US Declares Hegemony Over Asia
Par Tony Cartalucci
Mondialisation.ca, 10 juin 2016

Région : Asia, USA
Thème: US NATO War Agenda

NEO
Never has US intentions in Asia been so obvious. Attempts to portray America’s role in the
region as constructive or necessary have been ongoing since the end of World War II,
however, recently, with Asia able to begin determining its own destiny for itself, the tone
from Washington has become increasingly curt and direct.
US Secretary of Defense Ashton Carter’s remarks during the Shangri-La Dialogue in
Singapore were all but a proclamation of US hegemony over Asia – a region of the planet
quite literally an ocean away from Washington.
In Reuters’ article, “U.S. ﬂexes muscles as Asia worries about South China Sea row,”
Secretary Carter is quoted as saying:
The United States will remain the most powerful military and main underwriter
of security in the [Asian] region for decades to come – and there should be no
doubt about that.
The US, besides implied exceptionalism, never fully explains why it believes underwriting
security for an entire region of the planet beyond its own borders is somehow justiﬁed.
Reuters would also report (emphasis added):
Any action by China to reclaim land in the Scarborough Shoal, an outcrop in
the disputed sea, would have consequences, Carter said.
“I hope that this development doesn’t occur, because it will result in actions
being taken by the both United States and … by others in the region which
would have the eﬀect of not only increasing tensions but isolating
China,” Carter told the Shangri-La Dialogue, a regional security forum in
Singapore.
The term, “isolation” is key – and has deﬁned US foreign policy toward rising powers in Asia
since before even World War II.
US Policymakers Make No Secret of Aspirations of Primacy in Asia
Robert Blackwill, a former US ambassador, a senior fellow at the Council of Foreign Relations
(CFR), a lobbyist, and US National Security Council Deputy for Iraq during the US invasion
and occupation in 2003, penned last year a paper for the CFR titled, “Revising U.S. Grand
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Strategy Toward China” (.pdf), in which no secret was made about US designs toward Asia
Paciﬁc.
The paper states explicitly that (emphasis added):
Because the American eﬀort to “integrate” China into the liberal international
order has now generated new threats to U.S. primacy in Asia—and could
eventually result in a consequential challenge to American power
globally—Washington needs a new grand strategy toward China that centers
on balancing the rise of Chinese power rather than continuing to assist its
ascendancy.
The paper elaborates by enumerating precisely how this will be done (emphasis added):
…preserving U.S. primacy in the global system ought to remain the central
objective of U.S. grand strategy in the twenty-ﬁrst century. Sustaining this
status in the face of rising Chinese power requires, among other things,
revitalizing the U.S. economy to nurture those disruptive innovations that
bestow on the United States asymmetric economic advantages over
others; creating new preferential trading arrangements among U.S. friends and
allies to increase their mutual gains through instruments that consciously
exclude China; recreating a technology-control regime involving U.S. allies that
prevents China from acquiring military and strategic capabilities enabling it to
inﬂict “high-leverage strategic harm” on the United States and its
partners; concertedly building up the power-political capacities of U.S. friends
and allies on China’s periphery; and improving the capability of U.S. military
forces to eﬀectively project power along the Asian rimlands despite any
Chinese opposition—all while continuing to work with China in the diverse ways
that beﬁt its importance to U.S. national interests.
It should be noted that in particular, the point regarding “concertedly building up the powerpolitical capacities of U.S. friends and allies on China’s periphery” is not as innocuous as it
sounds. Blackwill himself in his capacity as a lobbyist represented one of those “friends and
allies on China’s periphery,” the client regime of Thaksin Shinawatra in Southeast Asia’s
nation of Thailand.
Shinawtra while in power, would send Thai troops to aid in America’s illegal invasion and
occupation of Iraq, hosted the CIA’s abhorrent rendition program within Thai territory, and
attempted to ramrod through a US-Thai free trade agreement – all at the expense of
Thailand’s best interests. Shinawatra’s attempts to turn Thailand into a client state of Wall
Street and Washington interests eventually unraveled into a bloody political conﬂict that
continues even today.
Shinawatra would be ultimately ousted from power, but US interests have continued to
work to put him or a similar proxy into power, while undermining and attempting to destroy
Thailand’s own existing political order and institutions.
In reality, “building up the power-political capacities of U.S. friends and allies on China’s
periphery” actually means toppling sovereign governments and replacing them with
obedient client regimes to be used in Washington’s proxy war with Beijing – at the cost of
the client regime’s own peace, stability, and prosperity.
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Blackwill’s paper also hits on the importance of using tension in the South China Sea to
serve the “U.S. grand strategy” in Asia. The paper notes:
Because of PRC behavior, Asian states have already begun to balance against
China through greater intra-Asian cooperation—actions that are entirely
consistent with and only reinforce our U.S. grand strategy.
Indeed, throughout Asia, the realist understanding of a need to balance power between a
rising China and the rest of Asia has guided the economic and military expansion of China’s
neighbors. It is done, however, independently of US ambitions and done with maintaining
good relations with Beijing. The US has openly stated that its goal is to maintain primacy in
Asia – and aims at isolating and containing China’s rise. This is entirely inconsistent with the
best interests of each and every nation along China’s periphery.
Washington’s Long-War on Beijing
Secretary Ashton Carter and Robert Blackwill’s admissions of US policy in Asia are only the
most recent aﬃrmations of a long-running policy of containment that stretches back to the
1950s, the Vietnam War, and has continued onward to this very day.
From the US State Department’s “Oﬃce of the Historian,” a 1968 “Status Report on Tibetan
Operations,” is published, exposing US Central Intelligence Agency support for the 14th Dali
Lama and armed Tibetan militants for the expressed purpose of the “containment of
Chinese Communist expansion.”The report would state:
The CIA Tibetan program, parts of which were initiated in 1956 with the
cognizance of the Committee, is based on U.S. Government commitments
made to the Dalai Lama in 1951 and 1956. The program consists of political
action, propaganda, paramilitary and intelligence operations, appropriately
coordinated with and supported by [less than 1 line of source text not
declassiﬁed].
The report also states that (emphasis added):
In the political action and propaganda ﬁeld, Tibetan program objectives are
aimed toward lessening the inﬂuence and capabilities of the Chinese regime
through support, among Tibetans and among foreign nations, of the concept of
an autonomous Tibet under the leadership of the Dalai Lama; toward the
creation of a capability for resistance against possible political developments
inside Tibet; and the containment of Chinese Communist expansion—in
pursuance of U.S. policy objectives stated initially in NSC 5913/1.2 [6 lines of
source text not declassiﬁed].
The infamously leaked “Pentagon Papers,” a secret Department of Defense study of
America’s involvement in Vietnam from 1945 to 1967 put together by then Secretary of
Defense Robert McNamara in 1967, would reveal US military force being used more directly
in America’s continued attempts to contain China.
Three important quotes from these papers reveal this strategy. It states ﬁrst that:
…the February decision to bomb North Vietnam and the July approval of Phase
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I deployments make sense only if they are in support of a long-run United
States policy to contain China.
It also claims:
China—like Germany in 1917, like Germany in the West and Japan in the East
in the late 30′s, and like the USSR in 1947—looms as a major power
threatening to undercut our importance and eﬀectiveness in the world and,
more remotely but more menacingly, to organize all of Asia against us.
Finally, it outlines the immense regional theater the US was engaged in against China at the
time by stating:
…there are three fronts to a long-run eﬀort to contain China (realizing that the
USSR “contains” China on the north and northwest): (a) the Japan-Korea front;
(b) the India-Pakistan front; and (c) the Southeast Asia front.
It is clear that from the conclusion of World War II up to and including today, the goal of
containing China has dominated America’s foreign policy in Asia. It has included proxy wars
as admitted to by the US State Department in the 1950’s in Tibet, full-scale war as seen in
Vietnam during the 1960’s, and the creation of client regimes with which to confront China
more recently from 2001-2006 under Thaksin Shinawatra and now fully manifested as a
costly political crisis still undermining peace and stability in Thailand today.
A similar client regime is in the process of taking power in Myanmar under Aung San Suu
Kyi – quite literally a creation and perpetuation of US and British funding and political
support. Malaysia has been targeted by political instability through US-proxy Anwar Ibrahim,
and the Philippines have long been subordinate to US foreign policy for over a century.
In East Asia, both Japan and South Korea host US troops since World War II and the Korean
War respectively.
Placing this all on a map, and including the US occupation of Afghanistan – which borders
China’s west – and eﬀorts even within China’s borders to subvert political order and
stability, a geopolitical ring virtually surrounds China from west to east.
US Primacy at the Cost of Asian Peace and Prosperity
It is worth repeating that Asia is already rebalancing accordingly to China’s growing regional
inﬂuence. However, nations along China’s periphery can already be seen beneﬁting from
this rise as well. Working with China across a wide range of areas from economics to military
cooperation are directly beneﬁting China’s neighbors. The region – it appears – seeks to
strike a balance of power but within a non-confrontational, cooperative regional order.
The United States – as an opportunist – seeks to pose as assisting in the creation of this
regional order, but with its recent proclamations, is clearly aiming to isolate China by
deliberately inﬂaming tensions everywhere from Myanmar regarding ongoing Chineseconstructed infrastructure projects, to the South China Sea, to the Korean Peninsula.
The process of isolating and hindering the rise of China will not just cost Beijing – it will cost
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all of Asia – even if the risks and costs of confrontations the US is cultivating within Asia are
negated. However, considering these US-engineered and encouraged confrontations –
nations are being prodded into expending resources and political goodwill to fulﬁll
Washington’s own self-serving regional ambitions.
It is quite simple. The United States does not reside in Asia. Turning Asia into a conﬂict zone
suits it perfectly well. An Asia on the rise poses as a direct competitor to the interests on
Wall Street and the politicians who serve them in Washington. The US has nothing to gain
from a strong Asia that no longer capitulates to disparate trade deals, political coercion, and
threats. Containing China at the cost of peace and prosperity across all of Asia is an added
bonus for US policymakers – ensuring that indeed the US maintains primacy in all
of Asia “for decades to come.”
For Asia’s leaders it is important for them to continue on constructive and cooperative
means of striking a balance of power between a rising China and the rest of Asia. This must
be done while incrementally displacing America’s unwarranted and malicious inﬂuence in
the region. This does not mean isolating the United States as it seeks to isolate China – but
only isolating it to the extent that the US concedes to maintaining normal ties with Asia
predicated on equality, not hegemony.
Asian security is no more the United States’ to underwrite as American security is Asia’s to
underwrite. Making this clear to US policymakers and the special interests they serve is
essential in establishing the fact that no nation is “exceptional” and for any real
“international order” to exist, impartial and objective standards must be applied to all –
whether they reside in Washington or Beijing, or beyond.
Tony Cartalucci, Bangkok-based geopolitical researcher and writer, especially for the online
magazine “New Eastern Outlook”.
http://journal-neo.org/2016/06/10/us-declares-hegemony-over-asia/
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