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Taiwan Policy of the Obama Administration, by Tao Wenzhao,
Honorary Academician of CASS, Research Fellow of the Institute of
American Studies of CASS and Guest Researcher of CPDS. With Ma
Ying-jeou, the leader of Kuomintang, coming into office in May of
2008 in Taiwan, cross-Strait relationship underwent a historical turn-
about, beginning to travel on a path of positive interaction and peaceful
development. Obama remained in office for 8 years, of which 7 and
half years coincided with the Ma Ying-jeou regime of Taiwan. Because
of the changes of cross-Strait relationship and new developments
in the US policy towards China, the Taiwan policy of the Obama
Administration was mainly seen as one that adhered to the position of
“no unification, no independence and no use of force”, and welcomed
the peaceful development of cross-Strait relations conditionally, though
its policy was two-sided. Nevertheless, the Taiwan policy of the Obama
Administration had long been denounced by both the liberals and the
conservatives in the US. Presently, although the US new president Trump
has made fundamental changes to the internal and external policies of his
predecessor and the leader of Taiwan has been changed, it is still necessary
to sum up the Taiwan policy of the Obama Administration to watch out for
new uncertainties in the policy of the US towards Taiwan.

The Profoundly Changing World Political Structure, by Ding
Yuanhong, Former Chinese Ambassador to European Union; and Guest
Researcher of CPDS. The current world political structure was formed
after the World War II (WWII). The East and West blocs opposed each
other due to their difference in political systems and ideologies; while
developed countries in the North were estranged with developing
countries in the South due to different historical background and economic
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development levels. This political structure is short-named as the “East-
West & North-South” structure. In the latter half of the century after
WWII, as the international situation, especially the power balance among
nations, changes, this political structure has been undergoing major and
profound changes. The East bloc is on the verge of collapse under the
impact of both internal and external factors but it has not disappeared but
continued to compete with the West bloc. While the West bloc tries to
disintegrate the East bloc, its internal conflict also intensifies which in turn
reduces its cohesive power. In the process of changing the situation of “a
strong North and a weak South”, the South bloc represented by emerging

economies is playing a bigger and bigger role in world affairs.

How to Evaluate China-US Relations during the Trump Era,
by Chen Jimin, Associate Research Fellow from the Institute for
International Strategic Studies of the Central Party School of the CPC
and Guest Research Fellow of CPDS. Since the beginning of the Trump
Administration in January of 2017, under joint efforts of China and the
US, especially after the meeting of the two heads of state, the development
of China-US relations has entered a new phrase. In the future, the
development pattern of China-US relations will be closely related to
such factors as Trump’s view on international affairs, the evolution of the
current international system, and the interaction between China and the
US. Given the characteristics of China-US relations in which sensitivity,
complexity and importance are interwoven, the two countries should
promote and ensure the orderly development of the bilateral relationship
from three aspects, namely the macro positioning, practical promotion
and shift in thinking. Predictably, the competition and cooperation in
general between China and the US will not undergo fundamental changes,
but present the feature of hierarchical distribution: competition will be
somewhat upgraded in trade, competition in security can generally be
controlled, game-playing over values tends to ease, and cooperation on
international agendas will be further explored.
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An analysis of the Asia-Pacific Policy of Trump Administration from
the Perspective of 16th Asia Security Summit, by Han Xin, Associate
Research Fellow with CPDS, China Association for International
Friendly Contact. After becoming the American President, Donald Trump
initiated a series of “de-Obamanization” policies. The high strategic
unpredictability caused widespread concern among American allies as
well as the whole world. As the first Trump Administration official to
make debut on Asia-Pacific multilateral mechanisms, the US Secretary of
Defense James Mattis made a speech on the 16th Asia Security Summit
(Shangri-la Dialogue), which attracted extensive attention. In his speech,
Mattis, on the one hand, expressed the willingness and expectation
to cooperate with China and benefit from it; on the other hand, spoke
for his allies through criticizing China’s behaviors, such as those in
the South China Sea, with harsh words. After analyzing the situation
facing Trump Administration, we can draw two conclusions. First, only
China can most possibly help relieve the Trump Administration from
the current difficulties and consolidate its power. Second, the U.S.
Asia-Pacific alliance system is seriously contradicting its own strategic
interests. China and the U.S. enjoy bright prospects of cooperation. If the
U.S. can make a wise strategic choice, the two countries can make great
contributions to Asia-Pacific as well as the whole world.

The Reshaping of the Order in Asia-Pacific Region and the “Soft”
Management and Control of Differences between China and the US,
by Dr. Ma Fangfang, Associate Professor from School of International
Relations, Beijing Language and Culture University. With the eastward
shift of the global geostrategic focus, the establishment of a new order
in the Asia-Pacific region and the maintenance of relative regional
stability in the future may depend on the soft power equilibrium among
multiple powers including China and the US. Compared with the “hard
power equilibrium” which manifests itself as “a Roland for an Oliver”,
the “soft power equilibrium” is mainly seen as a status in which the
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regional powers identify with and tolerate each other so as to remain in
harmonious co-existence. Although there are strong uncertainties with
regard to the development trend of the US Asia-Pacific policy of the
Trump Administration, to maximize the US interests in such aspects
as politics, economy, culture and security in the region will not change
fundamentally. The establishment of a new order in the Asia-Pacific region
can only be realized when China and the US correctly treat their structural
contradictions in the region, rationally acknowledge the status of each
other’s soft powers in the region, “softly” manage their differences, and

engage in cooperation by enhancing strategic mutual trust.

Elements for a New EU Strategy on China: Policy Connotation and
Posture, by Fang Lexian, Professor from the Center for European Studies
and School of International Studies, Renmin University of China, and
Guest Researcher of CPDS; and Guan Kongwen, Doctoral Student from
the Center for European Studies and School of International Studies,
Renmin University of China. Since the middle of 1990s, the EU has
regularly published a series of policy documents on China in accordance
with the changes of the international situation, particularly the new
internal changes and challenges in China and Europe respectively in
order to plan and direct the development of relations with China going
forward. This relatively stylized tendency was very obvious before 2006.
Since then, obsessed with multiple crises, the EU has had to focus its
attention on internal affairs and issues in its neighborhood. Not until June
of 2016, ten years from the publication of the last document, did the EU
publish the policy document entitled £lements for a New EU Strategy
on China, systematically re-planning the basic principles for EU’s new
strategy toward China, policy framework and direction for actions in the
future. This paper, based on the new policy document, has made a point
of explaining the basic concepts and principles embodied in £lements

1or a New EU Strategy on China and the core connotation of this policy
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framework, before pondering over and summing up the characteristics
and the new trend of £lements for a New EU Strategy on China by way of
discussing the outstanding issues in the China-EU relationship.

Retrospect and Prospect of “Multispeed Europe” and Analysis of the
Impact on China-Europe Relationship, by Dr. Long Jing, Assistant
Research Fellow and Deputy Director of the Center for European Studies,
Shanghai Institutes for International Studies. The concept of “multispeed
Europe” has been heatedly discussed and debated during the development
and expansion of the European Union. Meanwhile, it has also entered into
practice by the launching of single currency in euro zone and the expansion
of the Schengen zone. In recent years, the EU has created and developed
a series of new instruments, such as the “opt-outs”, “open method of
coordination” and “enhanced cooperation” to fulfill the demands of deeper
integration in certain areas among related member states. While striving
against the financial crisis since 2008, the EU has also accumulated more
experiences to push the structure reform without unanimity. Currently,
“multispeed Europe” is proposed again in an open way by the EU as an
alternative for deeper integration. This new development trend may change
the internal structure of the EU and its external policy, and also have

significant impact to the China-Europe relationship.

The New Security Strategy of the EU and Its Impacts, by Zhou
Xiaoming, Associate Professor from the Department of International
Relations, School of Political Science and Public Administration, Wuhan
University; and Zhao Fashun, Graduate Student from the Department
of International Relations, School of Political Science and Public
Administration, Wuhan University. In June of 2016, the EU issued its
global strategy in the form of “CFSP”, namely the new security strategy of
the EU. This strategy has laid down the principles of external actions and

the primary task for the EU, with building a stronger Europe as its central
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target, and advancing both its interests and values as the guiding ideology.
The chief feature of this strategy is that it is more practical, which will
promote the security and defense construction of the EU, and exert positive
impacts on the change of the global governance system. Nonetheless, in
its implementation, this strategy will confront challenges from its member
states and impediments of the existing systems. It is noteworthy that
although the new security strategy of the EU has sent signals of deepening
cooperation with China, its will is not very strong, and the strategy will have
a definite impact on RCEP that China has strongly advocated.

Risks and Counter Measures in the Cooperation between China and
Ukraine under the “One Belt and One Road” (OBOR) Initiative, by
Dr. Zhang Hong, Research Fellow from the Institute of Russian, Eastern
European & Central Asian Studies, CASS. As an important country
that links Asia with Europe, Ukraine is very much interested in the
OBOR initiative, wishing to engage in overall cooperation with China in
infrastructure, investment, trade and culture under the framework of the
OBOR initiative. But from the perspective of geopolitical environment,
it is very difficult for Ukraine to free itself from the pressures of Russia
in a short run, while the conflict in Donbas and the ethnic contradictions
have made it hard for it to play a more engaged role in the OBOR. As a
result, although there is a good historical foundation for China-Ukraine
cooperation, many challenges confronted cannot be neglected, particularly
as the security dilemma in Eastern Europe, the scale and direction of
cooperation, the present political situation in Ukraine, and the bottlenecks of
the “weak plus weak™ cooperation model have all exerted negative impacts
on the cooperation between China and Ukraine under the framework of the
OBOR initiative. How to overcome these challenges is an important subject
for China and Ukraine to advance their bilateral cooperation in the future.
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Taiwan Policy of the Obama Administration

1ao Wenzhao

bama remained in office for § years, of which 7 and half years coincided

with the Ma Ying-jeou regime of Taiwan. Because of the changes of
cross-Strait relationship and new developments in the US policy towards
China, the Taiwan policy of the Obama Administration was mainly seen as
one that adhered to the position of “no unification, no independence and no
use of force”, and welcomed the peaceful development of cross-Strait relations
conditionally, though its policy was two-sided. Nevertheless, the Taiwan policy
of the Obama Administration had long been denounced by both the liberals
and the conservatives in the US. Presently, although the US new president
Trump has made fundamental changes to the internal and external policies of
his predecessor and the leader of Taiwan has been changed, it is still necessary
to sum up the Taiwan policy of the Obama Administration to watch out for new
uncertainties in the policy of the US towards Taiwan.

I. The US Welcomed the Peaceful Development of
the Cross-Strait Relationship

With Ma Ying-jeou, the leader of Kuomintang, coming into office in May of
2008 in Taiwan, cross-Strait relationship underwent a historical turn-about,
beginning to travel on a path of positive interaction and peaceful development.
Before and after coming into office, especially in his first inauguration speech,
Ma Ying-jeou repeatedly stressed that the policy of his administration towards
the Mainland was “no unification, no independence and no use of force”,
which, as a matter of fact, was just like the US policy towards Taiwan.
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When Obama coming into office in January of 2009, cross-Strait
relationship had already ushered in a new situation. Whereas, as the new
US government was busy coping with the global financial crisis, engaging
in domestic health care reform and making an end to two wars, the Taiwan
issue was not included into the agenda of the Obama Administration. The US
welcomed the “peaceful development of cross-Strait relationship, expecting the
two sides to strengthen economic, political and other dialogs and interaction”,
as the US wished for stability of cross-Strait relationship and was declined to
put too much energy on this issue.

But, the US welcomed the peaceful development of cross-Strait relationship
conditionally, which meant that the two sides could talk about economic issues
rather than political and military ones, letting alone the peace treaty and the
issue of peaceful reunification; cross-Strait consultation should be “transparent”,
and Taiwan should report the developments and details of any discussion
“between the two sides” to the US; and Taiwan had to maintain adequate
defense capabilities, including purchasing arms from the US. The CCUS had
also warned Taiwan not to be too dependent on the Mainland and to maintain a
balanced trade and economic relationship between Taiwan and the Mainland as
well other economies, especially the US, as it related to the security agenda of
Taiwan.

ll. Challenges from the Liberals and the Conservatives
to Obama’s Taiwan Policy

During Obama’s terms in office, the mainstream Taiwan policy of the US met
with challenges from both the liberals and the conservatives in the US. The
liberals demanded the government review the US policy towards Taiwan,
abjuring the Taiwan Relations Act and the “Six Assurances” the US made to
Taiwan; while the conservatives demanded the government further upgrade the
US-Taiwan relations.

From 2010 to 2011, some people from the US strategic circle, such as
the former Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Bill Owens, former
Commander of the Pacific Command and former US ambassador to China
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Joseph Prueher, and former US diplomat Chas Freeman 111, pointed out that as
the current US policy towards Taiwan had been established when the US entered
diplomatic relations with China more than 30 years before, the international
situation, US-China relationship and the situation in the Taiwan Strait had all
changed, which made the Taiwan Relations Act out of date. As China’s rise
was unavoidable and the Taiwan issue was the only issue that could start a war
between the US and China, the US government should make timely adjustment
to its Taiwan policy, stopping arms sales to Taiwan and encouraging the
reunification of the two sides.This opinion can be summarized as the “Theory of
Abandoning Taiwan”, with which most of the scholars do not agree.

While, on another hand, the expressions made in the China-US Joint
Communiqué on cross-Strait relationship have made the conservatives from
political and academic circles discontented, as the development of cross-Strait
relationship, the broad scale and fast pace of cross-Strait economic integration,
and especially the bilateral negotiation across the Taiwan Strait on ECFA
have made them as if sitting on pins and needles. They held that the Obama
Administration “seemed to be changing the US Taiwan policy that has served
the US interests so well in the past”. The pro-Taiwan forces both in and out of
the US Congress had originally hoped that the government would vigorously
upgrade the US-Taiwan relationship in implementing the “Asia-Pacific
Rebalancing” strategy, but only to find out the opposite, which made them very
disappointed. In March of 2013, at the hearing held by the US-China Economic
and Security Review Commission of the US Congress, a number of scholars
giving witnesses were much concerned: the cross-Strait economic integration
would make Taiwan more dependent on mainland China, giving China more
leverage of influence on Taiwan; the closer cross-Strait relationship becomes,
the more the US will be marginalized; cross-Strait military comparison is
tilting in favor of mainland, while the armaments of Taiwan are worsening
continuously; the US should upgrade its arms sales to Taiwan to make Taiwan,
confronted with the Mainland’s rising military capabilities, have enough
deterrence and “confidence” to negotiate with the Mainland.

The conservative forces in the US Congress also continued with efforts to
promote the US-Taiwan relationship, with some congressmen going so far as
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to fantastically suggest that the US abandon the “One China” policy, and take
the “One China and One Taiwan” policy instead, insisting on the “recognition
of Taiwan’s sovereignty”, establishing “diplomatic relations” with Taiwan, and
supporting Taiwan’s “entry into the UN”. Naturally, this assertion was after all
the tricky practice of a few.

lll. The Two-Sidedness of Obama’s Taiwan Policy

In fact, Obama’s policy towards Taiwan, like that of his predecessor, had two
sides: on the one hand, Obama had basically stuck to the “One China” policy,
welcoming the peaceful development of cross-Strait relationship; while on the
other hand, the Obama Administration had continued to upgrade the US-Taiwan
relationship, including selling arms to Taiwan, developing trade and economic
cooperation with Taiwan and supporting Taiwan to extend its participation in
international affairs.

A. Selling arms to Taiwan. There were three major arms sales to Taiwan
during the Obama Administration. The US Department of Defense informed the
Congress of US$ 6.4 billion worth of arms sale to Taiwan in January of 2010.
On September 21 of 2011, the Obama Administration informed the Congress
of its new decision on arms sale to Taiwan, including upgrading the existing
F-16B/A fighters in Taiwan and extending the pilots training program for
another 5 years, coupled with providing some aircraft parts, which was worth
US$ 5.85 billion in total. On December 16 of 2015, the Obama Administration
once again declared a US$ 1.83 billion worth of arms sale to Taiwan, including
two Perry-class frigates, Javelin anti-tank missiles, amphibious assault vehicles
and Stinger missiles. Although those arms sales could not change the status quo
of cross-Strait military power contrast, continuing arms sales to Taiwan would
exert significant negative impacts on China-US relationship and the bilateral
cooperation in important areas.

In addition to arms sales to Taiwan, the US had also strengthened its
military ties with Taiwan in other areas, including organization reforms,
providing guidance to Taiwan military exercises, personnel training, exchanging
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and sharing military intelligence, etc. Particularly, the US had helped Taiwan
change its guiding princples in strategy, shifting the focus its of military
planning and procurement to the direction of non-tradition, innovation and
asymmetry, in a hope to reverse the defensive disadvantages of Taiwan against
the background that cross-Strait military power contrast was leaning favorably
towards the Mainland.

In addition, the US Congress had kept urging the government to strengthen
the US-Taiwan military ties, including the exchanges of high-level officials.
In December of 2016, some congressmen put certain “contraband” into the
National Defense Authorization Act of Fiscal Year 2017, as Section 1284
of the final Act passed after the coordination of the two Houses stated that
the Pentagon should promote the exchanges of high-ranking officers and
senior defense officials between the US and Taiwan to improve the bilateral
military relations and defense cooperation; and the places designated for such
exchange programs included those both in the US and Taiwan. On the 23rd of
the same month, Obama formally signed it into law. With regard to this clause
that seriously violated the principles stated in the three joint communiqués
between China and the US, and interfered in China’s internal affairs, both the
spokespersons of Chinese Foreign Ministry and the Defense Ministry expressed
that it was “totally unacceptable” and had made solemn representations through
diplomatic channels.

Taiwan took the opportunity to increase the momentum, unilaterally adding
in more exchange programs between the US and Taiwan, namely participating
in the US military exercises; sending the Bureau Chief of Politics and Strategy
to visit the US Defense Department, engaging in strategic communication
between the US and Taiwan; dispatching army officers to visit the US National
Training Center and observe AVU operations under battlefield conditions;
observing preventive actions by the US troops against biological and nuclear
threats; Taiwan Army Medical Bureau sending teams to inspect US Army injury
and rescue mechanism; organizing submarine alliance symposium together with
active and retired high-ranking officers and representatives from the industry
and submarine manufacturers; accepting training for the service of the Perry-
class frigates; coordinating with the US for performance enhancement of F-16
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fighters and the purchase of Patriot-3 missiles; sending the F-16 fighter pilots to
the US for continuous career training; etc.

B. Developing bilateral trade and economic relations. Taiwan began
to import American beef in 2007, but stopped later on because of the BSE
epidemic in the US and the clenbuterol hydrochloride residuals. But, the US
put pressure on Taiwan and set re-importing American beef as the precondition
for upgrading the US-Taiwan relationship, such as restarting TIFA negotiation
with the US, signing the Free Trade Agreement and visa waiver to the US.
After repeated game-playing, the Taiwan authorities agreed in the end to import
American beef under conditions, while Taiwan’s Legislative Yuan voted to pass
the Food Safety Law on July 25 of 2012, giving the green light for importing
American beef.

In March of 2013, the negotiation for ITFA, which had been at a standstill
since July of 2007, was restarted, which was supported by Ed Royce and Robert
Menendez, Chairmen of the Foreign Affairs Committee of both Houses of the
time, as well as other members of the Congress. In March of 2014, the US and
Taiwan once again held negotiations for TIFA. For this, the CCUS published
a white paper, urging the US and Taiwan to take the signing of TIFA as a top
priority and the negotiations for TIFA as a “stepping stone” for Taiwan to join
the TPP. After the Obama Administration proposed the TPP scheme, the Taiwan
authorities lost no opportunity to express its high enthusiasm and expectation,
and promoted it as its major external strategic objective.

C. Supporting Taiwan to expand its international space. On the issues of
Taiwan joining the WHO and the ICAO, the Obama Administration rejected
the requests of some US congressmen and interest groups to support Taiwan
formally joining these organizations, but supported Taiwan’s so-called
“significative” participation in the activities of these organizations. Taiwan
participated in the WHA in 2009 as an observer, after consultation with the
Mainland, after which the Obama Administration made positive efforts to
enable Taiwan to regularly participate in various activities of the WHO as an
observer, which was not limited to the time of the Kuomintang’s reign.
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Since 2010, the US Congress has taken legislative actions constantly to
promote Taiwan’s participation in the activities of the ICAO. On June 18
and 19 of 2013, both Houses of the US Congress passed acts respectively,
demanding the US Secretary of State take measures for Taiwan to obtain the
status as an observer of the ICAO. Under the pressure of the Congress, Obama
signed these acts into law on July 12 of the same year. Obama argued in a
statement that the law accorded with the US “One China” policy, and the US
government would decide on the most proper measures to promote Taiwan’s
participation in the ICAQO.

D. Taiwan becoming the visa waiver. On December 22 of 2011, the
US State Department nominated Taiwan as a candidate for visa waiver of
the US. On October 2 of 2012, the US Department of Homeland Security
formally declared Taiwan as a participant to the visa waiver program of the
US, beginning to be effective on November 1st. The Under Secretary of
Commerce Francisco J. Sanchez went in person to Taiwan for the visa waiver
reception to attract more Taiwanese to the US for sightseeing, while the US
Department of Commerce signed a letter of intent with the TAITRA for “Pacific
Bridge Initiative”. Even Sanchez himself went to the Shuangcheng Jie night-
fare in Taipei to distribute leaflets, marketing American tourism programs.
Christopher Marut, Director of the AIT’s Taipei Office, went with the first
group of the Taiwanese enjoying visa waiver to the US on November 1 of
that year. In short, as a reward for the resolution of the beef issue, the US did
more than enough on the issue of visa waiver, returning present for present.
Meanwhile, “visa waiver” might make the Taiwanese more aware of their
differences with their kinfolks of the Mainland, which would make subtle
influence on cross-Strait identity.

IV Watching Out for New Uncertainties in the US Taiwan Policy
The US presidential election came to an end on November 8 of 2016, with the

Republican candidate Donald Trump elected, which brought uncertainties to
US-China relationship.
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On December 2 of 2016, Trump received a greeting call from the Taiwan
leader Tsai Ing-wen, which was a break with the tradition established in 1979
when US-China relationship became normalized that no US president or
president-elect would meet or communicate by telephone with the Taiwan
leader, and this was broadly questioned by American public opinion.

China also severely criticized this act and made urgent contacts with the US
on this matter. Spokesmen of the White House and the US State Department
reiterated that the “One China” policy of the US based on the three joint
communiqués between the US and China and the Taiwan Relations Act was
not changed, which was in the interests of all parties concerned. If this issue
was hyped up, it might do harm to the achievements made so far in US-China
relations, which had no benefits to all parties. Nonetheless, Trump continued to
pick up on China, challenging the “One China” policy of the US.

On December 16, President Obama pointed out at his last press conference
of 2016, that US-China relationship was of great importance to the world
economy, national security of the US, and the US presence in the Asia-Pacific
region. He also stressed that although the current status quo of the Taiwan
Strait did not fully satisfy either side, it had maintained peace. “For China, the
Taiwan issue is the most important on its agenda. The concept of ‘One China’
is the central part of its national concept. If you are to end this concept, you
have to think out the aftermath, as China’s attitude to this issue is different from
those to other issues.... They are likely to make a very serious reaction.” What
Obama said is his understanding of the Taiwan issue after 8 years in office,
while the newly elected president Trump obviously does not have such deep
understanding.

(The author is an Honorary Academician of CASS, Research Fellow of the

Institute of American Studies of CASS and Guest Researcher of CPDS. This
article was received on June 8, 2017.)
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An analysis of the Asia-Pacific Policy of Trump
Administration from the Perspective of

16" Asia Security Summit
Han Xin

he 16th Asia Security Summit (Shangri-la Dialogue) was held in Singapore

from June 2 to 5, 2017. More than 500 representatives from 32 countries
participated in the annual summit. Compared with previous ones, this summit
is significantly different in a potentially reversed Asia-Pacific policy of the new
U.S. government. After becoming president, Donald Trump initiated a series of
“de-Obamanization” policy and greatly reduced security investment in the Asia-
Pacific. Moreover, the Mar-a-Lago Summit helped stabilizing the transition
of China-U.S. relations. Since then, the two countries have maintained close
strategic coordination on issues such as North Korea. The adjustment of U.S.
Asia-Pacific policy and its closer relationship with China confused Japan,
Australia and other U.S. allies as well as other countries in the region. The
Shangri-la Dialogue is the first Asia-Pacific multilateral mechanism attended by
a top official of Trump Administration, who tried to lay out a framework of the
U.S. policy on Asia-Pacific affairs. Thus, it attracted extensive attention both in

the region and the world.

Among the speakers at the summit, the U.S. Secretary of Defense Mattis
made the longest speech, which covered issues of North Korea, China-U.S.
relations, the South China Sea, U.S. relationship with its allies and counter-

terrorism, etc. But in a nutshell, he just wanted to convey 3 messages to
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regional countries. First, the threat of North Korea’s nuclear and missile
programs must be eliminated. Second, in the context of a cooperative and
competitive U.S.-China relationship, the U.S. would be willing to work with
China in strengthening engagement while preventing conflicts. Third, the U.S.
would continue to support allies and partners. It meant that on the one hand, the
U.S. wanted to contain China with allies; on the other hand, the U.S. also asked
for helps from China. The two goals are contradictory and will not be possible
to achieve in the foreseeable future. Reasons are as the following.

First of all, with its Asia-Pacific team insufficiently functioning, the Trump
Administration cannot develop and implement effective Asia-Pacific strategies.
It has been over five months since Trump assumed presidency, but many
positions of his diplomatic team are still vacant, especially key positions for
Asia-Pacific affairs. Even until now, Trump has not nominated his assistant
secretary for East Asian and Pacific affairs. To add salt to the injury, Trump
largely reduced budget for the State Department, which in turn planed to
cut 2,300 positions. Moreover, there are about 200 important positions in
Washington and foreign embassies and consulates require confirmation from
the Senate, but President Trump’s tense relation with the Congress and the
media make the “Trump nominees” more difficult to win confirmation. As for
now, among the limited number of top officials in the Trump Administration,
very few have an Asia-Pacific background or experience. Asia-Pacific affairs
are still being addressed on a case-by-case basis, which reveals a significant
lack of comprehensive coordination and strategic consensus within the policy-

making circle.

Next, the difficult and complex domestic situation makes it impossible
for the Trump Administration to take Asia-Pacific as a priority region to
engage with. The current U.S. politics are seriously divided, which fails to
pass President Trump’s proposals such as the travel ban and the health care
reform bill. His grand plans of infrastructure building and “building walls on
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U.S.-Mexico border” are also widely questioned. President Trump’s domestic
agendas are becoming increasingly difficult to go through. With a not-fully-
functioning government and serious internal friction, President Trump has very
limited attention and resources for foreign affairs. Therefore, new changes
took place in Trump Administration’s behaviors in Asia, which became more
prominent after the Mar-a-Lago Summit. First, after Trump became president,
the regular freedom of navigation operations by the U.S. navy was suspended
for almost five months. Compared with previous administrations, the frequency
and number of such operations are generally reduced at least at the beginning
of a new administration. Second, after suffering from a setback for testing
the “One China” policy, Trump publicly announced to support such policy on
many occasions. A new round of watered-down arm sales to Taiwan was also
suspended for relatively a long time before ratification. The U.S. government
intervention in the Taiwan issue was deliberately diluted to some extent. Third,
despite of calls from anti-China advocates, Trump has never mentioned the
issue of human rights. Fourth, though there is no evidence to suggest that the
U.S. tightened control over Japan, we see much less Japanese provocative
moves in the East China Sea and no serious conflict between law enforcement
ships of China and Japan. There are two possible explanations: (1) with
limited resources and many top seats vacant, Trump is mainly engaged with
domestic affairs, leaving little attention for the far-away Asia. (2) Trump wants
to get out of the current difficulties, and only China can help him. So he has
to accommodate some of China’s interests in exchange for cooperation and
help. However, containment and engagement are always the two sides of the
U.S.” China policy. The above changes are all conditional and temporary. It is
unrealistic to expect them to be long-term ones.

Third, China is the biggest helper to relieve Trump from the current
difficulties, but containing China constitutes a structural contradiction with it.
From America’s actions during the months since Trump assumed office, we
can see that Trump is seeking to reverse the difficult situation mainly from
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two aspects. The first is to respond to domestic security concerns over North
Korea’s nuclear and missile programs and terrorism; the second is to respond
to domestic expectation on economic growth. However, only China can be
the biggest contributor to help Trump in these aspects. On the issue of North
Korea, China holds the economic bloodline of North Korea in hand, and no
other country can have the same degree of influence. On counter terrorism,
China is willing to participate in international counter-terrorism cooperation,
and share its rich experiences with the international community. On economic
development, according to the estimates of the World Bank, China will
contribute 35.2% of global economic growth in the next three years. China
and the U.S. are highly complementary in economy. Enhancing bilateral
economic cooperation will be conducive to President Trump’s performance in
improving American economic situation. However, many American people of
different fields are still taking the alliance system built during the Cold War as
the cornerstone to maintain national strength and global position. They also
consider U.S. allies and partners as important strategic assets. These outdated
ideas have resulted in such Asia-Pacific policy which favors allies more than
the U.S. They have become obstacles for in-depth cooperation between China
and the U.S., which is detrimental to America’s fundamental interests.

From the above analysis, we can find that the U.S. Asia-Pacific alliance
system seriously contradicts with its own strategic interests. Whether to protect
its allies’ interests by containing China or to solve its own problems through
cooperating with China has become a strategic choice that must be made by the
Trump Administration. Secretary of Defense Mattis’ speech is actually a self-
contradictory outcome of balancing all sides’ interests and it cannot be seen as
the real Asia-Pacific policy of the U.S. government. Taking a comprehensive
approach, the author believes that the Asia-Pacific policy of the Trump
Administration will go in the following trends.

First, the U.S. may swing towards its traditional policy to prioritize Asia-
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Pacific, but to a very limited extent. The 16th Shangri-la Dialogue will arouse
the attention of Trump policy-making team but only in the short term. The
interdependent China-U.S. economic relationship , the common interests in
addressing North Korean issue and counter terrorism, determine that the U.S.

will not go too far in harming China’s interests.

Second, the close bilateral strategic cooperation between China and the
U.S. will help shape the Trump Administration to meet China from opposite
direction. As of now, many top seats in the State Department and Defense
Department remain vacant. Even among the limited number of present top
officials, very few have a background of Asia-Pacific affairs. There is no sign of
a strategic consensus on the U.S. Asia-Pacific policy. Within this time window,
cooperation between China and the U.S. in addressing North Korean nuclear
and missile programs, counter-terrorism and economic cooperation, is not only
conducive to mutual understanding and common interests, but also help shape
the Trump team as well as its policy-making on Asia-Pacific affairs, which in

turn fosters win-win cooperation between the two countries.

Third, China and the U.S. enjoy bright prospects for cooperation. China is a
major emerging country in the east, while the U.S. is the existing major power
in the west. Both countries are mutually complementary in economy and share
extensive common interests in collaboration regarding international hot-spot
issues. The businessman background of President Trump is strongly embodied
in the U.S. foreign policy, which provides a precious catalyst for the two
countries to break historical obstacles and seek maximum strategic interests.
China has to cooperate with the U.S. to maintain economic growth and rise
peacefully; the U.S. must cooperate with China to prevent its decline.

Fourth, the U.S. China policy is about to feature both containment and
engagement. The American website NVational [nterests published an article

which suggested to the Trump Administration that “America needs an engage
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and contain strategy for China”. This was also the China policy pursued by the
Obama Administration. Recently, Trump Administration ratified a new round of
arms sales to Taiwan; and the U.S. naval destroyer entered within 12 nautical
miles to China’s island. These two incidents show that the Obama’s China
policy won’t be changed in nature from that of Trump Administration. Issues of
Taiwan, South China Sea and East China Sea have long been America’s tools
to contain China and bargaining chips to ask for a higher price. As Trump’s
governing team functions more sufficiently and U.S. dependence on China on
issues such as Korean Peninsula decreases, the containment-side of its China

policy will become more prominent.

Fifth, Japan, Australia and other American allies will not stop sowing
discord between China and the U.S. This risk cannot be neglected by both the
Chinese and American sides. Japan and Australia have long borrowed power
from the U.S. to do evil. They believe that their alliance relationship with the
U.S. is the foundation to protect their national security and realize economic
prosperity. In order to prevent the U.S. from getting closer to China, Japanese
Prime Minister Shinzo Abe visited the U.S. twice within three months, and
took every opportunity to drive a wedge in the China-U.S. relationship.
Australian officials also criticized China’s “aggressive behaviors” in the South
China Sea many times. As China-Japan territorial disputes, China-Australia
suspicion in the South China Sea, and Japan-Australia’ strategic suspicion
for China’s rise will not disappear in the short term, the behaviors of sowing
discord will continue for a certain time in the future.

(The author is Associate Research Fellow with CPDS, China Association
for International Friendly Contact. This article was received on July 17, 2017.)
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