
the de-escalation of Cold War tensions between themselves and those who 
depended on them for power and influence within their respective govern-
ments. In effect, Nixon and Mao began the incremental process of disman-
tling the intense and rigid ideological artifice that was constructed to separate 
these two societies since 1949.

In 2009, is it beyond the pale, that perhaps our current political leaders, or 
future leaders, representing the American government can create a new ver-
sion of the  Nixon–Kissinger stratagem which will result in a new ‘commu-
niqué’ concerning America, China and Asia-Pacific in the 21st  century? Put 
directly, can America once again, boldly seek and achieve another ground-
breaking act of diplomacy with China. I believe the ball is in America’s court. 
History has shown, irrefutably, that we did it once. Can we accomplish it 
again? Do we have the vision and the will to achieve it again?

According to MIT Professor Noam Chomsky, the brilliant and often 
controversial linguist and U.S. foreign policy critic, the U.S. may have no 
other alternative but to build a new and constructive relationship with China 
during the 21st century. Chomsky, a globally renowned analyst of Ameri-
can foreign policy, believes the current cacophony of voices attempting to 
define U.S.-China future relations are “purely speculative and there is no 
way, that I can see, to guess which is more plausible.”72

However, Professor Chomsky does see China becoming increasingly pro-
active in its foreign relations with other parts of the world. He believes that 
President Bush and his neo-conservatives are confronted with a situation they 
can do little about in the short-term,
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Unlike Europe, it (China) can’t be intimidated . . . Another factor is America’s 
huge financial resources (investments) in Northeast Asia . . . Its (China) trade 
and diplomatic inroads into regions that the U.S. has assumed it controlled, like 
Latin America and even Saudi Arabia . . .

On the other hand, the Chinese export economy is an enormous gift to U.S. cor-
porations. American manufacturers can produce with extremely cheap and bru-
tally exploited labor, with few regulatory conditions or environmental concerns, 
and it can export cheap goods at huge profits, undermining their major domestic 
enemies—unions and American working-class wages. And importers, like Wal-
Mart, benefit from these conditions in China. (American) financial institutions are 
itching to get into the act. So, it’s a growing and disturbing dilemma for both the 
American political establishment and U.S. workers as well.73

Presently, I refuse to succumb to the darker impulses and the bombastic 
rhetoric that are often heard and presented in the current debates concerning 
the future challenges confronting U.S.-China relations. However, with his-
tory as my advisor and guide for the 21st century, I believe there are indi-
viduals with the necessary courage, knowledge and wisdom, in both America 
and China, to help their respective countries find new common ground, and 
to recognize their mutual agendas—regionally and globally. This pragmatic, 
rational and interests-based stratagem has the potential to transform a pos-
sible adversarial relationship into a new partnership that could fundamentally 
transform the Asia-Pacific region and redirect its destiny.

Perhaps, the ‘Asia-Pacific Century’, as many observers have predicted to 
be the fate of the 21st century, will indeed emerge as the new geopolitical 
reality. Its meaning will represent a definitive and fundamental transfer of 
global power. The rise of China and the economic prowess of Asia at-large, 
represent the foundational stones of this stunning geopolitical transformation. 
In essence, during the 21st century, the world will witness an historic epoch 
of monumental significance.

However, the ramifications from such a momentous shift in global eco-
nomic (and I presume military power as well) power remain unknown. Nev-
ertheless, once again, geography, hegemony and politics will mold and shape 
the history of the present century as they have of the previous ones. China 
has been around for approximately four thousand years. Thus, for the Chi-
nese, the current situation, at the beginning of the 21st century, is just another 
chapter in the Middle Kingdom’s long and storied past.
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It is my belief that America’s footprint, or hegemonic capabilities, will dimin-
ish, to some degree, for a number of reasons during the 21st century. Part of 
my analysis is based upon the current economic developments and political 
trends emerging in the Pacific Rim region, and in America. Another factor in 
my evaluation is founded upon the shifting of power or the perception by our 
regional allies that U.S. hegemonic power is slowly devolving in the Asia-
Pacific region. Thus, a growing consensus within the U.S. foreign policy 
establishment believes that the source of America’s incremental descent, 
within the western Pacific region, is China. It is a nation that does not hide or 
obfuscate the fact that it has indeed both a regional and a global agenda for 
the 21st century.

Yet, there exists institutional confusion, within America and even China, 
on what the Middle Kingdom actually wants to accomplish in the near and 
distant future. Tim Shorrock reported in Asia Times, in 2002, “the country’s 
(China) government and intellectual elite are deeply split about how to deal 
with the world’s only superpower and (how to) handle relations with the 
global community.”1 Hence, the real question remains unanswered for many 
Americans and for the Asia-Pacific community at-large, on whether China’s 
rise will be peaceful, or will it represent the beginning of a period of conten-
tion and conflict. As a result, it is my belief that the Asia-Pacific region will 
become the world’s primary geo-political focus during the 21st century.

William Overholt, Director of RAND’s Center for Asia-Pacific Policy and 
is also the Asia Policy Research Chair at the Center, writes that the U.S. will 
certainly play a major role into the foreseeable future within the Asia-Pacific 
region, but America must also understand that an historic shift and transforma-
tion is also occurring as well. Professor Overholt, a former Joint Senior Fellow 
at Harvard’s Kennedy School and Asia Center, writes, “. . . the overwhelming 
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majority of Asian countries view the United States as the “least distrusted” of 
the big powers. At the same time, U.S. foreign policy must adapt to a num-
ber of crucial changes that have occurred. The Soviet threat has disappeared, 
and Russian influence in East and South Asia is now quite limited. Japan has 
lost its economic dynamism, its regional economic dominance, and most of 
its regional leadership role. China has become the region’s most dynamic 
economy and has shifted from a policy of destabilization to a policy of joining 
the system.”2

THE CHINA DILEMMA

As mentioned in the introduction, both America and China are wrestling with 
the question of future responses to each other over known and unknown ques-
tions that will arise during the course of the 21st century in the Pacific Rim. 
Henry Kissinger, former U.S. Secretary of State and Director of the National 
Security Council during the Presidential administrations of Richard Nixon and 
Gerald Ford, addressed this future dilemma in his book, Does America Need a 
Foreign Policy?, by emphasizing that America and China need to find common 
ground and work together to keep Asia-Pacific stable and prosperous. Dr. Kiss-
inger does acknowledge that there are those, in both countries, who see evitable 
conflict between these two major powers. Yet, he reiterates that this ‘conflict’ 
scenario will not produce the type of long-term results, concerning peace and 
stability in East Asia, sought after by these hawkish proponents.3

Kissinger, the former Harvard government professor, has been directly 
involved with the Chinese government since his secret mission to China, in 
1971, on the behalf of President Nixon, to re-establish diplomatic relations 
between the two nations. Therefore, based upon almost four decades of expe-
rience negotiating with various Chinese leaders, Dr. Kissinger sees a differ-
ent course of action as being the most constructive and productive for future 
relations between America and China:

China policy should be liberated from familiar slogans. The issue is not how 
to label the relationship but what content it can be given. Cooperative relations 
are not a favor either country bestows on the other. They are in the common 
interests of both countries. There are enough issues to test the seriousness of 
both sides . . . A permanent dialogue is needed as the best means to create a 
more stable world or, at a minimum, to demonstrate to the American people and 
America’s allies why it is not possible.4

It should be noted that Dr. Kissinger has significant financial interests in 
China, and has maintained strong political ties to the Chinese government 
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since his departure from the U.S. State Department in 1977. To be specific, 
he receives large consultancy fees from China’s government and business hi-
erarchies for his analysis concerning global affairs, while representing Kiss-
inger Associates. Nevertheless, it is also true that every president since Nixon 
has requested his advice on China and its future intentions for the Pacific 
Rim. In short, Kissinger sees a grudging, but respectful, relationship between 
these two powers. He sees a tense but constructive geo-political equilibrium 
developing in East Asia, because he is absolutely convinced that there is 
simply too much at stake for both countries to be dragged into a devastating 
conflagration that would bring down the whole region.5

However, there are analysts and scholars who say that mankind has 
no choice on this matter, because history presents an irrefutable counter-
argument on this ‘balance of power’ subject. In short, it is strongly believed 
by these students of world history that conflict between an established hege-
monic power and one that is rising to hegemonic status, especially in the same 
region, will occur with a large degree of certainty. Why? Their argument is 
based upon the historical fact that aspiring hegemonic powers almost always 
collide due to having the same agenda - to dominate world affairs. And, as 
in politics and sports, you can only have one champion, or winner, after the 
competition is over. History has shown that there is an unwritten law con-
cerning human affairs—there is a never-ending process of one individual, or 
nation, seeking to stand above the rest. There is a certain stability and under-
standing amongst competitors—of all stripes—that respects this cosmic truth 
concerning universal competition.

In the first decade of the 21st century, many American foreign policy 
analysts, concerning the Pacific Rim, perceive China as the new enemy to 
confront (and contain) because the Chinese have not denied their desire to be-
come a hegemonic force in East Asia. These same ‘experts’ will often say that 
America represents the ‘indispensable nation’ throughout the region, and the 
world, in terms of establishing and maintaining peace and stability. In truth, 
though, these true believers of America’s global mission actually interpret the 
U.S. being much more than a ‘balancing force’ or an exemplary ‘shining city 
on the hill’ for East Asians to respect or emulate. They, in fact, really desire 
America to remain the unquestioned power in the region, and the world.

In short, these individuals interpret the rise of China as a very negative 
development. Many Asian analysts and regional observers of power-politics 
in East Asia are convinced that the potential for conflict between the U.S. and 
China is heightened because history has repeatedly shown that an emerging 
hegemonic power—regionally or globally—is often perceived immediately 
as a direct threat to the existing force structure developed by the recognized 
hegemonic power.
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Derek McDougall, associate professor in politics at the University of Mel-
bourne, writes about the geopolitical complexities and questions facing the 
U.S. and the West with the re-emergence of China, and its future role con-
cerning regional and global affairs in the 21st century. McDougall, author of 
Asia Pacific in World Politics, observes, “Part of the answer to this question 
depends on what happens with China. “Rising China” is a key feature of Asia 
Pacific international politics in the post-9/11 era. At one level this is simply 
recognition of the economic growth occurring in China and the impact this is 
having on the political and economic landscape of the region. The success of 
its strategy of economic modernization means that China will carry greater 
political clout within the region. However, there are various possibilities as 
to how China will use this weight. A confrontationist course on some issues 
could lead to clashes with other powers. At the very least China will insist on 
having a major influence on the issues that are its most direct concern.”6

John Mearsheimer, the R. Wendell Harrison Distinguished Service Profes-
sor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, states quite confidently 
in his book, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, that history has shown that 
two competitive hegemonic powers, regionally or globally, will experience 
conflict because that is the nature of global powers exercising their economic 
and military influence upon the world stage.7

The counter-argument is that we (America) can not jump to immediate 
conclusions, even if history indicates that hegemonic powers have a strong 
tendency to collide due to their regional, or global expansionist (economic or 
military, or both) agendas. However, students of history also know that there 
are few absolutes in human history, except for the unpredictability of human 
endeavors. Thus, critics of Mearsheimer’s thesis, concerning the almost cer-
tainty of ‘great power’ conflict, remain unconvinced that the U.S. and China 
are cosmically destined to go to war.

Zbigniew Brzezinski, the former national security advisor to President 
Jimmy Carter, and currently a Counselor at the Center for Strategic and Inter-
national Studies, believes that China’s future aggression against America is 
exaggerated and overdone by great-power advocates. Brzezinski, who is also 
a professor of foreign policy at Johns Hopkins University, strongly believes 
that China’s major priority is to develop its economy. Their military buildup 
does not alarm him because he does not see any unusual trends emerging that 
would indicate that China is becoming a significant threat to U.S. interests, 
regionally or globally, in the relatively near future. And, any analysis con-
cerning long-term threats is purely speculative.8

Brzezinski, though relatively optimistic about future U.S. relations with 
China, remains ever the voice of cautious in his analysis of the situation, 
he writes, “First of all, the United States’ concerns about some aspects of 
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the Chinese rivalry, for example, in trade, in business, or potentially in the 
military area, are quite legitimate. (Yet), there is a bipartisan desire to as-
similate China into the international system…Secondly, part of my reason 
for optimism is my sense that the Chinese leadership is not guided by some 
Manichaean ideology in which their future depends on the imposition of 
their value system on the world like, for example, Stalinist Russia or Hitler’s 
Germany.”9

Brent Scowcroft, the former national security adviser to Presidents George 
H.W. Bush and Gerald Ford, also believes that U.S.-China relations—for 
now—are positive and going in the right direction. In 2009, his outlook is 
primarily based upon recent and ancient Chinese history, Scowcroft writes, 
“I, too, am optimistic. From the U.S. side, the process started back in the 
early 70s when we reached out to China at the heart of the Cold War—and we 
reached an understanding with China that we would join together  to oppose 
Soviet hegemony. That put a different coloration, in the eyes of the American 
people, on China and what is was about . . . But I think one of the least likely 
directions for any instability is outward aggression. Chinese history indicates 
that the Han Chinese have not been unusually aggressive. When China has 
been aggressive, it’s usually after they’ve been conquered from the outside 
and are run by “outsiders.”10

Yet, the basis of this intense argument of whether China is a short-term or 
long-term threat might be moot, due to a looming and potential financial cri-
sis emerging in America. Today, a total meltdown (i.e. circa 1929) is highly 
possible and it appears that the fiscal integrity of the national budget is now 
in jeopardy. Most point to shockingly bad financial management and corrup-
tion on Wall Street, and an indifferent U.S. Congress as the main culprits. The 
national debt is now over 10 trillion dollars and it continues to grow at an 
alarming rate. The country’s global trade deficit also spirals upward, though 
the contacting economy and higher unemployment will probably reduce de-
mand for foreign goods for the next couple of years. To be precise, President 
Bush’s lassiez-faire economic policies have put America’s financial house in 
a dangerous and precarious situation. This frightening prospect of possessing 
massive debt—domestically and internationally—represents a direct threat 
to America’s future capacity to project—economic and military—power 
throughout the world.

Paul Krugman, the recipient of the 2008 Nobel Prize for economics, be-
lieves the U.S. is in great financial danger and that America must relearn 
some basic and fundamental economic lessons concerning its national 
economy. Krugman, who is a influential columnist for The New York Times, 
writes, “Then things got interesting and dangerous again. Growing interna-
tional capital flows set the stage for devastating currency crises in the 1990s 



118 Chapter Seven

and for a globalized financial crisis in 2008…What we’re going to have to do, 
clearly, is relearn the lessons our grandfathers were taught by the Great Depres-
sion. I won’t try to lay out the details of a new regulatory regime, but the basic 
principle should be clear: anything that has to be rescued during a financial 
crisis, because it plays an essential role in the financial mechanism, should be 
regulated when there isn’t a crisis so that it doesn’t take excessive risks.”11

Krugman, a professor of economics and international affairs at Princeton 
University, remains somewhat hopeful and he believes the financial crisis 
that is currently enveloping the U.S. and global economies and markets can 
be rectified if individuals are only willing to be creative and purposeful in 
their endeavors. He states in his bestselling book, The Return of Depression 
Economics and the Crisis of 2008, “We will not achieve the understanding 
we need, however, unless we are willing to think clearly about our problems 
and to follow those thoughts wherever they lead. Some people say that our 
economic problems are structural, with no quick cure available; but I believe 
that the only important structural obstacles to world prosperity are the obso-
lete doctrines that clutter the minds of men.”

Essentially, America’s capacity to project global power—even protecting 
the nation’s vital interests—could be compromised if the recent U.S. finan-
cial collapse is not reversed in the near future. Presently, however, there is 
irrefutable evidence that America’s global financial stature is slowly deterio-
rating. As expected, the present-day financial tsunami is slowly but steadily 
crippling U.S. capacity to influence or shape global events. Investigative 
financial reporter for the International Press Service, Emad Mekay, wrote 
that the Geneva-based World Economic Forum (WEF) issued its 2006–2007 
Global Competitiveness Index (GCI). The U.S. has dropped from the number 
one ranking in the world, to now being ranked 6th.12 Mekay, who has written 
major exposes on the World Bank, the Asian Development Bank and on the 
International Monetary Fund, states that America’s sudden decline is due, ac-
cording to this highly respected international economic institution, to its high 
spending on the ‘war on terrorism’, homeland security and the lowering of 
taxes. All of these factors represent a serious potential for triggering a fiscal 
crisis in the U.S.13

Paul Kennedy, a prominent history professor at Yale University, provided 
in his epic work, in 1987, The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers, a vivid de-
scription on how the ‘great powers’ of the past fell apart, and quickly, primar-
ily due to financial reasons and a military ‘over-stretched’ by global obliga-
tions. Quite often the great powers of the past fought one too many wars that 
eventually compromised the financial capabilities of these hegemonic states. 
Once a great power’s financial/industrial base is fundamentally compromised, 
their sphere of influence contracts, regionally and internationally.14
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Many readers, in the late-1980s, interpreted Kennedy’s work as a prophetic 
warning to America’s government and society. Twenty years later, the U.S. 
is facing a massive and growing national debt, alarming domestic budget 
deficits, and exploding international trade imbalances, especially with China. 
When the economic good times returned in the mid-1990s with the dot.com 
explosion, many critics, such as foreign policy scholars Joseph Nye and 
Niall Ferguson, chastised Kennedy for his negative predictions concerning 
America’s future.15

However, in 2009, Professor Kennedy’s economic/power thesis, published 
in 1987, toward the end of the Reagan Administration (1981–1989), is mak-
ing an unexpected comeback in American thinking. Kennedy’s critics are 
now lying low. Why? Well, it doesn’t take a MIT economist to tell Americans 
that the U.S. financial situation is increasingly shaky. The value of the U.S. 
dollar is weakening throughout the world. America’s national debt and the 
nation’s trade deficits are rising to frightening levels. And, the U.S. contin-
ues to pay for two expensive and ill-fated wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. Oil 
prices, from 2006 to the fall of 2008, had spiked to record highs, and a gallon 
of gas cost over $5.00 in some parts of America.

However, in early 2009, gas prices have plummeted due to the global 
recession, nevertheless, American consumers continue to struggle with ris-
ing cost-of-living expenses at a time when most U.S. workers are currently 
experiencing a decline in their purchasing power. Also, rising unemployment 
and diminishing employment prospects are becoming commonplace in the 
US. Thus, fear and vulnerability lay just beneath the surface for millions of 
American workers.

According to Forrester Research, in 2003, U.S. companies were expected 
to transfer 3.3 million jobs in the next 12 years (2003–2015) overseas.16 These 
job loss estimates, from six years ago, have tragically become an ugly real-
ity for millions of American workers. Martin Crutsinger, Associated Press 
economic reporter, wrote, in April 2007, that 3.2 million factory jobs have 
disappeared; essentially 1 in 6 factory jobs in the America is now gone. And, 
Crutsinger writes that most of the unemployed workers believe that their jobs 
will never return to their local communities.17

Since 2000, manufacturing industries such as auto, furniture, textiles and 
household goods, produced in states such as Michigan, Ohio, Indiana, Illinois 
and Wisconsin, have been devastated by globalization and foreign competi-
tion. My adopted home-state, Michigan, has suffered the most from the recent 
economic earthquake that has struck the American heartland. In October 
2008, Frank Bentayou, a reporter for The Plain Dealer (Cleveland), wrote 
an article that provided shocking statistics concerning the recent economic 
decline in Michigan and Ohio. However, Michigan, by far, has been hit the 
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hardest by the recent “depression-level” economic events. Since 2000, the 
Wolverine State has lost 496,900 jobs—a 10.5% reduction of its entire work 
force. The Buckeye State was the second hardest hit with 213,300 jobs be-
ing lost—a 3.8% decline in its workforce.18 It is not overblown hyperbole to 
say that America’s heartland, indeed, is currently experiencing from an acute 
economic version of cardiac arrest on a scale not seen since the days of The 
Great Depression in the 1930s.

Most of these solid-paying ‘blue collar’ jobs are now being relocated to 
Asia. The de-industrialization of the post-WWII American heartland is ac-
celerating and, thus, as a result, the workers themselves are experiencing a 
dramatic and fundamental re-transformation of their existence and identifi-
cation as workers throughout the region. For many, this historic epoch has 
hit them like a tsunami and the wreckage from this financial storm will be 
devastating for the millions who are watching their way of life slowly vanish 
before their eyes.

Though, Richard Longworth writes in his insightful and excellent book, 
Caught In The Middle, that many of the small cities and towns in the Midwest 
chose to disregard or ignore the economic storm clouds that were increasingly 
appearing on the horizon since the 1970s.  According to Longworth, a senior 
fellow at The Chicago Council on Global Affairs, after several decades of U.S. 
industrial dominance, since the end of World War II, globalization and foreign 
competition were steadily eroding the industrial base within the American 
heartland; this erosion during the last eight years has accelerated significantly. 
The American heartland is now confronting an uncertain future.19

However, Longworth, in January 2008, published an article in the Chi-
cago Tribune, states the Midwest will once again play an important role in 
America’s future economic prosperity—like it always has in the nation’s his-
tory. But, for this economic reinvention to occur, the region’s business and 
political leaders must develop a ‘common strategy’.20 Longworth, a former 
award-winning foreign correspondent and senior writer for the Chicago Tri-
bune, remains a firm believer in the region’s future and its resiliency in the 
face of difficult economic times,

“The Midwest is the traditional spear-point of the American economy. It 
was the frontier when the first pioneers moved west. Its mills and factories 
powered America’s Industrial Revolution. Here, commerce boomed and la-
bor wars first raged. The Great Depression began on Midwestern farms; when 
the nation recovered, the Midwest recovered first. Two decades later, the 
Midwest felt the first ravages of the Rust Belt and the first sting of Japanese 
competition. What happens to America happens first to the Midwest.”21

Hopefully, whatever does happen in the Midwest will occur in Michigan—
soon! The auto industry continues to represent the heart of the Michigan 
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economy—even in 2009. According to Associated Press writer Kathy Barks 
Hoffman, in May 2008, the auto industry will continue to slide during 2009. 
Though, some analysts, such as Dana Johnson, an economist at Comerica 
Bank, believes there will be better days for the industry in 2010. However, 
during the meantime, Hoffman writes that the state of Michigan will continue 
to divest itself from being too dependent on the auto industry and will seek to 
diversify and expand its development base and business formations.22

Hoffman also wrote that Michigan’s auto assembly and parts manufactur-
ing, in 2000, accounted for about 7% of Michigan payroll jobs—now it’s 4%. 
Though, Michigan depends upon the auto industry more than any other state, 
since 2000, the state’s auto industry has seen a loss of over 159,000 jobs.23 
In another article on Michigan’s auto industry, published by the Kalamazoo 
Gazette, in October 2007, it stated that Michigan had lost 34% of its auto jobs 
since 2002.24

Of course, in 2009, the percentage of auto jobs lost permanently in Michi-
gan has grown significantly since 2007. Perhaps, Richard Longworth may 
very well be right about the future prospects of an economic resurgence oc-
curring throughout the Midwest, I just hope it happens in Michigan real soon.  
In January 2009, it was announced that Toyota became the world’s biggest 
carmaker by selling more vehicles (8.97 million) than General Motors (8.35 
million) during 2008. The dethroning of GM’s 77-year reign as the world’s 
largest producer of automobiles did not come as a surprise to industry insid-
ers. However, many see it as representing an historic shift and as a sign of 
things to come for the U.S. auto industry. And, GM is already predicting 
that its sales in the U.S. market will decline again in 2009.25 No American 
industry has experienced a more profound epiphany during the past few years 
than the U.S. auto industry. Nevertheless, there remains a general feeling that 
things can be turned around in the U.S. auto industry, but I believe the win-
dow of opportunity is closing faster than many realize.

It is my belief that the American car industry will suffer the same fate as 
that of the nation’s steel industry in the 1970s & 1980s. The majority of U.S. 
jobs (over 70%) in the steel industry were lost forever. Can the American 
auto industry escape the same fate? Maybe, but doubtful. Globalization and 
international competition are cold-blooded and relentless, and the Big Three 
in Detroit are finding out just how brutal the global marketplace can be when 
you are trying to survive with products that nobody wants to purchase.

In the fall of 2008, the Democratic Party nominee, Barack Obama, the ju-
nior senator from Illinois, campaigned heavily in the industrial Midwest, and 
swept the region on the election night. Some Midwestern states, such as Ohio 
and Indiana, which have voted Republican in recent presidential elections, 
now casted their votes for the Democratic candidate. In fact, Indiana which 
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had not voted for a Democratic presidential nominee since 1964, voted for 
the Democratic nominee due to his economic message emphasizing hope and 
the creation of new jobs—especially green jobs. The Democratic Party swept 
the entire ‘Rust Belt’ for the first time in many years. Obama’s speeches 
concerning job creation, not political ideology, was the primary reason for 
the Democratic Party’s victory throughout the industrial Midwest on election 
night. However, Obama’s victory may not produce the kind of economic 
results as some desire. If President Obama keeps his campaign promises, the 
new economy will emphasize the creation of ‘green jobs’ and ‘smart jobs’ 
and not those representing fossil-fueled smokestack industries of a bygone 
era. In 1965, manufacturing represented 53% of the U.S. economy, but, in 
2004, it accounted for only 9%.26 Enough said.

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, the post-WWII Baby Boomers are on 
the verge of retirement en masse. Thus, they represent a terrifying financial 
tsunami in terms of potential costs for the U.S. government. The astronomical 
budgetary numbers associated with this generational eventuality are sober-
ing and very threatening. Of course, very few American politicians have the 
courage to tell their constituents the truth about the oncoming fiscal train 
wreck that awaits them as the moment of truth draws closer. Harvard Uni-
versity historian, Niall Ferguson, author of Colossus: The Price of America’s 
Empire, believes the U.S. is heading for a ‘day of reckoning’ in terms of the 
financial costs related to the post-WWII retirees. When the Baby Boomers 
deluge begins in a few years, some economists believe that income taxes, or 
payroll taxes, will have to be increased 69% and 95%, respectively, to meet 
the government’s obligations.27

Therefore, no matter how you spin these economic issues, the employ-
ment and retirement challenges, and obligations, confronting America and 
its governmental institutions are going to be incredibly daunting as the 21st 
century matures.

Finally, there are those observers who believe that America is in the pro-
cess of ‘containing’ China. These individuals do not believe America wants 
war immediately, but they also do not think that the U.S. will share its hege-
monic status with the Middle Kingdom. Hence, they believe that America has 
chosen a third path in dealing with China. In short, these analysts, scholars 
and ‘experts’ (consumers beware) see the U.S. utilizing various means to 
‘manage’ China’s development, subtly and strategically.

Henceforth, America is actively creating a new web of acknowledgements, 
alliances, agreements, and understandings with countries throughout the Pa-
cific Rim and Central Asia. This process can be accurately described as ‘soft 
containment’ with a hard objective—keep China’s influence minimized if 
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possible. I am one of those who believe this is the real policy toward China 
today.

In the next section, I will briefly examine the new developments in the 
Asia-Pacific Rim region. Though, collectively, these new developments are 
not totally understood by the American public, due to the paltry amount of 
foreign news presented on the major television networks in the U.S. Yet, it 
is becoming increasingly apparent to many observers, in America and Asia, 
that U.S. diplomatic and military activities in this strategic arena of the world, 
represents nothing more than the concentrated exercise of balance-of-power 
strategies directed toward a rising regional power; in this specific case, 
China.

NEW GEOPOLITICAL LANDSCAPE

The United States instituted a Cold War strategy called containment in the 
late-1940s against the Soviet Union. One of my foreign policy heroes, George 
F. Kennan, created a detailed summation of post-WWII Soviet intentions in 
his famous 8,000 word ‘Long Telegram’ sent to the U.S. State Department in 
1946. In short, the Soviet Union was seen as a challenger to the U.S. hege-
monic position after World War II. The U.S. government needed a coherent 
and comprehensive plan to deal with future Soviet aggressions in the world, 
but especially for Western Europe.

Kennan became a foreign policy star after the implementation of his 
post-WWII stratagem, but he later attempted to distance himself from his 
geopolitical masterpiece when it was invoked and re-directed toward every 
geopolitical situation throughout the world, especially in Asia (Korea and 
Vietnam). Despite, what Kennan considered its misapplication, this vision-
ary blueprint to prevent Russian dominance in Western Europe was the 
philosophical backbone of U.S. deterrence throughout the world until the 
collapse of the Soviet Union in December 1991. Ironically, unlike most of 
his contemporaries, Kennan outlived the Cold War itself. The Soviet Union 
dissolved in late-1991, and George F. Kennan (Mr. X) passed away at the age 
of 101 in 2004.

Like Professor Kennedy’s ‘Rise and Fall’ thesis, it appears that Kennan’s 
sixty-year old ‘containment’ blueprint is making a quasi-comeback and being 
re-implemented in the 21st century, but this time it’s directed toward East, 
Central, South and Southeast Asia—with China in mind. If we go clock-wise 
from the top of Northeast Asia to the Central Asian republics, formerly of the 
Soviet Union, you will find a common thread connecting this vastly diverse 
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and disparate group of countries—all have negotiated stronger relations or 
ties to the U.S. due to China’s stunning rise in Asia.

Yet, in 2009, does America possess the global leadership —economically 
and militarily - to succeed in achieving another grand strategy directed toward 
a potential adversary (China) as it did after WWII with the Soviet Union? The 
voices of doubt and skepticism are growing louder within the U.S. foreign 
policy establishment. A growing consensus believes that America can indeed 
lead but it is absolutely necessary that we receive assistance from our friends 
and allies. Our geopolitical footprint is simply not as large as it used to be. I 
am a member of this geopolitical camp. But, the real question is whether the 
American foreign policy establishment, in its many forms, is ready to accept 
the increasingly noticeable limits with concern to our actual capabilities in 
achieving the goals and objectives of any future foreign endeavor and initia-
tive taken upon by the U.S. government?

According to Parag Khanna, Director of the Global Governance Initiative 
in the American Strategy Program of the New America Foundation, in 2009, 
this recent geopolitical maneuverings in Asia may be the last breath of U.S. 
global hegemony.  The world is simply becoming too complex and daunt-
ing for America to dominate or coerce into accepting its global agenda. The 
costly and failing wars in Iraq and Afghanistan are clear examples of the 
inability of the U.S. to force its political ideas and global agenda upon their 
allies, enemies, or even weaker nations within the global community. Khanna 
writes, “With neither its hard power nor its soft power functioning effec-
tively, the United States is learning that history happens to everyone—even 
Americans. Much as rubber bands snap far more quickly than they stretch, 
empires collapse not long after they reach their fullest extent. America would 
like to remain safely distant from—but able to dictate to—the European and 
Asian powers on either end of the Eurasian “world island,” much as it did 
nearly a century ago at the Paris Peace Conference (in 1919) . . . But detached 
geography is an advantage only if allies will share the burdens.”

Clearly, Professors Kennan, Kennedy and Khanna have all put forward 
provocative ideas and analyses concerning global affairs at various stages of 
the post-WWII world. At this time, I will provide my own thoughts concern-
ing present-day Asia-Pacific. These observations are based upon living and 
working within the region for approximately ten years of my life. Thus, I will 
now provide brief overviews of a few of the countries within the Asia-Pacific 
region that I believe will play significant roles in the first decades of the 21st 
century:

Russia: Former Russian President Vladimir Putin continues to run Russian 
politics and its foreign affairs, even though he left office in 2007. The new 
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Russian president Alexander Medvevdev appears to be extremely limited in 
his authority to make decisions concerning Russia’s future. In the summer of 
2008, Russia invaded the nation of Georgia over the sovereignty and future 
status of a province (South Ossetia) within Georgia. The province sought to 
separate from Georgia. If it is finally successful in this endeavor, the geopolit-
ical landscape of Europe could become quite unsettled in the upcoming years. 
Though, the circumstances of the war remain controversial, the reassertion 
of Russian power startled NATO and the European Union, particularly those 
nations in Eastern Europe.

Yet, Russia remains on relatively good terms with the U.S. However, Putin 
and Medvevdev will encounter a new U.S. president, Barack Obama, after 20 
January 2009. There is no indication, so far, what the new president’s policy 
toward Russia will be.  However, it is a safe bet that President Obama will 
not be peering into Putin’s soul, like his predecessor, to figure out Russia’s 
next move(s) within the Eurasian region.

Despite the shortcomings associated with Russia, the U.S. needs its support 
in combating Islamic fundamentalism terrorism in the Middle East region. 
Also, Russian assistance is required in preventing Iran and North Korea from 
becoming permanent nuclear powers. Of course, the Russians are not pleased 
with the U.S. presence in Central Asia. Nevertheless, it has provided dip-
lomatic support on various American proposals and resolutions concerning 
Iran, Afghanistan and Pakistan. All of which are crucial factors within the 
U.S. ‘grand strategy’ for the Eurasian region.

One of the better books written about the deteriorating political and social 
conditions within Russia is titled, Kremlin Rising, by Peter Baker and Susan 
Glasser.28 They present a rather grim analysis of modern-day Russia, of which, 
few Americans comprehend or understand. As of this writing, January 2009, 
global oil prices have collapsed below $40 per barrel, down from the peak of 
$147 in mid-2008. Obviously, the global recession (perhaps, a depression in 
the near future) has reduced the global demand for oil significantly.

Yet, it is also acknowledged by global energy experts and observers that 
the current low price for a barrel of oil will not become a permanent condi-
tion. China, India and the East Asian hemisphere—overall—continues to 
grow and their thirst for oil and gas remains a universal constant. As a result, 
Russia’s recent petro-dollar funded military resurgence and regional muscle-
flexing may be just the beginning of a new geopolitical reality. The U.S. will 
not be confronted by another Cold War, but the weak and humiliated Russia 
of the 1990s has recovered. The hundreds of billions of petro-dollars it re-
ceives today, and into the future for its mammoth gas and oil holdings, will 
fuel-inject its reappearance as a major power involving global affairs during 
the 21st century.



126 Chapter Seven

Japan: This nation continues to be burdened by domestic and international 
indecision. It is a nation that desires ‘normalcy’ which includes having a 
stronger voice in its own foreign policy. Yet, this proud and successful nation 
refuses to comprehend, recognize and properly apologize for its atrocious 
actions and behavior during the pre-WWII (1930s) period and WWII itself. 
This period in Japanese history continues to haunt the nation’s psyche and it 
limits its geopolitical influence in Asia-Pacific and the world.

Yet, Japan remains the second most productive economy in the world, and 
its military prowess, though self-contained due to a U.S.-created constitution 
(Article 9) and by the presence of U.S. military bases throughout the country, 
is greatly respected throughout Asia-Pacific. But, in truth, Japan’s potential 
effectiveness and influence within Asia-Pacific is significantly diminished by 
the Japanese themselves. In 2009, the vast majority of Japanese since main-
tain strong reservations concerning the possibility of their country enlarging 
its military and role in global affairs.

Another problem is the recent fragility of its elected government. Leader-
ship is simply non-existent in Japanese politics. Japan appears to be a coun-
try badly divided over its future direction. I believe the main reason for the 
atrophic nature of Japanese politics is the fact that the Liberal Democratic 
Party (LDP) has almost controlled the House of Representatives, within the 
Japanese Diet, continually since the mid-1950s.

Since the end of Junichiro Kazumi’s reign as prime minister, in 2005, Ja-
pan has had (3) different prime ministers in the last four years. Shinzo Abe 
and Yasuda Fukuda only lasted approximately one year in office. In Septem-
ber 2008, Taro Aso, chosen by the LDP caucus to be its new prime minister, 
has already run into difficulties and his future appears limited—just like his 
previous two predecessors. Obviously, the greatest problem confronting the 
Japanese government is that it cannot sustain any kind of reform program or 
create any long-term planning. The elected governments simply collapse too 
quickly from infighting before any kind of real work is accomplished.

In 2007, two excellent books were published by prominent Japanese 
scholars concerning the present and future domestic and international chal-
lenges confronting Japan in the 21st century. Richard Samuels, Director of 
the Center for International Studies at MIT, wrote Securing Japan, and Ken-
neth Pyle, the Henry M. Jackson Professor of History and Asian Studies at 
the University of Washington, wrote Japan Rising; both books are excellent 
works describing modern Japan and its excruciating dilemma in its attempt to 
becoming a “normal nation.”

I lived in Japan for over three years. I witnessed the bizarre nature of Japa-
nese politics. The ‘Land of the Rising Sun’ remains an enigma even for those, 
like myself, who love and have studied this nation’s history for years. Thus, I 
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don’t see any major breakthroughs in terms of Japan fundamentally changing 
its domestic or international behavior. This is good and bad.

South Korea: U.S. relations with South Korea remain the most complicated 
and difficult at the beginning of the 21st century. Like Japan, South Korea 
also seeks greater autonomy for itself. And, in recent years, particularly on 
the issue of North Korea, a deep chasm has emerged between these two 
longtime allies.

In 2009, President Lee Myung-bak has appeared to be more supportive of 
the U.S. objectives for northeast Asia than his previous predecessors, Kim 
Dae-jung and Roh Moo-hyun, respectively. Both of his predecessors sought 
warmer relations with North Korea. In fact, in 2000, Kim Dae-jung won the 
Noble Peace Prize for his bold and historic attempt to introduce his vision-
ary ‘Sunshine Policies’ by traveling to Pyongyang, North Korea and meeting 
with Kim Jong-il. It was the first time the two leaders of Korea met since 
the country was partitioned. The U.S. was very chilly in its reaction to this 
groundbreaking diplomacy.

However, despite periodic tensions within their relationship, the U.S. has 
promised to maintain at least 25,000 troops, or more, in South Korea. And, 
the existing troops located in Seoul will be soon relocated down the peninsula 
about 40 miles south of Seoul - the nation’s capital. This fact clearly indicates 
that the South Korean government desires a U.S. military presence in north-
east Asia until the North Korean situation is finally resolved.

I also believe the South Koreans want us to stick around because of the 
emergence of China. Though, China has become South Korea’s number 
one trading partner, the Koreans do not want to be engulfed by the Middle 
Kingdom’s hegemonic shadow. South Korea is not interested in becoming 
a quasi-tributary state like in the days of dynastic China. Therefore, a U.S. 
military presence, though intensely disliked by the political life in South Ko-
rea, will remain upon the Korean peninsula into the foreseeable future. The 
American presence essentially allows South Korea some breathing room in 
a region that is already tense and getting tighter geographically due to three 
primary reasons: the rise of China, growing nationalism within Japan and the 
reemergence of Russia due to its gas and oil riches.

The best of the recent books describing the changing domestic political 
environment and the geopolitical trends affecting the Korean peninsula are 
entitled, The Two Koreas, and The Koreans, authored by Don Oberdorfer and 
Michael Breen, respectively. Though, the best historian on modern Korea, in 
my opinion, is Professor Bruce Cumings at the University of Chicago.

Vietnam: In May 2008, I visited Vietnam for the first time. I did not know 
what to expect, but I was pleasantly surprised throughout my entire stay. I 
visited Hanoi, Ho Chi Minh City and a few places in the vicinity of these two 
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cities. What I discovered was a vibrant society that has embraced capitalism 
with great energy and purpose. I also found that Vietnamese society was 
more open and raucous than China. I mention this because the Vietnamese 
are modeling their economic development based upon the Chinese model—
except with Vietnamese characteristics.

The people were very kind and always smiling. There appeared to be no 
residue of bitterness associated with the Vietnam War. That chapter of their 
history had been closed. I did, however, witness a middle-aged woman be-
ing arrested by the police for selling pineapple within the Hanoi business 
district which is forbidden. Nevertheless, the ‘mom n’ pop’ businesses were 
flourishing.

Also, when I traveled to beautiful Ha Long Bay, outside of Hanoi, I saw 
a couple of industrial parks that had numerous foreign companies within 
them. Put simply, Vietnam is the new economic Asian tiger. Yet, it feels a bit 
uncomfortable with China’s emerging prowess on its northern border. Thus, 
it is not surprising that Vietnam has made various gestures of friendship and 
cooperation with the U.S.

In fact, a few years ago, Vietnam floated the idea of having America 
return to Cam Rahn Bay. The U.S. government politely but firmly stated 
it had no such desire—for now. However, Asia is transforming so quickly 
that perhaps a U.S. presence in Vietnam, again, might not seem such a bad 
idea if relations with China sour in the near future. Therefore, expect more 
entreaties from the Vietnamese for U.S. business investment and, perhaps, 
the re-establishment of the American military in-country—creating a South 
Korea-like presence.

I think the U.S. might have given greater consideration to Vietnam’s origi-
nal offer but the Vietnam War is still a little too close to the American psyche. 
And, of course, China would definitely be displeased to find U.S. military 
forces, once again, near its southern border. Also, cries of ‘containment’, and 
maybe even ‘imperialism’, would echo within the halls of power in Beijing. 
To be honest, Chinese complaints would have some legitimacy and veracity. 
Nevertheless, as China grows in stature in Southeast Asia, expect other small 
nations in the region to quietly request closer ties to America.

India: In 2006, President George W. Bush negotiated a deal with India to 
supply them with advanced nuclear technologies. This deal remains in limbo. 
Critics, in the U.S. and in Europe, are unhappy that India has never signed 
the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT); concerning the eventual removal of all 
nuclear weapons in the world. Most analysts perceive President Bush’s agree-
ment with India as representing a classic case of diplomatic hypocrisy. In 
short, America is rewarding India for its past defiance. Yet, at the same time, 
the U.S. is punishing North Korea for ignoring the very same international 
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standards. In essence, Bush had fundamentally undermined America’s own 
moral arguments with concern to the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

However, I believe the real agenda for the U.S. was to seek India’s as-
sistance toward creating a new ‘triangular diplomacy’ in Asia, as a counter-
balance to China’s growing power within the region. Historically, this is 
not the first time this geopolitical strategem has been utilized by the U.S. in 
East Asia. In 1972, during the Cold War, the United States (read: President 
Richard Nixon and National Security Adviser Henry Kissinger) visited and 
negotiated with Communist China (read: Chairman Mao Zedong and Premier 
Chou Enlai), to create ‘triangular diplomacy’ as a counter-weight against po-
tential expansionism by the then Soviet Union, because the U.S. was on the 
verge of losing the Vietnam War.

Put succinctly, President Bush is simply reconstructing ‘triangular diplo-
macy’, thirty-five years later, by recruiting India to assist the U.S. in counter-
balancing the emergence of a powerful China in East Asia. Why? Well, it 
appears that the U.S. is, once again, on the verge of losing another ill-advised 
military adventure—Iraq. In fact, this time we are on the verge of experienc-
ing (2) major setbacks in Iraq and Afghanistan, respectively.

Therefore, as expected, U.S. foreign policy realists (read: Henry Kissinger) 
believe that a U.S. defeat in Iraq and Afghanistan will certainly result in a loss 
of American prestige and stature around the world. Henceforth, this potential 
outcome may embolden the terrorists, but more importantly, the Chinese may 
seek to fill the global power vacuum created by another U.S. foreign policy 
blunder.

Central Asia: The U.S. is in the process of developing stronger relations 
with these former Soviet states: Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Turkmenistan and 
Uzbekistan. 

Strategically, Central Asia lies at the heart of the historic ‘grand chess-
board’. Geographically, it is situated between the Middle East and China. 
Today, several of these newly established states, created after the Cold War, 
have U.S. military facilities situated inside their borders. Their presence is un-
derstood to assist these nations in a volatile region against a resurgent Russia, 
or to contain a suddenly powerful and expansionist China. And, let’s not fool 
ourselves with false altruism, the U.S. also want to maintain its interests and 
oversight of the oil and gas that exists in the Caspian Sea region. In a world 
with diminishing access to fossil fuels, the Caspian Sea will become one of 
the vital battlegrounds in the global struggle for energy.

Therefore, the control of the Eurasian landmass is seen by some regional 
analysts, based upon prior historical interpretation, as being absolutely vital 
to a nation’s ability to exert global influence and power and have access to the 
area’s energy riches. It is essentially Halford Mackinder’s theory of Eurasia 
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being “the geographical pivot of history.”29 In 1904,  Mackinder expounded 
upon his theory to an audience at the Royal Geographical Society in London, 
England. This theory lost favor during WWII, due to Adolf Hitler’s adoption 
of it, but it is making a major comeback in the first decade of the 21st century. 
It appears that most of the world’s remaining oil and gas deposits are located 
within the Eurasian region. Stay tuned.

SOFT CONTAINMENT: WILL IT WORK AGAINST CHINA?

After reading numerous articles and books, listening to many lectures on vari-
ous perspectives concerning China and its future, and having visited China 
for the last three years (2007–2009), I fundamentally believe that the U.S. is 
quietly and stealthily constructing a ‘soft containment’ of China during the 
first decade of the 21st century. If one does an honest appraisal of U.S. inter-
ests in Asia, it is quite apparent that China’s emergence as a major power has 
not only caught the attention of the U.S. government, but has inspired a series 
of American political and military activities to subtly encircle the Middle 
Kingdom in an attempt to limit its future influence in East Asia. Containment, 
as a geopolitical philosophy, has been a very effective stratagem throughout 
American history.

Upon historical hindsight, it can be stated, to a degree of truth, that con-
tainment represents a fundamental strategic philosophy that has been imple-
mented since the early 19th century. George F. Kennan, though a renowned 
U.S. foreign policy analyst in the latter-half of the 20th century, was also a 
great admirer of John Quincy Adams’ diplomatic accomplishments and phi-
losophy in the early 19th century. In point of fact, it can be strongly argued 
that it was Adams who created the first version of ‘containment’ with the 
penning of the Monroe Doctrine in 1823. And, perhaps, elements of Adams’s 
work can be seen in parts of the philosophical foundation, and strategic vi-
sion, that Kennan later created in the mid-20th century toward curbing the 
global influence of the Soviet Union after World War II.

Adams, then Secretary of State under President James Monroe, defined 
the U.S. position in the Western Hemisphere, in the early 1820s, concerning 
those European nations seeking an opportunity to re-colonize several Latin 
American states after Spain’s demise. In fact, what Secretary Adams, whom 
many historians consider America’s greatest Secretary of State, was actually 
doing was ‘containing’ European territorial ambitions within the Western 
Hemisphere. Upon hindsight, the U.S. was successful in its bold diplomatic 
efforts to keep Europe out of the region, due to a strong British naval presence 
in the Atlantic and Caribbean. However, I believe, it can also be effectively 
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argued that the Monroe Doctrine was the first usage of this strategic ‘contain-
ment’ philosophy—designed to confront great-power expansionism without 
the immediate threat of war.

It is also believed by a growing list of prominent U.S. scholars that a new 
doctrine of anti-expansionism is now being reapplied toward China in the 
opening decade of the 21st century. Its successful implementation against Eu-
ropean powers in the 19th century, with concern to the Western Hemisphere, 
and the Soviet Union during the latter-half of the 20th century in Western 
Europe, is clear evidence of its potential effectiveness. Yet, its successful 
implementation against China, at the beginning of the 21st century, remains 
questionable at best.

Historically, China has not looked fondly upon intrusive and threatening 
outsiders. In fact, China has looked upon the outside world with a consider-
able amount of skepticism and scorn. First, the Chinese are very proud of 
their ancient culture and numerous historical achievements in the fields of 
education, philosophy, literature and science. Secondly, the dark chapter of 
Chinese history represented by Europe’s (including Japan and America as 
well) successful attempts to implement exploitive colonialism within China, 
beginning in the 1830s until WWII, has left the Chinese hypersensitive to 
any pressure or threats from external sources. Therefore, it would not sur-
prise this author to see China take calculated steps in limiting U.S. efforts 
toward achieving this new containment objective in East Asia. The American 
encirclement of the Middle Kingdom could very well bring out the worst in 
the Chinese Dragon.

Michael T. Klare, Director of Peace and World Security Studies at Hamp-
shire College, sees a dangerous future for America and its recent efforts to 
contain China since 2001. Professor Klare, author of Blood and Oil: The 
Dangers and Consequences of America’s Growing Dependency on Imported 
Petroleum, believes that the events of 9/11 only delayed further planning by 
the first Bush administration (2001–2005) to continue its long-term efforts 
toward neutralizing China’s influence in East Asia. However, Klare writes 
that the second Bush administration is once again focusing its attention upon 
China. He writes, “By the time the second Bush administration came into of-
fice, however, the pool of potential rivals had been narrowed in elite thinking 
to just one: the People’s Republic of China. Only China, it was claimed, pos-
sessed the economic and military capacity to challenge the United States as 
an aspiring superpower; and so perpetuating U.S. global predominance meant 
containing Chinese power.”30

Professor Klare declares the efforts to bring democracy to the Middle 
East may be the primary focus of current concerns within the White House, 
but “they do not govern key decisions regarding the allocation of long-term 
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military resources. The truly commanding objective—the underlying basis 
for budgets and troop developments—is the containment of China . . . its 
paramount focus on China is risking a new Asian arms race with potentially 
catastrophic consequences.”31

In contrast, it is interesting to analyze China’s response to America’s 
activities toward containing them. According to Klare, China is reaching 
out and providing extraordinary economic benefits to America’s key allies: 
Australia, Japan, South Korea, and India. This savvy and far-sighted strat-
egy has loosened up, to some degree, the rigidity of their support for U.S. 
objectives in Asia-Pacific. Ironically, it is also China’s neighbors, several 
of whom support U.S. interests, who are inadvertently helping the Chinese 
to grow—economically and militarily.

In 2006, China’s President Hu Jintao, shocked accepted protocol during 
his visit to the U.S. by visiting the headquarters of American corporate icons, 
Boeing and Microsoft, before visiting the White House. It was an effective 
stratagem to remind the American business community (and the U.S. Con-
gress) that a lot of money is to be made by doing business with China.32 In 
retrospect, this clever and nuanced ‘twist’ of China’s foreign policy quite ef-
fectively promoted good ol’ fashion corporate greed in the U.S. Thus, dimin-
ishing potential neo-conservative plans toward containing and threatening 
China’s future as an Asian power, and its recognized territorial sovereignty.

Chalmers Johnson, professor emeritus at the University of California, San 
Diego, and former CIA analyst, wrote an interesting paper, “No Longer the 
‘Lone’ Superpower: Coming to Terms with China”, on the new reality facing 
America with the rise of China. Johnson, who is presently the Director of the 
Japan Policy Research Institute, believes if we base our analysis concerning 
the future of East Asia, during the 21st century, on what occurred in the 20th 

century, we might be in for a very troubling time.33 According to Professor 
Johnson, “The major question for the twenty-first century is whether this 
fateful inability to adjust to changes in the global power-structure can be 
overcome.”34

Johnson also indicates that the U.S. and Great Britain were not very con-
ciliatory toward the rise of new powers during the 20th century—Germany, 
Japan and Russia—which he believes led to the following: two world wars, 
a 45-year Cold War, the Vietnam debacle and numerous clandestine involve-
ments with wars of national liberation. The former CIA analyst points to 
arrogance and racism as being the primary foundational factors of American, 
European, and Japanese colonialism and imperialism.35

Perhaps, a new multi-polar global landscape will provide a different ver-
sion of ‘containment’ for America and China. Johnson quotes Time magazine 
writer, Tony Karon, “All over the world, new bonds of trade and strategic 
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cooperation are being forged around the U.S. China has not only begun to dis-
place the U.S. as the dominant player in the Asia Pacific Economic Coopera-
tion (APEC) . . . it is emerging as the major trading partner to some of Latin 
America’s largest economies.”36 China is a part of an emerging independent 
marketplace in East Asia. In 2002, Yoichi Funabashi, a senior Japanese politi-
cal commentator, stated, “The ratio of intra-regional trade (in East Asia) to 
worldwide trade was 52% in 2002.”37

After reading Professor Johnson’s work on America coming to terms with 
China, I came away thinking that two former methodologies of dealing with 
a rising hegemonic power will not work with present-day China. First, mili-
tary confrontation with the Chinese would end globalization as we know it, 
because China is the economic locomotive for East Asia—where the fastest 
growing economies exist in the world. Also, during the past decade, China 
has purchased billions of dollars worth of U.S. Treasury bills financing our 
over-consumption as a society, and American corporations have invested 
billions into the Chinese economy. All would be lost if a war occurred be-
tween these two major powers. Secondly, the implementation of some kind 
of containment policy will not work either. This places America’s allies in an 
untenable position—pick America or China. America, for many Asia-Pacific 
nations, represents their security blanket against a rising China, or a resurgent 
Japan. Though, all nations in Asia-Pacific trade with the U.S., there is no 
doubt, in any anyone’s mind, that it is the Chinese economy that is pulling 
the economic wagon in the region.

Finally, I want to present a final perspective on U.S. activities and policies 
in Asia. Lee Sustar, editor of the Socialist Worker newspaper, believes that 
the U.S. is moving with undue haste during the past few years to consolidate 
its vulnerable positions in Central Asia and the Pacific. Sustar interprets 
Washington’s overly-energetic behavior in Central Asia and the Pacific as a 
result of its failing wars in Iraq and Afghanstan. The byproduct of America’s 
recent efforts in these two key regions is identified by Sustar as ‘Little 
NATO’—membership includes the U.S., Australia, Japan, Philippines, and 
Thailand. Of course, the U.S. government and military told questioners that 
their real reason for enhancing relations with the ‘Little NATO’ countries was 
the ‘war on terror’.38

In reality, these efforts were in concert with other efforts, according to 
Sustar, to “conceal the real aim of the operation: to encircle China by hard-
wiring the military’s regions to the Pentagon and positioning Special Forces 
and ‘counter-terrorism’ units.”39 Later on in the article, the editor of the 
Socialist Worker, points out that the Pentagon’s 2006 Quadrennial Defense 
Review identified China as the greatest threat to America’s military suprem-
acy throughout the world, “Of the major and emerging powers, China has 
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the greatest potential to compete militarily with the United States and field 
disruptive military technologies that could over time offset traditional U.S. 
military advantages absent U.S. counter-strategies.”40

The strain upon the U.S. military due to an unexpected high level of re-
sistance in Iraq and Afghanistan have indeed taken its toll, but, according 
to Sustar, it has not deterred the U.S. government from its primary objec-
tive to pursue an encirclement strategy concerning the Middle Kingdom, 
“Containing China is U.S. imperialism’s overarching—and highly danger-
ous—goal.”41

Interestingly, even though Sustar is the editor of a leftist newspaper, and 
his reflections echo the sentiments of fellow travelers throughout the world, 
his perspectives very are similar to foreign policy titan and conservative 
Republican, Henry Kissinger. Both men are from distinctly different walks 
of life, politically, but both are equally dubious about the chances of success 
if the U.S. implements ‘containment’ as a strategy against China in the 21st 
century.

I want to present some final observations on America and its difficulties in 
Asia-Pacific during this period of historic transition. The U.S. could find itself 
very lonely if they mishandle the ‘China Factor’. I have learned from living, 
researching, studying and working in this region for approximately a decade 
is that America is still greatly respected, and it remains a symbol of success to 
most Asians. However, as always, ‘times are a changin’ as the old Bob Dylan 
song goes, and America is experiencing a fundamental and seismic shift in its 
influence throughout Asia-Pacific—economically and militarily.

In this chapter, you have been exposed to different perspectives about what 
America should do or not do, concerning its future relations with China. War, 
or the implementation of ‘soft containment’, is not the right remedy, or a 
real choice, when evaluating the present geo-strategic challenges confronting 
America with concern to China’s rise in Asia-Pacific.

Either path will lead the United States toward disastrous results: The first 
path (war) will lead to the potential destruction of regional financial institu-
tions, and regional trade and security agreements established after WWII. The 
post-WWI era (1920-1939) is a prime example of how difficult it is to put the 
world back together after a global conflagration; The second path (contain-
ment) will potentially produce the political isolation of China—which may 
very well lead to the destruction of the established regional defense agree-
ments amongst America’s most ardent allies since the early 1950s.

Put bluntly, several U.S. allies (Australia, South Korea, and Japan) are 
increasingly dependent upon business contracts with the Chinese government 
to keep their national unemployment levels low, and their national economies 
productive and prosperous.
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If our key allies in the region perceive America having provoked a mili-
tary confrontation with China over a rather dubious issue (i.e. trade tariffs, 
copyright laws or currency manipulation), or a matter of vital interest to the 
Chinese (i.e. Taiwan, access to energy or a ‘preventive’ attack upon North 
Korea), America may very well find itself all alone in the biggest geographi-
cal backyard in the world—Asia-Pacific.

I believe the next ten to fifteen years will be extraordinarily important for 
the future prosperity and stability of the most dynamic and fastest growing 
region in the world. Some have already termed the 21st century—‘The Pa-
cific Century’. Can the ‘roots of war’ be avoided in the 21st century? I firmly 
believe it can, despite the factors of hegemony, history and politics being 
powerful forces which have often influenced and shaped human history. 
Perhaps, in the end, it will be this knowledge and the wisdom produced by it, 
that will save us from ourselves in this century.
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Part III

 THE ‘ASIA-PACIFIC CENTURY’
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As the 21st century unfolds in Asia-Pacific, a new geopolitical language is 
emerging and its profundity may well define the future destiny of the region. 
The language itself is actually metaphorical terms representing the new at-
titudes and strategies amongst the major powers within this volatile area. 
George Orwell, the great English political satirist during the 20th century, 
possessed the linguistic gift of penetrating the literary artifice of manufac-
tured political language that often represents a nation’s concentrated and un-
ending effort to propagandize, or ‘spin’, its citizenry’s perception of reality. 
His classic work, 1984, showed the disturbing, if not frightening, influence 
and power a government possesses in this regard, especially its use of lan-
guage in defining that reality.

Thus, Orwell could truly appreciate and understand the nature of the new 
(and old) terminology being exercised today, and the inherent dangers it 
possesses with regard to defining the current situation existing within Asia-
Pacific. Terms such as ‘Area Denial’, ‘Hedging’, ‘Soft Containment’, and 
‘Peaceful Rise’, just to mention a few, are increasingly the recognized geo-
political identification terms used by national governments, regional analysts 
and policy experts, within their private and public domains, concerning the 
future development of this vital region.

Henceforth, this chapter will examine the emerging geopolitical chal-
lenges, issues and trends, and the geopolitical ‘terms’ (i.e. strategies) that 
are now being presented as possible scenarios or solutions within the foreign 
policy community at-large. In essence, these new terms represent the present-
day foundational language of those justifying or seeking regional influence 
and hegemonic power, if not absolute dominance, within Asia-Pacific during 
the 21st century.

Chapter Eight

Asia-Pacific Rising: 
The Challenges, Dangers 

and Prospects in the 21st Century
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THE RED DRAGON AWAKENS

The rise of China, and of Asia, will over the next decades, bring about a sub-
stantial reordering of the international system. The centre of gravity of world 
affairs is shifting from the Atlantic, where it was lodged for the past three cen-
turies, to the Pacific. The most rapidly developing countries are located in Asia, 
with a growing means to vindicate their perception of the national interest1

Dr. Henry Kissinger, former U.S. Secretary of State (1973–1977)

The dramatic rise of China has certainly caught the attention of academ-
ics, global leaders, and journalists. Financial Times writer James Kynge, 
and author of critically acclaimed China Shakes the World, responded to a 
question from an individual who perceives China’s rising stature as a threat 
to the western world, by stating, “China’s rise is a big challenge, and a bigger 
potential challenge, to many people and countries in the West. But we should 
not despair, for a number of reasons, most of which are foreshadowed by the 
work of David Ricardo, the 18th century Scottish economist who described 
the principle of ‘comparative advantage’. . . . China may dominate in manu-
facturing, it will continue to need the resources, energy and services that ei-
ther cannot be supplied domestically or are better supplied from overseas.”2

However, within the U.S. foreign policy and military establishments, it is 
China’s emergence as a regional political and military power that has them 
increasingly concerned about the future development of Asia-Pacific in the 
21st century. A plethora of articles, books, DVDs and reports are presently 
produced to analyze China’s every action, decision or response to events 
within the region. These literary and media artifacts are now filling up 
shelves at various libraries within the U.S. government, think-tanks, colleges 
and universities, and foundations who have a vested interest in China and/or 
Asia. The Center for Strategic and International Studies and the Institute for 
International Economics published a work in 2006 that stated, “The direction 
that China and U.S.-China relations take will define the strategic future of 
the world for years to come. No relationship matters more in resolving the 
enduring challenges of our time . . . a rising China has an increasingly impor-
tant impact on American prosperity and security, calling for some clear-eyed 
thinking and tough economic, political, and security choices.”3

Eamonn Fingleton, author of In The Jaws Of The Dragon, believes the U.S. 
did not really understand the true dynamics of globalization and the devas-
tating effect it would have on American society, and completely underesti-
mated its affect upon Chinese society. In short, China has used the massive 
investments and technology provided by the West and used them to create an 
emerging export-driven financial juggernaut. Fingleton writes, “To Ameri-
cans and Europeans, the most obvious aspect of this export-or-die strategy 
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has been that Beijing has persuaded thousands of Western corporations to set 
up export-oriented subsidiaries on Chinese soil…Less obviously but almost 
equally important, Beijing has invested massively in providing exporters with 
a first-class infrastructure. . . The result is that the China-sourced content in 
Chinese exports has increased dramatically in the last decade—and with it the 
size of China’s current account surpluses.4

According to Niall Ferguson, the Laurence A. Tisch Professor of His-
tory at Harvard University, author of the bestselling book, The Ascent of 
Money, that, in reality, America and China are now joint-partners in run-
ning the global economy in the first decade of the 21st century. Ferguson 
states, “Welcome to the wonderful dual country of ‘Chimerica’—China plus 
America—which accounts for just over a tenth of the world’s land surface, a 
quarter of its population, a third of its economic output and more than half of 
global economic growth in the past eight years.”5

There is no doubt that quite a bit of serious thinking has occurred within the 
various government agencies, private foundations, non-profit organizations 
and corporate-sponsored think-tanks. Thus, it should not come as a surprise 
that a panoramic variety of viewpoints have emerged amongst and within 
these separate entities. Literally, these groups, and the experts and researchers 
within them, simply can not make up their minds on how to properly respond 
to China’s emergence as a certified power in Asia-Pacific. The best example 
of this intellectual quandary and institutional indecisiveness was best presented 
by a former mid-level official in the Clinton administration, David Rothkopf, 
in his entertaining and insightful book, Running the World. Rothkopf, now a 
visiting scholar at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, mentions 
in his book that he surveyed almost 180 individuals at the institute, in 2005, on 
the matter of short and long-term U.S. foreign policy matters.

These individuals answered Rothkopf’s multiple questions concerning 
American foreign policy, and the contentious issues and potential challengers 
to our global status today and in the near future. However, I will only focus 
on a few of the answers that Rothkopf and his research team obtained from 
those surveyed. These “experts” were asked twice a double-fold question: 
The first was which countries and/or entities are most likely to be important 
allies, friends, or otherwise important to the support of U.S. initiatives over 
the next five and the next twenty years? The second question was the flip side 
of the first question. Which countries and/or entities would most likely be 
America’s potential adversaries, rivals, or challengers to our interests in the 
world over the next five years and the next twenty years? The answer given 
for ALL four categories: China.6

Though, China appears to be in everyone’s equations concerning fu-
ture ‘great-power’ scenarios, Bill Emmott, the former editor-in-chief of the 
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Economist, believes America and Europe are missing a much bigger develop-
ment which is evolving right now in Asia. Emmott believes that the emerging 
competition between China, Japan and India for regional hegemony is intense 
and will be a far greater influencer than many geo-strategists think, he writes,

“Human affairs never have a sole driver or explanation, and it will be the 
same in Asia: The new power game between China, Japan and India is not 
going to shape everything that happens during the next few decades. But it 
is going to shape an increasing amount of what happens. Indeed, it is already 
doing so. Once you look at Asia through the prism of this balance-of power 
game, many things start to make more sense.”7

In China, the foreign policy elite are equally split amongst themselves 
over the issue of how to respond to the preeminence of U.S. power within 
Asia-Pacific during the 21st century. Tim Shorrock, a writer for Asia Times, 
states “The country’s government and intellectual elite are deeply spilt about 
how to deal with the world’s only superpower . . .”8 Shorrock interviewed Shi 
Yinhong, a professor of international relations at Renmin University, who is 
widely recognized for his work on China’s internal debate concerning its role 
in the world. Professor Yinhong commented, “A rising China will be a some-
what uncertain and perplexed China, consistent and clear national strategies 
are still missing” from the national leadership. Thus, he further states that the 
country’s foreign policy remains “inconsistent and fragmentary” which often 
reflects the “vicissitudes of immediate world events.”9

According to China expert Bates Gill, the Freeman Chair in China Stud-
ies at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS), some Chinese 
scholars, government officials and military figures wish to continue the foreign 
policy principles established by former Chinese reformist leader Deng Xiaop-
ing in the 1990s, such as China’s intention to be a “responsible great power” 
and also that “China’s peaceful rise” was the real agenda of the communist 
government. In fact, these particular security concepts, according to Gill, who 
prior to joining CSIS—was the former director of the Center for Northeast 
Asian Policy Studies at the Brookings Institution, find their intellectual roots 
within the Five Principles of Peaceful Coexistence which were established at 
the Bandung Conference in 1955.10 Gill believes that China is presently, indeed, 
following the foreign policy precepts set down by former Chairman Deng, he 
writes, “Compared with past practices, China’s diplomacy has indeed displayed 
a new face . . . from the 1980s to early this century is on the creation of an ex-
cellent environment for economic development, then the focus at present is to 
take a more active part in international affairs and play a role that a responsible 
power should on the basis of satisfying the security and development interest.”11

Yet, there are Chinese scholars who remain very cautious with their 
analysis of China’s ‘peaceful rise’. For instance, Zhuang Liwei, a scholar 
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from the Southeast Asia Research Institute at Jinan University in Guangdong 
Province, recognizes China’s dramatic emergence but he is also aware of the 
country’s inherent internal weaknesses,

We can see a China in an awesome rising; at the same time, we should be well 
alert to the quality and costs of such rising. At present, China is getting ahead by 
its prosperity in material civilization, but the rise in damage to the environment 
and resources is creating a huge dilemma for the Chinese people. Meanwhile, 
the growth of China’s GDP is overly dependent on foreign investment and bud-
get expenditures, resulting in an extremely unbalanced economic structure.12

This immediate concern over internal factors undermining China’s quest to 
regain its former prominence in Asian affairs, if not the world, is also echoed 
in Professor Susan Shirk’s new work, China: Fragile Superpower. In The 
Wall Street Journal, a book review of Shirk’s work revealed her serious con-
cerns about China’s ‘rise’ in the 21st century due to the government’s deep-
seated insecurities. She believes that China’s profound insecurities about its 
restless citizenry and its increasing power and wealth are the real threats to 
Asia’s future peace and stability, not its ‘rise’ as a regional power. Thus, the 
author observes, “preventing war with China is one of the most difficult for-
eign policy challenges our country faces.”13

Professor Shirk, who teaches in the School of International Relations and 
Pacific Studies at the University of California—San Diego, observed that the 
Communist government has still not completely recovered from the Tianan-
men Square uprising in 1989. She mentions in the article that the entire gov-
ernmental apparatus almost collapsed upon itself during the student-led revolt 
against the government and its lack of accessibility. The government’s cal-
loused indifference toward the student protesters and their demands—more 
political freedom and participation in national affairs—only exacerbated the 
crisis; thus, putting an intense international spotlight upon China’s domestic 
disorder, Shirk commented,

In 1989, the Communist dynasty almost ended in its fortieth year. For more 
than six weeks, millions of students demonstrated for democracy in Beijing’s 
Tiananmen Square and 132 other cities in every Chinese province. The Commu-
nist Party was spilt over how to deal with the demonstrations. And, the People’s 
Republic just barely survived.14

Despite China’s volatile domestic political situation and an enduring per-
ception that their foreign policy remains a bit discombobulated and undefined 
at times, nevertheless, a new course of military action and development has 
emerged. It is a situation that is producing a heightening level of anxiety 
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amongst its Asian neighbors, and new tensions particularly with the major 
powers situated in northeast Asia.

To give an example, China has slowly but steadily put together the mak-
ings of a potentially respectable blue-water naval force. Since the 1990s, the 
Chinese have developed, or purchased from Russia, submarines (conven-
tional and nuclear-powered), destroyers (with supersonic anti-ship missiles) 
and frigates (home-grown air defense systems on them). Plus, there are per-
sistent rumors that China is about to launch its first nuclear-powered ballistic 
missile submarines. The Beijing government has stated that this type of naval 
development is necessary to protect its future access to oil from the Middle 
East, gas from South-East Asia and the vital natural resources, primarily 
from Australia, which are absolutely necessary to ensure China’s continued 
economic growth.

The U.S. government, however, finds China’s geopolitical justification 
for the enlargement of its naval capabilities just a bit disingenuous because 
they believe its U.S. Navy has acted honorably in keeping the sea lanes open 
throughout Asia since the end of WWII.15 As a consequence, all nations, in-
cluding China, in the region have benefited from America’s commitment to 
maintaining the freedom of the seas—everywhere. Therefore, the U.S. asks, 
skeptically, ‘why the intense and sudden surge in naval (as well as the other 
military branches) development within China?’

This type of inquiry becomes more pertinent, not just due to China’s 
growing naval prowess, but it is directly related to China’s comprehensive 
and vast buildup of all its military capabilities. Thus, in 2007, the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense sent its Annual Report to Congress concerning the 
“Military Power of the People’s Republic of China”. Its analysis, quantita-
tively and qualitatively, was quite stunning concerning the overall buildup 
and expenditures relating to the Chinese military. In the Executive Summary, 
the term ‘Area Denial’ was used by analysts to indicate China’s intention to 
lessen, if not remove, America’s military footprint in waters or regions vital 
to Chinese national security, particularly the Taiwan Straits. The term ‘Area 
Denial’ itself says it all. It is interpreted by U.S. geopolitical strategists, quite 
correctly, to mean that China would eventually like to see the U.S. military 
presence reduced to a minor role in regional security affairs.16 However, I 
believe there will be a strong backlash amongst America’s key allies, as well 
as amongst other concerned nations within the Pacific area, over China’s 
prospective geopolitical agenda for the 21st century.

This significant departure from China’s historic lack of a naval presence 
in the Asia-Pacific region appears to indicate, to many regional observers, 
that the Chinese now perceive America as a potential threat to their long-
term economic development. Specifically, it is the U.S. Navy’s control of 
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the Malacca Straits through which approximately 80% of China’s oil from 
the Middle East flows that has made the Chinese government increasingly 
uncomfortable.17 It doesn’t take a geopolitical genius to figure out that the 
Chinese leadership is unwilling to accept this degree of vulnerability from an 
economic or security standpoint. As a result, the Middle Kingdom has taken 
the historic step toward restoring its past maritime prowess.

China has not been able to project any type of real naval presence in East 
Asia, or anywhere else, since the 15th century and the dynamic travels of 
Ming dynasty Admiral Zheng He.18 Admiral Zheng’s exploits were magnifi-
cently described within Gavin Menzies’s book, 1421, that explored the idea 
that the Chinese admiral might have visited the North American continent 
approximately 90 years before Columbus. Menzies, a former British naval 
officer, after years of extensive research conducted at archival centers and 
museums throughout the world, does provide some very interesting evidence 
that has provoked a bit of a dust-up among historians.19 Nevertheless, Mi-
chael Yahuda, professor of international relations at the London School of 
Economics, has written that the Chinese, historically and by nature, have not 
had overwhelming success in developing effective naval forces. Professor 
Yahuda writes, “Most of China’s trouble (historically) came from powers that 
were strong at sea. For its decision-makers, there is a feeling that if China is 
to return to its true greatness, it has got to have a naval capacity.”20

THE AMERICAN EMPIRE DIVIDED FROM WITHIN

The U.S. foreign policy establishment is gripped by indecision due to pa-
ralysis-through-analysis concerning its geopolitical response to China’s 
dramatic rise in regional and global affairs. No doubt, there are indeed plenty 
of opinions, but they are mostly based upon, or contain within them, assump-
tions, attitudes, beliefs, a bit of paranoia, and fragments of racist untruths 
concerning China’s history and future. Yet, there is significant evidence, 
thus far, that China has strongly promoted and utilized a cooperative and 
peaceful diplomatic course for itself with concern to the outside world, but 
especially in cultivating and developing new relationships with its Asian 
neighbors since the early 1990s. Its ‘peaceful rise’ has so far been given, to 
some degree, the benefit-of-the-doubt by its regional neighbors and by many 
American analysts.

There is also equally compelling evidence that China’s somewhat benign 
foreign policy is due to the monumental challenges confronting the central 
government in Beijing. Much of their current domestic troubles (i.e. govern-
ment corruption, environmental degradation, economic inequities, social 
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unrest, unemployment, etc.) are related to their astronomical double-digit 
economic growth since 1980. Unfortunately, over 80% of the national growth 
has only occurred in the eastern portion of the nation—and primarily only in 
the cities. Literally, hundreds of millions in the eastern, central and western 
portions of China have not greatly benefited from this historic economic 
transformation.

Therefore, it is often mentioned by China-watchers that it is true that the 
nation’s military buildup is quite real and geopolitically significant, but it is a 
secondary priority within the Chinese government due to the overwhelming 
challenges from within. The problems mentioned above are deeply troubling 
and extraordinarily dangerous for the current Communist Party and its politi-
cal leadership. As demonstrated by Tiananmen uprising in 1989, the Chinese 
people hold the destiny of the nation in its hands. It is my belief that the Com-
munist government will not use military force, again, against its own people 
because too many of the Chinese citizenry remember the carnage from the 
last engagement. Yet, the West must understand that if China collapses in-
ternally, the economic and geopolitical fallout will be massive, perhaps even 
endangering the future security and stability of the West, East, North, South, 
Middle East and all points in-between.

Therefore, in this section of the chapter, I will explore the wide spectrum 
of American opinions that exist within the foreign policy establishment. If 
we truly understand what is at stake—if we fail—then it becomes ever more 
imperative that the U.S. create a China policy that is based upon, and recog-
nizes, both nations’ national interests. Preserving regional and global security 
and stability, is not simply a cliché or overdone hyperbole. In a world that is 
increasingly interdependent, mishandling China and Asia-Pacific may very 
well lead to our own self-destruction. Hence, David Rothkopf’s survey of the 
foreign policy experts and researchers at the Carnegie Endowment for Inter-
national Peace is quite prescient in its exposure of an American intelligentsia 
that is confounded and stymied by its own interpretations, perceptions and 
shifting views related to what China has become and what it will be in the 
21st century.

It is my own belief, that this fractured community of scholars has prevented 
the U.S. government, to a large degree, from creating a coherent and cohe-
sive policy toward China. A number of critics have stated that what the U.S. 
foreign policy establishment needs is another George F. Kennan to emerge 
and create a unified and visionary post-Cold War, if not a post-9/11, global 
strategy. Kennan is often credited with being the primary architect of the 
‘containment’ policy after WWII. In truth, though, ‘containment’ was often 
interpreted differently by various political factions, but, fundamentally, this 
geopolitical philosophy essentially represented the backbone of U.S. foreign 
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policy for almost half a century. Former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger 
states unequivocally in his book, Diplomacy,

(Kennan’s) containment was an extraordinary theory - at once hardheaded and 
idealistic, profound in it assessment of Soviet motivations yet curiously abstract 
in its prescriptions. Thoroughly American in its utopianism, it assumed that the 
collapse of a totalitarian adversary could be achieved in an essentially benign 
way. Although this doctrine was formulated at the height of America’s absolute 
power, it preached America’s relative weakness.21

Needless to say, Kennan came as close as any single American, within his 
own generation, of creating a U.S. foreign policy that was primarily founded 
upon his own philosophy and vision to meet the challenges from America’s 
primary post-WWII adversary—the Soviet Union. Today, it is believed that 
a similar philosophical and visionary global stratagem is greatly needed to 
address the dramatic rise of China and the multitude of possible implications 
for the West, particularly for the U.S.

In short, can we, yet again, create an instinctively, operational and rational 
geopolitical roadmap that can preserve America’s vital interests and values 
without leading to a catastrophic conclusion in East Asia, and for the world? 
Where will the next geopolitical theory emerge from—perhaps, once again, 
from a gifted individual, or, maybe, from an institutional consensus? Equally 
important, will the current political environment allow such philosophy or vi-
sion to be refined and implemented properly? These are important questions 
that, unfortunately, are lacking answers at this time.

Thus, as expected, the current debate rages on amongst dedicated and 
serious-minded individuals seeking an appropriate, functional and respect-
ful U.S. response to the looming and growing presence of China in the 21st 
century. The process itself is filled with vociferous and volatile exchanges 
within the American foreign policy establishment. As a result, it is very 
startling to witness former hard-nosed and uncompromising hawks from the 
Cold War era now fighting amongst themselves over the future direction of 
U.S. foreign policy in the 21st century—especially towards China and Asia. 
Simply put, the irrefutable fact remains that there is no acknowledged con-
sensus concerning the presence of a philosophy, strategy or theory needed to 
meet the intense and varied challenges related to this contentious and vital 
geopolitical matter.

Perhaps, the most poignant and symbolic debate that is occurring within 
the U.S. foreign policy community is the one between Zbigniew Brzezinski 
and John Mearsheimer. Both men are greatly respected within the realm of 
U.S. foreign policy. Brzezinski was the key NSC adviser to former President 
Jimmy Carter from 1977 to 1981. Mearsheimer is a distinguished professor of 
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international relations at the University of Chicago. Yet, their disagreement is 
a clear example of the deep policy and strategic chasm existing amongst U.S. 
analysts regarding China, and America’s response to what many are calling 
‘The Pacific Century’.

In the January/February 2005 issue of Foreign Policy magazine, a debate 
between Professors Brzezinski and Mearsheimer entitled, “Clash of the 
Titans”, was published which clearly indicates the tumultuous argument 
transpiring amongst America’s elite experts with regard to China. Simply 
put, both men acknowledge the same factors, issues and trends associated 
with U.S.-China relations, China’s rise (economically and militarily) and 
America’s future status in Asia-Pacific. However, they simply interpret these 
major elements in a fundamentally different way.

Dr. Brzezinski believes that China is not presently inclined to challenge 
the U.S. militarily, but instead is very focused upon continued economic 
development and being accepted by the global community as an emerging 
global power. He believes that Mearsheimer’s primary focus upon ‘great 
power theory’ is understandable and worthy, but theory is “essentially retro-
spective.”22 The former NSC adviser states, “When something happens that 
does not fit the theory, it gets revised. And I suspect that will happen in the 
U.S.-China relationship.”23 Finally, Brzezinski asks, “How can China push 
the United States out of East Asia?”24 After mentioning the fact that if this 
occurred, Japan would almost certainly attempt to regain its former leader-
ship role within the region, he finally observes, “Frankly, I doubt that China 
could push the United States out of Asia. But even if it could, I don’t think 
it would want to live with the consequences: a powerful, nationalistic, and 
nuclear armed Japan.”25

Professor Mearsheimer, however, in response, doesn’t pull any punches 
on the matter of future U.S.-China relations, “China cannot rise peacefully, 
and if it continues its dramatic economic growth over the next few decades, 
the United States and China are likely to engage in an intense security com-
petition with considerable potential for war.”26 He also believes that China’s 
immediate neighbors, within the region, will assist America in containing the 
growing prowess of the Middle Kingdom. I am somewhat dubious of this 
assumption. Nevertheless, Mearsheimer is firm believer that an individual 
or nation requires a theory on understanding the behavior of a rising power 
and how the international community will react to its new prominence. He 
remains convinced that this theoretical approach will enable most rational-
minded analysts to interpret the future actions of China, and Asia at-large, 
more accurately,

To predict the future in Asia, one needs a theory that explains how rising powers 
are likely to act and how other states will react to them. My theory of interna-
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tional politics says that the mightiest states attempt to establish hegemony in 
their own region while making sure that no rival great power dominates another 
region. The ultimate goal of every great power is to maximize its share of world 
power and eventually dominate the system.27

Hence, Brzezinski and Mearsheimer truly represent different “schools of 
thought” on present-day China and how the U.S. should perceive this ‘rising’ 
power in East Asia. Both schools have numerous advocates and representa-
tives. The ‘Brzezinski School’, at least publicly, holds the upper hand at the 
moment in terms of debate and perception of what China means to the U.S. 
and its future status in East Asia. Judging from what I have heard on corpo-
rate television during the past few years, China represents the following:

1)  A serious competitor for global manufacturing jobs, international invest-
ment and available natural resources; Also, it has increased its influence 
within Asia-Pacific;

2)  A threat to global stability due to its terrifying environmental problems 
which are now slowly spilling over its borders and affecting the environ-
ments of other countries—including the United States.

3)  A potential financial collapse due to its inability to handle the huge 
amounts of commerce, finance and trade, and massive government cor-
ruption. All of which could bring down the entire Asian-Pacific economy, 
and would probably represent the end of the ruling Communist Party as 
well; Thus, creating political and social chaos, and frightening instability, 
within a nation of 1.4 billion people.

4)  The potential for a military conflagration with Taiwan, resulting in the 
geopolitical balance of power in Asia-Pacific being altered dramatically. 
Plus, the final outcome would not be a “slam-dunk”; In fact, you could 
count on it!

Despite these pressing realities and possible scenarios, the ‘Brzezinski 
School’ contends that China will continue to grow in significance and that 
their evolutionary process—for now- appears to be peaceful and productive 
for all concerned. Don’t misunderstand this ‘school of thought’, China is 
certainly a country that needs to be reckoned and respected with the great-
est degree of seriousness. Yet, as it stands today, there is no overwhelming 
evidence to initiate a fundamental re-thinking by Brzezinski and others about 
China’s current status with the U.S., or with its neighbors throughout East 
Asia.

American politicians, scholars and noted China-watchers such as Henry 
Kissinger, David Shambaugh, Robert Sutter, G. John Ikenberry, and the 
Center for Strategic and International Studies are representative of those who 



152 Chapter Eight

agree, in principle, that China is not presently a direct military threat to the 
United States. Though, this could change in the near future. However, at this 
moment, they strongly believe these two hegemonic Pacific powers have 
far more in common, and at stake, represented by their mutual geopolitical 
interests, than the differences that are often focused upon by skeptical critics 
of U.S.-China relations and, especially China’s future intentions concerning 
the Asia-Pacific region.

These sentiments, expressed by the distinguished China-watchers men-
tioned above, are echoed within the pages of Kishore Mahbubani’s new book, 
The New Asian Hemisphere, concerning the influence that the U.S. has had 
on China since the 1970s. Mahbubani, dean and Professor in the Practice of 
Public Policy of the Lee Kuan Yew School of Public Policy at the National 
University of Singapore, writes “. . . just compare the state of Chinese soci-
ety in 1972 with Chinese society in 2002. The Chinese civilization remained 
intact. But the approach of Chinese society to the rest of the world changed 
dramatically. Instead of threatening the world, China began to engage deeply. 
Half a million Chinese students have studied in American universities. Hun-
dreds of thousands of Americans have visited China. By 2005, America had 
invested more than US$18.06 billion in China. Today, most Chinese people 
have one big dream: the American Dream. They want peace; their own 
homes, TVs, and washing machines; and to travel to Disneyland and study at 
Harvard. Without even trying to do so, America has completely transformed 
Chinese society.”28

In 1971–1972, Dr. Henry Kissinger, then U.S. national security advisor 
and one of the primary architects, along with President Richard Nixon, de-
signed and constructed a new American foreign policy paradigm specifically 
for the People’s Republic of China. Kissinger and Nixon moved cautiously, 
but courageously, toward ‘Opening China’ and creating a new chapter in 
U.S.-China relations; even though it was considered politically controversial 
and, perhaps, even strategically dangerous by many conservatives within the 
American political establishment at the time. Upon hindsight, this dramatic 
and well-planned initiative is directly responsible for the present-day founda-
tion for the reconfiguration of U.S. geopolitical relations within Asia-Pacific 
and with the most populous nation in the world—China. Thus far, it has 
proven to be an enormous success—for now.
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