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H. ANDREW SCHWARTZ:  Good morning, and welcome to the new Center for 
Strategic and International Studies.  I’m glad you all found us.  We’re here at 17th and Rhode 
Island, 1616 Rhode Island.  We’re still @csis on Twitter and we’re still csis.org on the web.   

 
But I’m really proud to bring – this is our first briefing in our new building, and the next 

briefing we have will actually – will be upstairs in our boardroom which has really great views.  
It’s actually not finished yet.  You can see we’re still doing some construction around.  But we’re 
really happy to have you here and we think that this is going to be a fantastic place for us to, you 
know, work with you and – so thank you for coming.   

 
With that, I’d like to go right to Ernie Bower, who’s the – our Southeast Asia chair.  And 

Ernie, there’s been some news this morning, obviously, and Ernie will address that.  Thanks so 
much.  

 
ERNIE BOWER:  Thanks, Andrew.  And – (audio break) – everybody, welcome to 

CSIS.  Thank you for coming.   
 
As you know, we’ve had some news this morning.  We had all prepared to tell you about 

the president’s trip and – which is planned for four ASEAN countries – Indonesia, Brunei, 
Malaysia and the Philippines.  If he had done that trip, he would have been the first president to 
visit nine of the 10 ASEAN countries in his – in his first – or as a sitting U.S. president.  He’s 
now overnight – as you’re well aware, has reached out and advised the leaders – Prime Minister 
Najib in Malaysia and President Aquino in the Philippines – that he will not be able to visit those 
two places.   

 
The White House is now saying that his – the plan is to follow through on the trip to 

Indonesia, which would be for the APEC meeting – and Matt Goodman will talk a little bit about 
that – and also go to Brunei for the EAS, the East Asia Summit and the U.S.-ASEAN Summit.  
OK.   

 
MR. SCHWARTZ:  (Off mic) – now switching mikes. 
 
MR. BOWER:  And so I think we’ve – we have adjusted our talking points a bit here this 

morning, and we’re going to talk a little bit about what the – what the current situation means for 
U.S. geopolitical – the U.S. geopolitical posture in the region, what it means for trade.  I think 
Matt is going to talk about APEC, Murray will talk about some of the regional implications, I’ll 
talk quickly about some of the country implications and Mike – both Mike and Matt, in different 
administrations – Mike worked for President Bush and Matt for President Obama, both at the 
National Security Council – they’ll talk about how this – how this all hashes out inside of the 
machine when you get experiences like this.   

 
Very quickly, I think there’s a lot at stake here with this trip.  The geopolitical 

ramifications of the president not making a trip if he – if he decides indeed that he has to cancel 
this weekend, it would – it would leave a big geopolitical mark.  The – I think the immediate 
result of not going at all would be that countries, treaty allies and new partners that President 
Obama and Hillary Clinton and his foreign policy and national security team have worked hard 



in the first administration to build up would immediately have questions about not whether 
President Obama is committed to the region, but whether the U.S. system will allow a sustained 
political focus and political capital to be spent on what the administration itself described as 
pivot to Asia.  And I think that will be put in serious question.   

 
Already, with canceling two stops to Malaysia and the Philippines, he has missed some 

important opportunities.  China, for instance, has picked up and will be able to say that President 
Xi has not changed his plans to be in Malaysia on Wednesday, and President Obama will not be 
there.  So there will be a little bit of geostrategic competition here that’s underlined.  I think it 
will – it will make some of the headlines during his visit, or if he doesn’t go, it’ll make some of 
the headlines while we’re out there.   

 
Matt, are you also going to talk about TPP and the –  
 
MATTHEW GOODMAN:  A little bit.  Go ahead.  You’re fine.   
 
MR. BOWER:  OK.  I think on the – on the trade front, the – a lot of this trip and the 

posturing around – the planning around it was to underline that the Americans were indeed 
committed and focused on Asia – we were rebalancing or pivoting, and I think, you know, 
whatever the circumstances, even if it’s beyond the president’s control in some ways because of 
Congressional partisanship, it will have – it will have an impact.   

 
I think that in Southeast Asia, the immediate impact will – that countries will have to 

pursue some hedging behavior, they will have to ask questions about, you know, with the 
American commitment, and I think in other countries, particularly China, you have to – you’d 
have to wonder whether this set of talking points doesn’t fit exactly with a Beijing – a narrative 
in Beijing that had been developed over the last several years, that the Americans would not, for 
whatever reasons – financial, political, personalities – be able to sustain a committed engagement 
in Asia.  And so that – I think that’s our primary worry.   

 
In terms of Malaysia, the president would have been the first U.S. president to visit 

Malaysia since Lyndon Johnson in 1966, although – (audio interference) – emphasizing that his 
visit to Malaysia was to participate in a – an international entrepreneur’s conference and talk 
about innovation.  That’s certain not the way the Malaysians saw.  This was an extremely 
important visit to Najib, Prime Minister Najib and the Malaysians, and they will sorely miss the 
president not coming.   

 
I think in the Philippines, the United States is in the midst of negotiations for a broader access to 
Philippine military bases and venues in the Philippines, and I think it was very important for the 
president to be in the Philippines to reach out to Filipinos to – (audio break) – that the Americans 
don’t make the same mistake as some other countries in the Philippines, which has been to do 
poor political risk analysis.   

 
In fact, China (caught ?) itself in this situation several years ago and believed that they 

had understood President Arroyo and had – and made some moves in the Philippines that didn’t 
anticipate the fact that she was a term-limited president and there would be elections.  And I 



think the United States has to be wary of that as they pursue their negotiations on broader access 
for military bases in the Philippines.  And it was also a key opportunity at a political level for the 
president to try to convince President Aquino to have the Philippines consider and maybe even 
make a political decision to join or aspire to join the Trans-Pacific Partnership, the TPP, which 
would balance economic engagement with this – the increased security engagement that we have 
in the Philippines.   

 
I will pass it on now to Murray – to Matt – (off mic exchange).  OK.  Matt and Murray.   
 
MR. GOODMAN:  Just to pick up on – am I on?  The – to pick up on some of the 

geostrategic implications of the either a shortened trip – (audio break) – President Obama and 
some of the mechanics of how the – (audio break) – off the Philippine and Malaysia – (audio 
break) – trip, but it’s still possible that reviewing they said the situation it is possible to – 
(inaudible) – talks which were centered on the APEC and East Asia summits.   

 
How bad would it be geostrategically?  Well, I think Ernie touched on some of this 

briefly.  The administration has a problem in the second term.  As those of you who are 
journalists from the region know, the narrative is building pretty strongly that the pivot has lost 
its mojo because there is no champion like there was with Secretary of State Hillary Clinton.   

 
The U.N. speech – (audio break) – there are some things the administration can point to.  

The TPP is much more energized under Mike Froman in the second term.  As I mentioned, 
Secretary Hagel has made three trips to the region.  They’ve all been consequential, most – the 
third one to Japan and Korea, where in Japan he will announce with Secretary Kerry the two-
plus-two defense and foreign ministerials and a revision of our defense guidelines with Japan.  
And history shows that although it will be undeniably negative in geostrategic terms, as Ernie 
said, you can recover.  So – (inaudible) – historical presence – (inaudible) – cancel his trip to the 
APEC summit in Osaka in the fall of 1995, there were a lot of negative press stories, a lot of, you 
know, speculation.   

 
But the lesson from that was he recovered pretty well, because he scheduled a trip to 

Japan and Korea in April in 1996 that produced – (audio break) – with Korea – (audio break) – 
was largely forgotten – (inaudible) – impossible to recover.  In 1990, that morphed into the EAS.  
President Bush shortened his trip to Sydney for APEC in 2007.  There was criticism on both 
sides.  Some people said, how dare he – (audio break) – you know, Asia when Afghanistan and 
the surge are so important.  Others said, how dare he skip short his trip.  Came out pretty well.  
John Howard, his friend in Australia, was up for election.  It definitely helped Howard. 

 
But more importantly, the big deliverable that year, as – I think Matt was still in 

government – as Matt will recall, was the agreement at APEC to pursue a free trade area of the 
Asia-Pacific.  So it sent out a signal of American leadership on trade and regional architecture. 

 
And then the other example that’s not presidential, but it is precedential, was Condi Rice, 

my old boss’s, decision to skip two of the ASEAN Regional Forums.  Not much was going on at 
ARF at the time, but the fact she skipped those two meetings is still, fair or not, a blot on her 



record and pointed to all the time and sort of gave the opening for Secretary Clinton to say, we’re 
back in Asia. 

 
So these things can be quite consequential and have lasting strategic implications, 

particularly, as Ernie said, because our Chinese friends around the region spreading doubt about 
our staying power.  But it is also possible to recover if the president and his team come back 
swinging with some real deliverables and reschedule trips in the months ahead. 

 
MATTHEW GOODMAN:  OK, shall I try this one.  (Off mic) – this one for a change.  

Hello?  Hello?  Let’s try this one for a second. 
 
OK, so I think all of that is right, and just to associate myself with the view that’s been 

expressed by both Ernie and Mike that if the president doesn’t go at all to any of these Asia 
stops, it would be very damaging.  Certainly in the short term, as Mike said, you know, it’s 
possible to recover, but it’s also possible that it could have lasting implications. 

 
Of course, the flip side, the silver lining in this is that if he does end up going to APEC 

and/or the East Asia Summit, then he may get some credit for having – you know, having at least 
tried to make part of the trip when I think people in the region know that he’s got a very 
challenging domestic situation that could have kept him away.  And that still, at the moment, 
seems to be the – what the White House is aiming to do, which is to send him at least to APEC. 

 
And I’ll – OK, but let me just talk about APEC.  So a long time ago, in a galaxy far away, 

APEC was the only reason that presidents had to regularly go to Asia.  And it is still the 
organizing principle of our economic engagement in Asia, and I include TPP in that, which was 
born from the rib of APEC, and I will come back to that. 

 
It is – APEC was founded in 1989 under President Bush Sr. as a foreign ministers 

grouping.  It was then elevated by President Clinton in 1993 to a leaders-level dialogue.  So this 
is the 20th anniversary of the leaders process in APEC.  It is – it brings together 21 economies in 
the region across the Pacific.  And the word “economies” is significant in APEC.  If you are 
familiar with APEC lingo, you need to say the right – “economies,” not “countries,” because 
Hong Kong and Taiwan are – have seats at APEC, and the price of their being in there is that 
they must be – everyone is called an economy, not a country. 

 
It is devoted to regional economic integration through trade and investment liberalization, 

and it has, you know, been fairly successful in clearing away the sort of underbrush of trade 
obstacles in the trade and investment system of the region.  And it goes on. 

 
The Indonesians, as hosts – this is the second time the Indonesians have hosted.  They 

hosted in 1994, when they got agreement to the so-called Bogor Goals, which were the 
aspirational goal of free trade and investment in the APEC region by 2010 for the advanced 
members of the group, the self-defined advanced members of the group, and 2020 for the 
developing country members of the group.  Actually, a number of countries that originally 
defined themselves as developing joined the advanced country debate – group.  And so actually, 



a majority of APEC countries now claim to have free trade and investment since 2010.  
Obviously, that’s still somewhat an aspirational goal. 

 
But the Indonesians’ first objective this year is to reaffirm the Bogor Goals and to try to, 

you know, push further forward the idea of open trade and investment, at least that’s what their 
stated objective is.  I’ll let maybe Ernie and Murray talk about whether the Indonesians are 
actually truly committed to that in their own policies, but that’s been their stated goal. 

 
Their second objective is to achieve – or the second sort of theme is achieving sustainable 

growth with equity.  Growth has been an underlying theme of APEC throughout.  The 
Indonesians want to put a focus on – OK, here’s another one. 

 
MR. :  No, that’s – (inaudible) – 
 
MR. GOODMAN:  Oh, that’s just a recording (booth ?).  OK. 
 
The Indonesians have focused on trying to empower small and medium-size enterprises, 

on financial inclusion, on other ways to make growth broader and more inclusive.  And then their 
third theme or objective is promoting connectivity.  This term “connectivity,” which, again, 
Murray and Ernie could talk more about, is an ASEAN aspiration to link the region more fully 
physically, institutionally and sort of socially, people-to-people basis.  And so they want to put a 
lot of emphasis on that, and the Indonesians are particularly interested in promoting investment 
in infrastructure in the region.  So that’s going to be a major theme for them. 

 
As for the U.S., it doesn’t have a problem with any of those headlines.  It has a specific 

focus, though, on a few other areas.  I think number one is probably trying to get APEC to give a 
strong – APEC leaders to give a strong push to the next meeting in Bali, which is the WTO 
ministerial, the MC9, as it’s called, in early December when the trade ministers will meet from 
across the WTO to try to either give new life to the Doha round or make some sort of advance or 
perhaps do nothing in the multilateral trading negotiations.  And so the U.S. I think is going to 
particularly put focus on trying to get progress at that summit on a couple the low – the lower-
hanging fruit items on trade facilitation, investment information technology agreement, which 
the U.S. wants to update, and perhaps one or two other irons they want to pull from the fire.  
Whether they’re going to be able to do that or not is another question, but I think the U.S. wants 
to put an emphasis on that at APEC. 

 
The U.S. also wants to talk about local content rules in the region and trying to lower 

these barriers to trade and then wants to advance the work that has been done earlier, in the last 
couple of years, including in the year the U.S. last hosted in 2011 when there were agreement on 
principles of good regulation, innovation and supply chains.  And now, if I could make a small 
advertisement, CSIS has done a report which is going to be formally published in a few weeks, 
but you can already find it on our website as a working paper, on enhancing global value chains.  
And we have talked about the importance of removing the obstacles in the supply chain and 
encouraged APEC to take this up, and particularly for the Chinese, who are going to be hosting 
APEC next year, to make this a major theme of their host year. 

 



So just to wrap up on APEC, I often call it the Rodney Dangerfield of U.S. foreign policy 
because it doesn’t get much respect.  It, you know, has done a lot of useful stuff.  It’s fairly 
wonky and in the weeds on one level.  But even that stuff has been – has been helpful, and it’s 
helped build some of the kind of habits of cooperation in the region and some of the connection 
and synapses of regional integration – you know, hasn’t had the same success at the higher level 
of ambition of creating a real free trade area in the – in the region. 

 
But that leads me to TPP, which was born of, as I said, APEC in the sense that four of the 

members of APEC – let’s see if I can do them again – Brunei, Chile, New Zealand and 
Singapore – had reached an agreement among themselves.  The U.S. under the Bush 
administration latched onto that, and ultimately, the Obama administration embraced it as the 
Trans-Pacific Partnership.  This is – this group is now grown to 12 APEC economies – countries 
I can say now because Taiwan’s not in the group yet – and as you know, they are trying to reach 
agreement by the end of this year. 

 
The leaders of the TPP members of APEC have met at the last three APEC summits, and 

last year they set the deadline of this year to reach a final agreement.  They are almost certainly 
not going to meet that goal next week in Bali, but the leaders will probably celebrate the progress 
that has been made.  And a number of the chapters in the negotiations have been closed, but there 
are still some outstanding issues.  And they will probably renew the determination and sort of the 
instructions to their trade ministers to try to get this done by the end of this year.  The trade 
ministers apparently will be at the APEC leaders meeting, so Mike Froman is presumably going 
to be there trying to hammer out a deal or get as close as they can at APEC. 

 
And I will stop there and turn it to Ernie – I mean, Murray. 
 
MR. SICKLES:  One of the things, can we – we’ve obviously having some trouble with 

our microphones.  If any of the broadcast folks want to put microphones up here, just – we’ll 
take a quick break here and rejigger it, and you guys can get sound.  We got a fancy new 
building and a beautiful chandelier, but our microphones don’t work yet, so – sorry. 

 
MR. :  Ryan (sp) just took – Ryan (sp), do I not – 
 
MR. SICKLES:  You’re just going to – you guys are just going to talk – (inaudible).  You 

don’t need to speak into the microphone anymore.  The broadcast folks are going to wire their 
own stuff, and you guys can speak as natural.  So as soon as this gentleman is plugged in – and I 
think what we’ll do is we’ll just move – we’ll move the mics – yeah, as we talk. 

 
MURRAY HIEBERT (?):  So if you – I – my voice trails off, please raise your hand or 

something.  Yell.  But I’m going to talk a little bit about the East Asia Summit and the ASEAN 
summit in – that we’re both going to – that are both going to happen in Brunei right after the Bali 
APEC summit. 

 
For those of you who don’t follow this closely, the East Asia Summit was established in 

2005.  In 2011, as part of the U.S. rebalance toward Asia, President Obama decided to join.  That 
also followed the accession to the Treaty of Amity and Cooperation that ASEAN requires for all 



members to join.  The EAS is more political and security-focused than APEC, which is, as Matt 
said, more – or trade- and investment-focused (than it ?).  But EAS focuses on areas like energy 
and environment, finance and education, natural disaster management, pandemics and 
connectivity. 

 
The U.S. views it – that’s how the Asian members – and I should just say on the 18 

members, the one big difference is that India is a member of the EAS, which isn’t a member of 
APEC at this point.  Last year the focus was largely on maritime security, energy.  There is an 
energy agreement called the comprehensive partnership for sustainable energy futures.  That was 
established at the EAS.  There needs – the various countries need to cooperate to do follow-
through on that this year. 

 
The – a lot of people just write the EAS off as mostly as tuckshot (ph), but this is really 

an opportunity for officials, leaders in the – in Asia to have a conversation about areas that are a 
concern rather than looking for action items.  Last year – a lot of – it’s often talked about how, 
by officials that were present, that one of the key areas that needed to be addressed is the 
conflicts in the South China Sea.  The – there was a decision made very early on that Prime 
Minister Najib of Malaysia would lead the conversation.  He was quickly followed by a raft of 
other leaders weighing in on some of the concerns about China’s increased assertiveness in the – 
in the South China Sea. 

 
And toward the end, when everybody had basically spoken, except President Obama and 

Prime Minister Wen of China, at the – President Obama made an intervention, and then 
President Wen decided he needed to follow, that there – and President Obama called for – as did 
a lot of other leaders, principles to govern the behavior in the South China Sea.  And Prime 
Minister Wen basically agreed, although they didn’t agree to negotiate anything at that venue. 

 
Brunei’s goals, they’re very similar to what the APEC goals are.  In some ways, 

especially at the macro level ASEAN, connectivity is one of the major, major emphases.  The 
U.S. is looking for establishing more rules, system of rules and norms of behavior within the – 
among the countries that are members.  Brunei is going to – is happy to have this conversation 
go forward, particularly in the areas of maritime security, energy security, nonproliferation.  The 
– and ASEAN and the United States have, as we understand, informally agreed that they are 
going to use this venue again to push China to move forward on the code of conduct between 
ASEAN and China. 

 
You know, it’ll – and what it functions – what the discussion functions as is a bit of 

pressure on China to get cranking on this.  China has agreed to two meetings this fall that will 
start taking some initial steps to negotiating this – the code of conduct.  If you recall, the 
declaration of conduct took them 10 years to negotiate and another bunch of years till they 
actually defined what the principles under this declaration were.  So this might not be a very fast 
process, and to keep a little heat on all the parties to get going is probably a good idea. 

 
The – and I guess the other thing that just should be noted next year:  Myanmar, Burma, 

is the host of – the chair of ASEAN, and it will be the host of the East Asia Summit.  So there is 



some effort underway to try and get some stuff cemented down before – there before the baton is 
handed over the Myanmar. 

 
I’ll just say a few words about the ASEAN summit which will happen around the East 

Asia Summit.  As part of the rebalance toward Asia there was – there’s been other rebalances.  
One of them is the rebalance toward Southeast Asia itself and the other – and a second one is the 
rebalance to try to do some trade and investment and not only focus on security issues.  And so 
East Asia by itself is really very significant.  It’s got a population of over 620 million people, a 
GDP of over 2 trillion.  The U.S. is a much bigger investor in ASEAN than in China, despite the 
fact that China gets the headlines.  And ASEAN is the fourth-largest importer of American goods 
globally. 

 
And so last year – President Obama since he came into office has had a summit each year 

with the ASEAN leaders.  But last year the 11 leaders – 10 of ASEAN and the U.S. – decided to 
make it an annual affair.  And one of the big initiatives last year was the U.S. announcement that 
it – to initiate an expanded economic engagement with ASEAN.  It’s called, in short, the E-3, 
which is really an attempt to look for ways to capacity-build on trade and investment so that 
countries that aren’t really ready to join free trade agreements or other trade agreements would 
start – would feel more comfortable joining.   

 
The other big development was last year the U.S. – for the first time Secretary Clinton 

hosted a U.S. – or was one – co-hosted a U.S.-ASEAN business forum, including business 
leaders and trade officials from the 11 countries.  This was held again this year in Brunei a 
couple of months ago.  And then finally, at this event, the U.S. joined the Regional Cooperation 
Agreement on Combatting Piracy and Armed Robbery, which is clearly at attempt at maritime 
security against pirates. 

 
So with that, I’ll stop and we’ll give you guys a chance to ask questions.  Thank you. 
 
MR. :  Let’s take your questions.  Questions?  Yes, sir.  Just speak up. 
 
Q:  Yeah, OK.  (Inaudible) – China Daily.  Yeah, I want to ask, a few of you are talking 

about geopolitical implication if Obama doesn’t go, and especially mention how China’s 
probably going gain.  What’s in the mind of the White House?  I mean, they always talk about 
cooperation with China.  I mean, was is this – I mean, you guys talk about, it seems to be, 
competition or maybe even working against China in – you know, in this platform.  So could you 
talk about this confrontation – competition versus cooperation?  And – (inaudible) – you wrote 
about these maybe road map – road map to – of accept maybe TTP to finally become Asia-
Pacific FTA.  So can you talk a little bit about that, how long it would take and what’s it going to 
be like?  Thank you. 

 
MR. :  Yeah.  I think on the China question I’d like to say something.  Mike probably 

will jump in.  I want to clarify.  You know, we are not trying to emphasize competition with 
China here.  I think all of us – well, I should let the others speak for themselves, but I’m pretty 
sure that the Asia team here at CSIS sees that, you know, cooperation with China, there’s deep 
engagement with China that’s important for the United States. 



 
What we were trying to emphasize is how a missed trip, if the trip was cancelled 

completely, or a partially cancelled trip might be read as in Beijing.  And I think what’s clear is 
that there is both competition and cooperation with China.  And I think that the countries at least 
in Southeast Asia very much want to use these regional architectures, these regional frameworks 
– APEC, EAS – as a – as a way to bring China to the table with the neighborhood, including the 
United States and India, so there’s enough geopolitical ballast to get – convince the Chinese to 
sit at the table and make the rules with their neighbors and then play by those rules.  And I think 
that’s what’s important here.  The absence of one of the big players like President Obama sort of 
skews that chemistry, if you will.   

 
And, Mike, I don’t know if you wanted to comment on that. 
 
MR. GREEN:  Well, since the – since 1971, the U.S. policy in Asia has been based on 

cooperation with China.  And every president since Nixon has – no matter what they said on the 
campaign trail – every president since Nixon has continued that line.  There’s a new feature in 
U.S.-China relations since the mid-’90s, sort of the post-Cold War era.  And that is that both 
China and the U.S. are trying to limit the other side’s ability – or influence to stop their core 
interests.   

 
That is not containment.  It is not just the U.S. – both sides are doing it.  And it is not, in 

my view, the more dominant theme.  I think cooperation remains the more dominant theme.  But 
the reality is both sides are hedging and are trying to limit the other side’s influence while 
avoiding confrontation.  And every president since Clinton in the U.S., and every Chinese 
president since Jiang Zemin, has had that in their mind.   

 
The U.S. cannot contain China in Asia because no ASEAN country wants to choose.  

And China cannot stop the U.S. in Asia because every Asian country, except maybe North 
Korea, wants the U.S. in to maintain a healthy balance of power.  So there’s somewhat limited 
room for maneuver for both Beijing and Washington.  But both sides want to make sure that their 
core interests can be protected. 

 
I think from the U.S. perspective, the point in a summit like this or in relations with 

ASEAN, as Ernie was saying, to ensure that China’s relations with the region are based on the 
rules established in APEC in previous ARFs and increasingly the East Asia Summit, and not on a 
kind of unilateral pressure on smaller countries.  And that, of course, is what most of the rest of 
the region wants.   

 
And when China pushed very, very hard in 2010 and ’11, there was a cost to China’s 

influence.  And I think you see now that Premier Li Keqiang is trying to compensate for that.  So 
this is not necessarily a competition that leads to a downward spiral and confrontation.  It’s a 
kind of competition for influence that puts a pressure on both Beijing and Washington to be nicer 
to ASEAN and to honor ASEAN’s centrality.   

 
And that is not a bad thing necessarily.  So it is absolutely not containment, but there is 

that dimension of competition.  But as I said, it is not a competition that necessarily leads to a 



downward spiral.  It’s being arbitrated by other Asian states, especially in ASEAN.  And we both 
want to be liked by ASEAN.  So that moderates behavior in a positive way. 

 
MR. :  Matt, did you want to talk about the – 
 
MR. GOODMAN:  Yeah, let me just say – to put an exclamation point on Mike’s points, 

which I completely agree with, just to bring it back to APEC.  I mean, as I mentioned, China’s 
going to host APEC next year.  And I think the U.S. sees that as an opportunity work 
cooperatively with China.   

 
The last time China hosted APEC in 2001 about three weeks after 9/11, China actually – 

and by the, President Bush went to that meeting, notwithstanding pretty strong pressures not to 
go – the Chinese actually put on a very good show and actually brought the whole group together 
to make a strong stand on – against terrorism and to do some practical things that were at the 
nexus of security and economics, like – you know, I mean, it sound trivial, but it’s – it was a big 
deal at the time – you know, to strengthen cockpit doors, you know, to help ensure that 
commerce, you know, can continue post-tragedy like that. 

 
So – and I think the expectations are that the U.S. and China can work again 

cooperatively, that China will take its hosting role seriously.  And so I’m just giving you a light – 
another light on this to show that actually – I would say I agree, there is competition and 
cooperation, but there is a lot of cooperation.  I’d say that the emphasis is more on that and that 
certainly APEC is an example where that can be the case. 

 
Now, on your question about the road map to the free trade area of the Asian-Pacific, or 

FTAP, yes there are these two tracks.  TPP, as I said born of APEC, and the RCEP, the Regional 
Comprehensive Economic Partnership, born of the East Asia Summit or the ASEAN-plus 
groupings.  The two things are different but not necessarily incompatible.  I mean, for one thing, 
seven countries are in both negotiations, you know, Australia and Malaysia, Vietnam, Japan, a 
number of others.  And so they clearly feel that the two things are compatible and can work 
alongside.   

 
There is a little bit of healthy competition between the two for which one is going to be 

defining the basic framework of rules in the region for trade.  And I actually think, you know, 
because TPP has gotten new momentum, notwithstanding I agree with the point that it’s going to 
be very difficult to reach agreement, but I think it is – it is starting to infect the RECP discussion 
as well in a positive way.  I think the conversation in the RECP grouping is being elevated by the 
fact that TPP looks like it’s more attractive. 

Now, in terms of their coming together, it’s quite challenging, actually, to bring these two 
things together, but in theory, if ultimately, these two agreements are concluded, and ultimately 
can be in some way, made interoperable or made into something that ultimately becomes turned 
into something that becomes the FTAAP, then there have been some estimates that are pretty 
substantial about the welfare gains.  I mean, the global income gains annually from that kind of 
merger by 2025 are as high as $2 trillion, according to Peter Petri, who did a study of this for the 
Peterson Institute.  So I mean, we’re talking real money here. 



So ultimately, these two things are going to coexist and can coexist.  Ultimately, the 
objective for everyone is to bring them together in some way, and hopefully, the Chinese are 
going to start a conversation about that next year. 

 
MR. :  Does anybody else want – 
 
MR. :  No, I think we should go to – 
 
MR. :  Margaret. 
 
Q:  Thanks, Margaret Talev with Bloomberg. 
 
So I wanted to ask you two questions.  One is that a lot of times, the meetings of the 

margins are actually more interesting than the agenda itself.  And I’m wondering, has the 
administration talked you through some of who he would be seeing, especially at APEC and at 
EAS?  Is there a Putin meeting on deck?  Are there top Chinese meetings on deck? 

 
And then I also wanted to ask you, you know, compared with Clinton, like, are things 

getting worse or is what Obama’s going through now with the shutdown holding us up kind of 
par for the course – oh well, it’s what happened, or – you know, is it the kind of thing that 
happens?  Or is there a trend where Congress is putting the president kind of over a barrel more 
on foreign policy?  And is it a – is it a long-term – is that – is that part of their calculations on 
why they want to try to go and salvage a little bit of this trip, just to kind of stop this? 

 
MR. :  Can – I can do the first one a little bit and then – I mean, I can start on the first 

one, and you guys please jump in. 
 
MR. :  OK,  yeah please. 
 
MR. :  My guess is that – you’re right first of all that not often, but always, the 

meetings on the margins of these things are much more interesting than the actual plenary 
discussions. 

 
My guess is that the bilateral schedule has all been thrown up in the air again, based on 

the fact that he’s no longer going to Malaysia and the Philippines.  So for example, if he does go 
to APEC, my guess is he’s going to find a way to sit down with Najib and – 

 
MR. :  Aquino. 
 
MR. :  Aquino, thank you – and so I think it’s going to – it’s going to shift and change, 

so I don’t think anything we say right now is going to be meaningful. 
 
Typically at APEC, there’s an effort to meet, you know, with the Chinese, the Japanese, 

the big players, probably not Russia; I’d be surprised – I mean, I’m not a Russia expert, but I’m 
guessing that that – there may be marginal conversations, as there were in St. Petersburg, but not 
a formal bilateral. 



 
And then the Latins are there as well, so that – Mexico and Chile and Peru are there, and 

Canada – so there’s an opportunity to do that, which you can’t do at EAS.  So my guess is it’ll be 
some mix of that. 

 
MR. :  Yeah, I think on the broader question – you know, there is a real question here 

about the ability – the political foundation for American engagement in Asia.  And I think 
Congress is – has definitely thrown a wrench in that, and has really raised the question.   

 
And I think all of Asia will have to do its calculus.  What can this – what can a president 

that’s – that proclaims himself is a Pacific president, says he’s pivoting to Asia, sends his cabinet 
to – tells his cabinet to get to Asia, you know – but he can’t get to Asia, even though he was, you 
know, practically born in Polynesia, in Hawaii, you know, he grew up in Indonesia when he was 
a young kid?  The guy’s got a good sense of Asia in his DNA, President Obama. 

 
And I actually think that if you look around, to Mike’s point earlier, the chief desk officer 

for the Asia Pacific in the second Obama term is the guy named Barack Obama, but low and 
behold, Congress is pinning this guy down and he cannot get to Asia for these meetings – I 
mean, I hope he gets there for APAC and EAS, but we really don’t know the answer, if the 
government’s still shut down, would he – would he travel. 

 
So I think there are real implications of how Congress is playing its cards.  I think the 

inability of large democracies to focus – to be able to focus on their national interests, you know, 
is going to be a real question right now.  Indonesia, India and the United States, these are the 
three largest democracies in the world, and every one of them has got – Indonesia and India have 
elections coming next year; their – you know, their – the Indian defense minister didn’t make it 
to the last ASEAN defense ministers plus – it’s hard for democracies.  And I – and I think we’ll 
see some criticism of this – of this system, coming out of the next couple of days. 

 
Q:  Do you think that’s why he’s – part of why he’s trying to push ahead with this? 
 
MR. :  You mean politically? 
 
Q:  Yeah, yeah, yeah. 
 
MR. :  Yeah, there are polls that show a plurality of Americans now – 
 
MR. :  (Off mic.) 
 
MR. :  Yeah, we’re handing it over now. 
 
MR. :  – the – (chuckles) – there are various polls that show in the last few years, a 

plurality of Americans now, for the first time, Asia is the most important region in the world to 
us.  So it’s not bad domestic politics, necessarily, to show the flag in Asia, and it’s not bad 
domestic politics necessarily to look presidential. 

 



I’m a little less worried – I’m worried, but I may be a little less worried about what this 
says about the capacity of a democracy to lead in a world.  It’s bad, but it may not be as bad as – 
one thinks of first impressions.  When you consider that our counterparts in these summits are 
going through equally traumatic political crises, Japan and Australia both had hung parliaments 
for years.  Bo Xilai and all the other crisis within China are, you know, not a secret.  Park Geun-
hye is popular in Korea, but Lee Myung-bak had very low popularity, and Roh Moo-hyun was 
under impeachment during some of the summits.  And then I’ll leave the Southeast Asian’s 
democratic problems to Murray (sp), but let’s just say we’re all in the muck right now. 
Democratic and non – and quasi, you know, authoritarian systems alike. 

And I think personally that it reflects a much broader challenge to the – to the sort of 
post-industrial state.  You know, with demographics, with globalization and all these other 
trends, every government is struggling with how you produce growth and maintain the social 
compact and have reasonable distribution of wealth.  Everybody – China the most.  Highest Gini 
coefficient in the world.  Japan, Korea, higher Gini coefficients than the U.S.  So we’re all 
struggling with this.   

And the breakdown of old political parties is happening everywhere.  So it’s ugly, and it 
hurts us and it sticks out the most because we lead and because our president can’t go.  But this 
stuff’s happening everywhere.  I think it is – it is bad, but it’s not – it can be managed if the 
president and his team are really serious about the so-called pivot and engaging Asia and really 
calling some (shifts ?) and making some effort to compensate for this. 

MR.    :  Julia. 

Q:  Hi – (name inaudible) -- Washington Post.  Following up with one question off – 
(inaudible) – do you see at this point that, again, Obama is trying to really focus on the foreign 
policy?  He’s obviously – (inaudible).  Are there any allies that you see in Congress or anyone 
who might help come to his defense to allow him to do this?  And then also – and it’s a slightly 
loaded question given people’s background, but now that we’ve had enough time to see Obama’s 
tenure vis-à-vis Asia, I’d love a comparison with Bush.  How do you feel that he has – you 
know, how is he similar or different to – (inaudible)? 

MR.    :  Anybody want to start on –  

MR.    :  Well – 

Q:  Take your time. 

MR.    :  The – first of all, there is far more continuity than change.  If you look at 
everything we’re talking about – TPP – all of this started under Bush, and a lot of it – APEC 
started under Clinton.  So I would say, on Asia policy, there’s at least 90 percent continuity, from 
Clinton to Bush to Obama. 

All three presidents have had difficulty sustaining high-level participation in the very 
busy calendar of summitry and meetings in Asia – all three.  Clinton missed two APECs; 
President Bush missed none, but Condoleezza Rice missed two ARFs, and it looks, you know, 
like President Obama may miss this or at least have to curtail it.  So we’ve all struggled because 
we’re a democracy with global obligations.  You know, the Chinese can send the premier or the 



president; we only have one president.  So all three have struggled.  So there’s a lot more 
continuity than not. 

 
I think that the – my own view – this will sound a little more partisan – is that the – part 

of the problem the president is having is that it is not clear to the region what his core foreign 
policy objectives and principles are.  As an Asia guy, all of us strongly support the pivot – the 
rebalance – whatever you call it, and know a lot of people who started it and think very, very 
highly of them.  But from my perspective, if you compare the president’s various U.N. speeches 
over the year, or some of the shifts in how we think about China and Japan, there’s not – it’s 
hard, I think, for a lot of countries around the world to discern, what is the core objective and 
principle for American engagement in the world? 

 
The campaign slogans of, you know, restoring our credibility and our reputation – you 

know, the polling around the world is kind of mixed.  And that’s just sort of, you know, whether 
you got liked on Facebook or not.  You know, I think it’s a little less clear, what are the core 
animated principles and objectives that the president is trying to achieve?  And I think that’s hurt 
him in some of these issues, because showing up is very important.  As Woody Allen said, nine-
tenths of success in life – it could be said of Asia.  But what’s the – what’s the operating 
software concept?  What’s the Asia that we’re trying to achieve?  There hasn’t been a very 
strong presentation from anyone in the administration on where we want to see the region go, 
and I think that’s a problem. 

 
MR. :  I’d like to just add to that and then I’m going to ask Murray to talk a little bit 

about Congress.  But I think one thing – I thought one question you guys would ask is, what can 
the White House do to recover if they don’t make the trip?  And I thought, you know, this would 
be – this is the same advice that I was giving the White House before he traveled, or before this 
trip, which was I think Asia would be substantially convinced that Obama – to answer – to 
address Mike’s question – that Obama is serious about Asia. If he will talk to Americans, not 
when he’s in Tokyo or Manila or KL, but if he’ll talk to Americans about why Asia’s important 
to the United States from an economic standpoint, why at your dinner table is Asia important to 
your dad’s job, the kids’ job in the future, your mother’s – your mother’s career, why is it 
important to America’s national security interest – if he makes that speech and he does it soon, 
this would be, I think, a key step to recovering. 

I also think embracing the private sector and really going hard on trade would send a very 
strong and positive message to Asia.  So I would actually recommend to the White House that 
the president make an out-of-cycle trip, you know, as soon as he gets this – the hamsters on the 
Hill back in the box, that he makes a trip to Asia with a bunch of CEOs and really says, look, 
we’re serious about American competitiveness in Asia.   

Murray, do you want to address the “does he have help on Capitol Hill” question? 

MURRAY HIEBERT:  Should we call them hamsters now?   

MR. :  Yeah.   

MR. :  (Off mic.) 



MR. HIEBERT:  Obviously, nobody is focusing on foreign policy in the middle of this 
dispute, right there trying to figure it out.  And I think the other thing that you have to say is the 
Senate is in a very different place than the House on this and really would like to probably 
(skip/get ?) going.  But the administration on Asia has really lost a lot of support in Congress on 
Asia, just because the Asianists have all stepped down.  Two are now in the administration, 
Kerry and Hagel, who were leading – the leading drivers in this.  We’ve lost Lugar, Kit Bond, 
Lieberman from Connecticut.  Some of the guys who’ve been really active in Asia in the Senate 
are – 

MR. :  (Off mic.) 

 MR. HIEBERT: Inouye, right.  Webb.  Of course, Webb.  So it’s tough.  They’re not 
really champions up there on Asia these days.  You have some champions on trade, but not on 
Asia per se.  Then you still do have John McCain, let’s not forget.  He’s big on Asia. 

 MR. :  Yeah, Paul.   

 Q:  A shorty and then a little longer question related to what you mentioned on this sort 
of soft power side of things.  Would – even mindful of the Formasi (ph) gaffe of ’97, would Joe 
Biden work in this fix?  Would it help?  That’s my short one.  My longer one is – I mean sending 
Joe Biden to – 

 MR. :  To give a Reformasi (ph) speech?  (Laughter.)   

 (Cross talk.) 

 Q:  No, don’t do that.  The other one would be, sort of building out when you said all the 
democracies in other countries have faced crises but we’ve – this is not our last one. This may be 
episodic compared to the debt ceiling.  He had all that public waffling on Syria, which was for 
the world to see.  And I’m just sort of wondering about the broader – especially within Asia, 
where every tick is watched of dialogue, the full faith and credit of the United States, I mean, is 
there erosion to that, notwithstanding that we can recover one bilateral relationship with a good 
summit in Manila or somewhere? 

 Your thoughts first on the short one.  Is there – are there quick fixes?  Rather than none.  I 
mean, if sending Biden – they’re not going to reconstitute the Manila trips, but the APEC and the 
EAS. 

 MR. :  I mean, that’s a possible outcome. I also think – I actually think it’s probably – 
and I don’t want to be, you know, pinned on this, because it’s really uncertain at this point – 
that’s certainly one possibility, is to send Biden.  I think it’s also possible the secretary of state 
goes because they already – he already has a formal role in APEC.  There’s a foreign minister’s 
process there.  And EAS, there’s precedent for foreign ministers filling in for leaders.  The 
Russians – this will be the first time, by the way – speaking to an earlier question about 
democracies versus other – Putin hasn’t been to the East Asia Summit yet.  He sent Lavrov both 
times.  So – but who knows.  I think – I think it doesn’t matter, in some sense, because I think 
they’ll all – I’m sure that Joe Biden’s not going to give a Reformasi (ph) speech and will be 
careful, and he’ll – you know, he’ll say all the right things.  But, you know, the folks in the 
region want the president, and so it doesn’t really matter who fills in if it’s not him. 



MR. :  Yeah, personally, I would just add a little point here.  I think the Chinese saw 
weakness in Obama’s first trip to Asia in 2009, if I remember.  They – you know, this is when he 
went to Beijing – and he also was in Tokyo and Singapore, but he – remember, he offered sort of 
a, you know, broad, global cooperation with the Chinese, and I think he sort of got stuffed on 
that trip by Beijing, and they read weakness, and the U.S. had to sort of recalibrate.  This is – this 
and, quite frankly, the need to pull out of – you know, the need to have a script that was – that 
would somehow convince the rest of Asia, and particularly the Chinese, that we weren’t, you 
know, sort of scurrying out of Asia with our tail between our legs because we were going to 
draw down in Afghanistan and pull out of Iraq is where the pivot was born. 

 
So I think we should be concerned about perceptions of American strength and 

sustainability of power and projection of power in Asia, and I think – I really think that we need 
Capitol Hill to dial into the national interest – American – the American role in the geopolitical 
balance in Asia right now is rather delicate, you know?  And I think these guys are – have no – 
you know, we don’t see – as Murray mentioned, we don’t see champions for that point of view 
outside of John McCain and maybe a couple of others when there’s a rush of sugar to the head.  
So I really think we should be concerned about this. 

 
MR. :  Real quick on Biden.  I think Asian leaders like him – I think Asian leaders like 

Vice President Biden.  A friend of mine in the administration, senior official said that when he 
made his first big trip to China, the vice president went completely off-script and just sort of 
rambled.  And then, afterwards, the Chinese side was incredibly impressed, because in the 
Chinese system, the guy who goes off-script and rambles is the most powerful guy.  (Laughter.) 

 
So they like him.  So it’s – you know, but it’s very – excuse me, very – as Matthew said, 

if it’s not the president, it sends a signal.  On the broader point you raised, Syria, and the 
question about whether the U.S. has the willpower to honor its security commitments in a tight 
crunch – that’s a real issue.  I think it is more of an issue in Northeast Asia.  I think – and Ernie 
will correct me if I’m wrong, but I think, in Southeast Asia, it’s more about sustained 
engagement and investment, both political and economic. 

 
We have treaty allies in Northeast Asia – our investment and our engagement is very 

clear.  I think what worries people in Seoul and Tokyo right now is whether the administration 
has the willpower.  So for example, Syria has a large chemical arsenal, but the biggest chemical 
arsenal in the world is North Korea.  We’re now – you know, Hagel right now is talking to the 
South Koreans about whether or not we’ll delay the transition of wartime operational command 
to South Korea, which at one point the South Korean government wanted, but they clearly don’t 
want now, because they’re worried it signals American retreat at a very critical time with North 
Korea. 

 
And the Japanese is government is quietly, as I think you probably know, worried about 

how committed we will be if there’s a dustup in the East China Sea.  And there are mixed 
signals, frankly, coming from the administration, and things like Syria or canceled trips can sort 
of feed into that narrative.  But I think that commitment question is more of a Northeast Asia 
problem.  Hagel is there, and is, you know, addressing some of these, but you know, that’s a 



presidential job, which is why – one more reason why, if he doesn’t go, I really think he’s got to 
go some time in the spring. 

 
MR. :  Yeah, Howard. 
 
Q:  Howard – (name inaudible) – Christian Science Monitor.  You’ve answered around 

this, but I was thinking – and Michael, you mentioned the president’s speech at the U.N. last 
week, and I think we’re all marked by, you know, how he talked about – you know, for the 
duration, you know, (the ?) focus will be on the Middle East. 

 
I wonder if you could just give us an assessment of, you know, where is the pivot right 

now?  Where do you – everything that’s been talked about, whether it’s military, economic – 
(inaudible) – where do you see the – you know, has it remained at the rhetorical level, or what 
steps – what has happened to really say, even before this crisis what the – it’s something that is 
actually occurring and not just a rhetorical statement? 

 
MR. :  Well, we have a piece coming out on this – a roundtable on some of this coming 

out shortly, but let me preview it, and others will weigh in on different aspects.  There are clearly 
questions about whether Secretary Kerry is as committed as Secretary Clinton was.  That’s not 
an impolite thing to say or a secret, but more broadly, questions about who is the champion for 
the pivot?  Let me speak to the military side and then let – (inaudible) – do trade and diplomacy. 

 
On the military side, the good news is that the Pentagon is – since the rebalance is 

saluting and implementing in the sense that the Navy is committed to have 60 percent of its 
surface combatants now be in the Pacific, up from 55 percent.  The Air Force is saying over half 
of its fifth-generation fighters.  The Army is realigning it’s – one of its three cores, the first core 
in Washington state, to be much more focused on the Pacific.  And the Marine Corps is going to 
have most of its guys in the Pacific. 

 
So the shift is pretty clear on this being implemented, and the pentagon, amidst all of this 

sequestration, has managed to keep the budget for training and exercises and engagement in Asia 
protected.  So that’s all pretty good.  The downside for the military, or for the Pentagon piece of 
this is the big shadow of sequestration and, you know, longer-term budget cuts.  What will that 
do?   

 
If we go down in, for example, something as visible as aircraft carriers, it will be obvious 

because the aircraft carrier home-ported in Yokosuka, Japan was suddenly responsible for the 
Indian Ocean and the Gulf much more, and will be out of the region if we end up there.  So down 
the road there’s some concern with the Pentagon. 

 
The other problem is I don’t think the administration has yet figured out, as I was 

suggesting earlier, what do we want our alliances and our security structure to look like?  I think 
there’s still a little bit of uncertainty about that.  But the military piece, except for the pie 
shrinking, is generally a pretty good story in the sense that at least more of the pie will be Asia.   

 



MR.     :  Let me just make two points, one about the sort of champion of Asia policy.  I 
think that, you know, on one hand of course, you know, there is continuity and, you know, there 
are people working hard, except when they’re furloughed, on the – on the actual sort of pick-and-
shovel work of our – of the pivot on all levels.  And, you know, there’s an assistant secretary of 
state, Danny Russell, who is a very competent guy who spent a lot of time in the region, a lot of 
time in this administration working on the pivot.  He’s a different – he’s got a very different style 
from his predecessor obviously, but, you know, he just spent a long trip out there. 

 
You know, that said, I think the fact that at the Cabinet level there isn’t, you know, the 

same sort of focus that Hillary Clinton had on the region.  It’s definitely something that, you 
know, makes it harder at that sort of high level to keep the – to keep certainly the perception 
there.  But, you know, to some extent I think the reality is that the pivot is a central focus, and so 
I think that’s a fair – a fair point. 

 
In terms of the economic piece of the pivot, I mean, obviously it’s TPP.  And, you know, 

the good news is that TPP did get, I think, a burst of momentum when Japan joined, which was 
the idea, the strategy, which people didn’t understand, but I think that was a large part of the 
point was to get, you know, the third-largest economy in the world into this group, and an 
economy that – a country that largely agrees with the United States on most of the rulemaking 
part of TPP, even if there are challenges on the market access side of the – of the negotiations. 

 
You know, and I think there is a prospect, a possibility that this thing could be concluded 

by the end of the year, and if that – or in substance at least.  And if that happens, I think people 
are going to be talking about this very differently because this will be a big, big deal if we – if we 
reach a super-regional deal like TPP with anything close to, you know, the sort of high standards 
that the administration is seeking.  You know, it will be, I think, the economic equivalent of the 
alliance network in the sense of it engaging us and really anchoring us in the region. 

 
Now, the flip side of that is if, obviously, it doesn’t – it doesn’t come together, that’s 

going to seriously undermine the economic – sorry, it’s hard to do this metaphor with a pivot 
because you can’t say a leg of the pivot – (laughter) – but just say that leg of the pivot will be – 
will be seriously undermined, you know, if it doesn’t happen, and obviously there’s a – there’s a 
high risk that it won’t.  So I think, you know, that’s the economic story. 

 
MR.     :  (Off mic.) 
 
MR. SICKLES:  Yeah.  Go ahead. 
 
MR. :  Yeah, I was just going to add a couple of things.  I agree with basically what’s 

been said, but the concerns in – among the Southeast Asians that we talked to are more at the 
State Department.  Secretary Kerry has cancelled two trips already to Indonesia, Vietnam, I think 
one to Australia.  So there was concern about that, but they see the – a lot of the rebalance being 
carried by the Defense Department.  Hagel’s on his third trip now.   
 



There’s some concern on sequestration they have because the deputy assistant secretary 
for South and Southeast Asia is sequestered, furloughed, often one day a week, sometimes two 
days a week.  They wonder about that. 

 
But the real driving force, I think, on the pivot is viewed as Froman, who is very close to 

the president.  And they’re really pushing on the – on the – on the Trans-Pacific Partnership, as 
Matt is saying, and really has been in the region a lot in the last few months. 

 
And so it’s – you know, some guys are missing, but new guys have picked up – picked up 

the activity, is, I guess, what I’d like to say. 
 
MR. SICKLES:  Dan. 
 
Q:  Thanks.  Back – could move the mics again? 
 
MR. :  OK.  (Laughter.)  (Inaudible) – it.  Back?  OK.   
 
Q:  Back to what (Murray ?) was saying before – I mean, the president had a strong 

emphasis in Hawaii on making that link and connections for Americans on the importance of the 
region.  So I mean, I wonder what – what is missing?  Is the signal getting across to Americans 
about the significance, importance of Asia?  Even in – the NSC statement this morning said, you 
know, there was a danger of setbacks to our ability to, you know, show our engagement in the 
region. 

 
And also, I just want to ask Matthew about China’s view on the TPP, on that. 
 
MR. :  OK.  On the first question, I think we saw the White House start to test this 

narrative a bit.  You know, the – it’s one thing for the president to talk about the importance of 
Asia when he’s in Hawaii at the APEC meeting – and talking about something that’s much more 
directed at, you know, Ohio and Texas and Alabama.  We saw that started to get tested under 
Tom Donilon just before he left.  He did a speech at the Asia Society in New York and his Wall 
Street Journal op-ed on the importance of Asia to the United States.   

 
I don’t know why – I was stunned that they didn’t carry that forward.  Let’s face it; Susan 

Rice is not the type of, you know, Asia-focused national security adviser that would give you, 
you know, great hope that she’ll be driving the pivot towards Asia.  I do think the energy is 
coming from Froman right now, and – Froman and the president.   

 
So there is a question about whether the assessment of the president’s political advisers is 

that you can talk about Asia and read the polling that Mike Green mentioned earlier and say, 
look, Americans actually understand that Asia’s important to them, but you – they need – we 
need leadership on it.  And to me, this is a layup for a guy like President Obama, and I don’t 
understand why he’s not, you know, driving the T and – or the – again making that shot right 
now.  So I think he’s going to have to do that to recover from this situation, even a partially 
missed trip.  He’s going to have to make that speech.   

 



MR. GOODMAN:  On the China/TPP question, I mean, it’s clear that China’s attitude to 
TPP has shifted pretty dramatically in the last six months.  I mean, I think they were probably – a 
debate – there was a probably a debate under the surface in China that pre-existed this shift.  But 
you know, until, you know, three, six months ago, the dominant view in Beijing seemed to be the 
TPP was a part of an overall scheme to contain China.  And before that, the view was that it 
wasn’t a serious undertaking, because it was the U.S. and a bunch of minnows, you know, trying 
to negotiate this agreement. 

 
I think now you hear the Chinese even explicitly saying that they’re interested in TPP, 

and you know, President Xi discussed it with President Obama in Sunnylands.  And when you 
just – I was in China last week, and there’s a lot of buzz about it and to the point that people are 
even saying this new Shanghai free trade zone is in some ways a response to TPP, because the 
Chinese – in the sense – not in a competitive sense, in the sense that China recognizes it needs to 
be doing things in a more sort of – at a higher standard with a more liberal approach to some of 
these rules. 

 
And so I think the conversation has shifted, and I personally think that the reason for that 

shift is Japan.  I think, because Japan joined, this thing is now a serious undertaking and, you 
know, it poses some real questions for Beijing’s, you know, leadership in international trade and 
in regional affairs as well.  So I think – I think the conversation has shifted. 

 
Now China’s not ready to join and – I mean, itself is not ready and probably won’t join, 

but I think it’s going to increasingly look at how it – look more seriously at TPP and figure out a 
strategy for responding to it. 

 
MR. SICKLES:  We have time for maybe one more.  (Pause.)  OK. 
 
Well, thank you – 
 
MR. :  (One ?). 
 
MR. SICKLES:  OK. 
 
Q:  Are you concerned – when you hear people talk about TPP as NAFTA on steroids, 

are you concerned at all about the investor state – (off mic) – that allows, like – (off mic) – to sue 
Canada over domestic laws? 

 
MR. :  Well, we should do another press conference on TPP and have our colleague 

Scott Miller here as well, our trade expert.  You know, there is a – one of the – one of the 
chapters that remains open in the negotiations apparently is the – is the chapter you’re referring 
to on investor state dispute settlement, and you know, a number of countries have concerns about 
this, including Australia.  In fact, I think, you know, Australia could be one of the last countries 
to end up agreeing to a TPP agreement, not, you know, Vietnam or Japan, as it’s commonly 
viewed, partly because of that and partly because of some of the intellectual property issues, and 
access – their desire for access to the sugar market in the U.S., which they’re probably not going 
to get.  



 
Q:  And the national sovereignty – (off mic) – 
 
MR. :  Well, there are questions like that, but I think probably this is something we 

should – you know, we should have a separate conversation about.  That issue is part of the 
debate.  It’s part of what Froman’s going to be work on when he’s out there next week.  But you 
know, we’ll see how that turns out. 

 
MR. SICKLES:  Folks, thanks for – thank y’all for coming.  We’re going to have the 

audio, to the extent that we got it, and the transcript on the website later, and we’ll send it 
around.  Andrea had to run out to a meeting on microphones, so – (laughter) – so we’ll be – 

 
MR. :  (Chuckling.)  (To Korea ?). 
 
MR. SICKLES:  – we’ll be fully operational when you guys get here next time.   
 
(END) 
 


