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                  More and more states and regional organisations employ the term “Indo-Pacific”. It
                     is increasingly supplanting the previously common term, “Asia-Pacific”. In Europe,
                     only France has so far presented its own “Indo-Pacific” concept.
                  

               

               	
                  The term “Indo-Pacific” is used to refer to various, sometimes divergent, concepts.
                     These in turn are based on very different ideas on regional order. What they all have
                     in common is the reference to the importance of a rules-based international order.
                  

               

               	
                  “Indo-Pacific” is a political term and therefore neither purely descriptive nor value-neutral.
                     In particular, the Trump administration’s “Free and Open Indo-Pacific” concept aims
                     to contain China and is thus an expression of the growing strategic rivalry between
                     Washington and Beijing. In Beijing, “Indo-Pacific” is primarily understood as a U.S.-led
                     containment strategy directed against China.
                  

               

               	
                  Other actors, for example ASEAN or India, emphasise aspects such as economic prosperity,
                     connectivity and multilateral cooperation in their Indo-Pacific concepts.
                  

               

               	
                  The EU and its member states are under increasing pressure from Washington to commit
                     themselves directly or indirectly to the “Indo-Pacific” – and thus, from a U.S. perspective,
                     for Washington and against Beijing. In their deliberations, Europeans should not succumb
                     to this zero-sum logic.
                  

               

               	
                  The EU and its member states have at their disposal three (ideal type) approaches:
                     “equidistance”, “alignment” and “autonomy”. In order to be able to choose one option,
                     Europeans must define their economic, security and normative interests in the region
                     and provide the necessary resources for their advancement.
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            Issues and Recommendations

            In Asia, competing ideas of order for the region have emerged in recent years, with
               the potential to spark multiple conflicts. For almost 70 years, the system of order
               in the Asia-Pacific region, often referred to as “Pax Americana” and dominated by
               the United States, had not been called into question. This has changed in the second
               decade of the 21st century. In the con­text of China’s rise to become the world’s
               largest econo­my, which has also changed the regional bal­ance of power in political
               and military terms, Beijing developed its own ideas and concepts of regional order
               and subsequently launched its own initiatives. These moves are driven by Beijing’s
               increasing claim to shape or reshape the regional (and international) order in accordance
               with its own interests. The Chinese “Belt and Road” Initiative (BRI) is a direct expression
               of this claim.
            

            In response to this, in recent years a number of states have developed alternative
               concepts under the label “Indo-Pacific”. First and foremost, the United States under
               President Donald Trump has attempted to respond directly to the perceived Chinese
               challenge by presenting a strategic concept called the “Free and Open Indo-Pacific”
               (FOIP) as a counter narrative to a potential Sinocentric reorganisation or restructuring
               of the region. In addition, Japan, Australia, India and the Association of Southeast
               Asian Nations (ASEAN) have also presented their own concepts of the “Indo-Pacific”.
               France is the only member state of the Euro­pean Union (EU) that has adopted the term
               “Indo-Pacific” and drawn up a corresponding strategy, which derives mainly from the protection of national in­ter­ests in its own territories
               in the region. China, on the other hand, rejects the concept of “Indo-Pacific” – and
               the FOIP in particular – as a containment strat­egy directed against Beijing.
            

            The U.S., in particular, has increased pressure on states in and outside the region,
               including Germany and other EU member states, to commit themselves directly or indirectly
               to the concept of the “Indo-Pacific”.
            

            The present analysis shows that there is no uni­form Indo-Pacific concept to date.
               Rather, the term is used by the United States, Japan, Australia, India and ASEAN to
               refer to very different, in part divergent concepts, which in turn are based on different
               ideas on regional order. The divergences involve, among other things, a) the extension
               of the Indo-Pacific as a geographical area, b) the objectives associated with each
               respective concept, c) the focus on or weighting of different policy fields within
               each respective con­cept, d) the question of China’s inclusion or exclusion, and e)
               the significance of bi-, mini- and multi­lateral approaches to trade and security
               policy. And while the United States, in particular, is using the FOIP to openly position
               itself against China across various policy fields, states such as Japan or Australia
               are not seeking a comprehensive “decoupling” from China, especially not economically.
            

            Furthermore, the analysis makes it clear that none of the Indo-Pacific concepts available
               to date offer new ideas on how to deal with the rise of China, which affects many policy areas. For example, the responses laid out in the FOIP of the
               Trump administration (but also the responses of other regional governments) to such
               multidimensional challenges have thus far been defined primarily in terms of security
               policy.
            

            Moreover, Washington seems very unlikely to buy into a more multilaterally oriented
               or even inclusive concept of the Indo-Pacific. On the contrary, from the Trump administration’s
               perspective, the geopolitical changes in Asia constitute a zero-sum game in which
               the “friends” of the United States should “decide” whether or not they want to cooperate
               with China or the United States. This is how Secretary of Defense Mark Esper expressed
               it at the Munich Security Con­ference.
            

            Against this background, there is widespread debate in Europe over whether to take
               a position and what course of action to take in the Indo-Pacific strat­egy debate.
               German and European decision-makers are well advised to take a close look at existing
               con­cepts, identify convergences and divergences with their own interests, and realistically
               assess the scope of the various Indo-Pacific concepts.
            

            There are a number of issues or challenges that have not been sufficiently addressed
               in the European debate: Can the term “Indo-Pacific” be used in a less securitised
               and less geo-politicised manner? (It could, for example, initially serve as a geographical
               term that describes an economic shift in emphasis and the growing importance of the
               Indian Ocean and India more adequately than the previously common “Asia-Pacific” construct.
               Conceiving of it this way would be more acceptable to Europeans.) Are synergy effects
               in interaction with already existing Indo-Pacific concepts conceivable? What concrete
               goals and priorities, in­cluding the importance of bi-, mini- and multilateral approaches,
               should the EU pursue? The question of whether China should be included or excluded
               from the Indo-Pacific concept has also been insufficiently discussed in Europe to
               date.
            

            In their deliberations, the EU and its Member States should in any case eschew the zero-sum logic that cur­rently dominates the debate.
               Ideally, there are three possible approaches:
            

            
               	
                  “Equidistance”: a conscious and open decision to retain the term “Asia-Pacific” while
                     avoiding the “Indo-Pacific” construct altogether.
                  

               

               	
                  “Alignment”: adopting and internalizing one of the already existing interpretations of the “Indo-Pacific”. From a German or European perspective, adopting the French concept would be the obvious
                     choice.
                  

               

               	
                  “Autonomy”: defining a European understanding of the “Indo-Pacific” based on European
                     norms and values and referring to the ideas and approaches already developed at the
                     European level.
                  

               

            

            Perhaps even more important, however, than choos­ing one of the three approaches is
               formulating a clear definition of the economic, security and nor­mative interests
               of Europeans in the region. That also means providing the necessary resources. Only
               if the latter is guaranteed can Europe act credibly in the region – also with respect
               to China.
            

            

         

      

   
      
         
            “Indo-Pacific”: The Construction of a Region

            The “Indo-Pacific” or “Indo-Pacific region” has en­joyed growing popularity for over
               ten years as a geographical and strategic construct in the foreign and security policy
               discourse in Japan, the United States, Australia, India, France and some Southeast
               Asian states. Many see “Indo-Pacific” as a new geo­graphical and strategic frame of
               reference that has at least partially come to replace the previously dominant “Asia-Pacific”
               construct.
            

            The term has found its way into official documents such as national security strategies
               or defence white papers as well as into the rhetoric of the elites. It is also increasingly
               being discussed in think tanks and academic institutions. As a result, it has become
               a kind of “geopolitical nomenclature”.1

            Although each country has its own understanding of the concept, in terms of both the
               geographical ex­tent of the Indo-Pacific region and its strategic orien­tation and
               essential attributes, there is a com­mon denominator: The two oceans, the Indian Ocean
               and the Pacific, are imagined as one contiguous area. This understanding is based on the fact that the vast majority of
               the world’s flows of goods, but also energy supplies, are transported via sea routes
               that traverse these two oceans. Moreover, the Indo-Pacific is cur­rently the arena in which growing rivalry between the United States and China in Asia is being
               played out. Accordingly, it has gained in importance geopolitically and geo-economically
               over the last two decades. Moreover, many Asian actors see it not only as a “purely”
               geographical construct but also as an alter­native to the Chinese “Belt and Road”
               Initiative (BRI) (see blue box on page 8). Geopolitical and geo-eco­nomic aspects are thus closely intertwined in the Indo-Pacific.
            

            The Indo-Pacific is closely linked to various aspects of the Sino‑American rivalry.

            This entanglement has taken place in the context of the rivalry between the United
               States and China, which in the last two years has become a guiding paradigm in international relations, especially in Asia; it shapes strategic debates as well as real political, military and economic dynamics.
               The Sino-American competition for power and status comprises several dimensions. Principal among these are perceptions of military threat, conflicts
               in trade policy, political-ideological aspects and competing ideas on regional order.
               However, the rivalry also centres on technology policy or on the issue of connectivity,
               for example with respect to infrastructure policy. Increasingly, therefore, technology
               development and its use, as well as infrastructure, are considered elements of the
               competition between the United States and China.2 The Indo-Pacific is thus in many respects closely linked to various aspects of the
               Sino-American rivalry.
            

            Not all states (both inside and outside the region) have committed themselves to the
               concept of the Indo-Pacific as a new regional frame of reference – above all not China,
               which interprets the Indo-Pacific primarily as a strategy directed against it by the United States. In some Southeast Asian states there is also scepticism or criticism; on
               the one hand because the concept calls into question the centrality of ASEAN, on the
               other hand because the focus of the policy (above all in the formulation of the United
               States) is on security policy, namely the containment of China. Added to this is the
               perception that, among other things, the economic prosperity of the region as a whole has been largely neglected. States such as South Korea or Canada have thus far
               not used the term. Of the EU Member States, only France has adopted it and presented
               an Indo-Pacific strategy.3

            Against this background, it should be noted that the (different) concepts of the Indo-Pacific
               as a geo­graphically and strategically understood space are based on specific political
               intentions and interests. The term “Indo-Pacific” itself, as well as its use, is therefore
               never merely descriptive or value-neutral. Rather, the implicitly or actively drawn
               borders asso­ciated with it, inclusion and exclusion mechanisms, and the attribution
               of particular characteristics are always political in nature.4

            
               
                  
                     
                        	
                           Background: The Belt and Road Initiative (BRI)
                           

                        
                     

                     
                        	
                           ∎ China’s President and party leader Xi Jinping announced the BRI 2013 under its original
                              name “One Belt, One Road” (OBOR), first in Kazakhstan (September), then in Indonesia
                              (October). He raised the prospect of a major infrastructure initiative to connect
                              China/Asia with Europe, including Africa (“new silk roads”). The concept initially
                              remained vague and only took shape in the course of the following years.
                           

                           ∎ The official document Visions and Actions presented the fol­lowing pillars of OBOR in 2015: Policy coordination, connec­tivity
                              of institutions (infrastructure and standards), trade connectivity, financial integration
                              and people-to-people links. In 2017, BRI was enshrined in the Constitution of the
                              Chinese Communist Party, and Xi Jinping hosted the first Silk Road or “Belt and Road”
                              summit in Beijing. A second summit followed in 2019.
                           

                           ∎ The renaming of the initiative as BRI in mid-2016 was in­tended to signal that it
                              was “merely” an initiative and at 
                           

                        
                        	
                           

                        
                        	
                           the same time more than just a road and a belt but rather a global network. BRI became
                              the framework for existing projects, such as economic corridors. New dimensions such
                              as the digital, the arctic or the “green” silk road have since been added.
                           

                           ∎ BRI is a multidimensional global project of China-centred connectivity and networking.
                              The concrete projects are fi­nanced primarily through Chinese loans and most are real­ized
                              by Chinese companies. While China describes the BRI as “open”, “inclusive” and “win-win”
                              cooperation, foreign observers criticize above all the lack of transparency surrounding
                              the agreements between China and BRI partner countries as well as the accumulation
                              of debt and the result­ant dependence of these partners on China. The West in par­ticular
                              sees the BRI as an essential part of China’s attempt to create an alternative to the
                              existing international order.
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            The map on page 10 shows the spatial interpretations of the Indo-Pacific of the United States, Japan,
               Australia and India, the map on page 37 the spatial understanding of France.
            

            In the first part, this study examines the various concepts of the Indo-Pacific and
               their implementations in the United States, Japan, Australia, India and ASEAN by means
               of a comparative analysis. Although several collections of articles have already been
               pub­lished that illuminate the Indo-Pacific from the per­spective of various states,5 a systematic comparison based on a uniform analytical framework is presented here
               for the first time. The case studies are based on the following key questions:
            

            
               	
                   Where did the term originate? How and by whom is the term “Indo-Pacific” currently
                     used?
                  

               

               	
                  What are the objectives and priorities of the con­cept?

               

               	
                  What initiatives have been launched so far under the “Indo-Pacific” label?

               

               	
                  What ideas on regional order are associated with the “Indo-Pacific”? Is it understood
                     as a new, alter­native model of order for the region?
                  

               

            

            In a second step, the study investigates China’s responses to the “Indo-Pacific” concept.
               It then ana­lyses the response of the EU and its member states, examines the implications
               for German and European foreign policy, and takes stock of the challenges posed by
               the various Indo-Pacific conceptions. Finally, three options are presented as to how
               the EU and its mem­bers could ideally deal with this construct.
            

            Map 1
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            The Indo-Pacific: Emergence, Objectives, Key Issues and Ideas on Regional Order

         

      

   
      
         
            
               The “Free and Open Indo-Pacific” strategy of the United States

               President Donald Trump first presented his “vision” of a Free and Open Indo-Pacific
                  (FOIP) in November 2017 at the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) sum­mit in
                  Hanoi.6 President Barack Obama had already strategically connected the Indian and Pacific
                  Oceans to form an “Indo-Pacific” region and outlined plans for an Indo-Pacific Economic
                  Corridor (IPEC) in addi­tion to the political and military “pivot to Asia”.7 In contrast to the Obama administration, however, the Trump administration sees the
                  “Indo-Pacific region” as a central foreign and economic policy arena for dealing with
                  China. In 2018 Vice President Mike Pence drew considerable attention when he delivered
                  a speech denouncing China’s behaviour and con­demning its repeated interference in
                  the internal affairs of other states (including the United States) and its aggressive
                  policy in the South China Sea.8 Soon afterwards then U.S. Secretary of State Rex Tillerson defined the “less responsible”
                  approach of an increasingly powerful China to international standards and Beijing’s
                  deliberate undermining of the “international rules-based order” as Washington’s main
                  challenge.9

               Donald Trump seeks to implement a reorientation of U.S. policy towards China through
                  the FOIP. This approach is based on his criticism of the previous ad­ministration’s
                  Asia policy, which in his view initially announced an “Asia pivot” and later a rebalancing
                  to the region but never fully implemented it.10 At the Munich Security Conference, U.S. Secretary of Defense Mark Esper called on
                  “friends” of the United States to “choose” between the systems of the United States
                  and China when considering whom to cooperate with.11

               Since the end of 2017, the term “FOIP” has been enshrined in official documents, for
                  example the White House National Security Strategy (see timeline on page 12), and has been referred to as a “whole of government” approach since 2018. The White
                  House and, among others, the U.S. Department of Defense, the State Department and
                  the Department of Com­merce have either published their own strategy papers in this regard or at least publicly referred to the FOIP
               

               
                  
                     
                        
                           	
                              Timeline

                              [image: ]

                              

                           
                        

                     
                  

               

               

               

               through their representatives. Although there is as yet no definitive document detailing
                  the Trump administration’s FOIP strategy in detail, there is cross-agency coherence
                  on the key objectives of FOIP, particularly the containment of China. These are to
                  be achieved in accordance with four principles: respect for the sovereignty and independence
                  of all states, peaceful conflict resolution, free trade and respect for inter­national
                  law.12

               
                  Concept, evolution and goals

                  The Indo-Pacific is presented in official documents as a geopolitical and geo-economic
                     space central to defending the global interests of the United States. However, its
                     geographical boundaries are not pre­cisely defined. It extends across the entire Indian
                     Ocean, from U.S. overseas territories such as Guam and American Samoa in the West
                     Pacific to U.S. states such as Hawaii and California, and includes all nations bordering
                     these two oceans.13

                  The question of whether China is or could be part of the FOIP was neither explicitly
                     denied nor affirmed in the official announcements on the Indo-Pacific until the second
                     half of 2019. But more general strat­egy papers published in parallel, such as the
                     National Security Strategy (NSS), clearly identify China as an ad­versary aiming to undermine the rules-based
                     inter­national order.14 The U.S. State Department made it clear at the end of 2019, however, that (at least
                     in theory) the U.S. vision of FOIP does not exclude any nation.15 Secretary of Defense Esper made this even clearer in a speech in Hanoi by emphasising
                     the inclusive nature of the FOIP and saying that it was directed “to all nations,
                     including China”.16 Never­theless, at the end of his speech, he underlined that given its current state
                     and its foreign policy objec­tives, China is primarily seen as an opponent and a competitor
                     when it comes to the political order in the region envisioned by Washington.
                  

                  The development of the FOIP since 2017 has been based primarily on the definition
                     of standards and principles. Initially, these related mainly to the eco­nomic interaction
                     between the United States and the states in the region, above all China. Trump empha­sised
                     the need to establish “fair”, “reciprocal” trade relations based on principles such
                     as respect for intel­lectual property rights, free trade, and protection of private
                     property, fair competition and open mar­kets.17 In Da Nang 2017, Trump referred to respect for these principles as “playing by the
                     rules”.
                  

                  In the meantime, other principles have been added which go beyond economic cooperation
                     and which, in Washington’s reading, form the foundation of the currently existing
                     international order: respect for the sovereignty and independence of all states, peaceful
                     conflict resolution and respect for international rules, including freedom of air
                     and sea transport.18 In Wa­shington’s opinion, the continued existence of the current international order
                     is being threatened by the presence of illiberal, authoritarian regimes.
                  

                  In the international arena, the “Free” in “FOIP” stands for the freedom of all states
                     to exercise their sovereignty without interference by other states. At the national
                     level this corresponds to good governance and the protection of human and civil rights.
                     “Open” is interpreted as free access to international waters, airspace and digital
                     space, as well as open access to markets and fair, reciprocal trade.19 From the U.S. perspective, China is also increasingly under­mining the principle
                     of openness, inter alia through its militarization of artificial islands in the South
                     China Sea.20

                  The FOIP-relevant documents emphasise the importance of investment for the region,
                     especially in the area of infrastructure, and call for a stronger role for the United
                     States in infrastructure investment as an alternative to “state-directed” (i.e. Chinese)
                     invest­ments.21 These documents thus leave little doubt that the FOIP is directed primarily at responding
                     to China’s behaviour, which in Washington’s view is increasingly “aggressive” and
                     is “undermining” the rules-based international order. In particular, the Pentagon’s
                     FOIP paper consumes far more pages pre­senting China as a “revisionist power” than
                     it does outlining the actual U.S. goals and strategy in con­nection with the FOIP.
                  

                  The main focus of the U.S. FOIP has so far been on the policy areas of security and
                     defence.
                  

                  Given the dominance of the Pentagon in the debate on FOIP, it is not surprising that
                     the focus of FOIP has so far been primarily on the policy areas of security and defence.
                     The Department of Defense focuses on three dimensions: preparedness, partnerships
                     and pro­moting a networked region. In general, “preparedness” is understood to mean
                     a comprehensive mod­ernisation of the U.S. armed forces, which according to the Pentagon
                     is necessary to secure long-term U.S. influence in the region. This prioritisation
                     is based on the assumption that future conflict and war scenarios will take place
                     where “competing powers” want to ex­pand their areas of influence through military
                     power to the detriment of the United States. In order to be able to react quickly
                     to such scenarios, the expansion of military capabilities is to be promoted in close
                     co­operation with partners such as Japan and Australia.
                  

                  The “partnerships” dimension focuses primarily on strengthening the existing system
                     of bilateral military alliances with Asian states such as Japan or South Korea – but
                     also on expanding this system through closer cooperation with established partners
                     such as Singapore, Taiwan, New Zealand and Mongolia. For South Asia, in addition to
                     promoting an “important defence partnership” with India, the aim is to inten­sify
                     cooperation with Sri Lanka, the Maldives, Bang­la­desh and Nepal. The same applies
                     to the Southeast Asian states Vietnam, Indonesia, Malaysia, Cambodia, Laos, Brunei
                     Darussalam and the West Pacific island states. Foreign military sales are envisaged
                     as the main instrument for consolidating existing partnerships and establishing new
                     ones. In addition to the sale of U.S. military technology to partners, military aid,
                     joint manoeuvres, and training programs for (foreign) military personnel in the United
                     States are listed.22 However, states such as Cambodia, Laos or some Pacific island states with which there
                     is no active military cooperation to date or that, like Cam­bodia in 2017, have unilaterally
                     ended military co­operation with the United States are also mentioned in this context.23

                  In 2017 and 2018, criticism was repeatedly voiced, especially by Southeast Asian states,
                     because the FOIP was (until then) almost exclusively based on bilateral alliances.
                     In 2019, the United States responded to this by undertaking to “promote a networked
                     region” by expanding tripartite and multilateral commitments and establishing a “networked security architecture” spanning the Indo-Pacific. ASEAN is to be at the cen­tre
                     of this multilateral dimension,24 drawing on estab­lished multilateral forums such as the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) and the East Asia
                        Summit (EAS). However, no new multilateral initiatives in security policy are planned under the label “FOIP”.25 Rather, existing multilateral initiatives, such as the Lower Mekong Initiative (LMI),
                     have been subsumed under the FOIP label, quasi retroactively.26

                  Another focus of the FOIP is on economic coopera­tion with the countries of the region
                     and infrastruc­ture development within the region. The FOIP Report of the State Department
                     devotes most of its attention to this cooperation. Here, too, there is a mixture of
                     already existing measures, subsequently combined under the FOIP umbrella, and new
                     initiatives.
                  

                  The principles of good governance and trade ap­pear to be far less developed in terms
                     of the overall content of the FOIP. Even the State Department’s report devotes only
                     one page to the area of good gov­ernance. Emphasis is placed on the Indo-Pacific Trans­parency
                     Initiative (IPTI), which supports the fight against corruption in the region but also
                     aims to pro­mote democracy, youth development and press free­dom. Since 2018, the
                     IPTI has contributed over $600 million to ad­dressing these concerns. Under the label
                     of “good governance”, this section also lists humanitarian aid for the Rohingya and
                     U.S. support for Myanmar in holding free and fair elections in 2020, but beyond that, this section essentially lists China’s authoritarian failures and is limited to the proclama­tion of supposedly universal norms such as
                     “open societies” and “open markets”.27

                  The implementation of “America first” has often led to conflicts with countries in
                     the region in terms of trade policy.
                  

                  Trade policy is potentially the most problematic part of the FOIP in terms of its
                     external impact. The objective of promoting “free, fair, and reciprocal trade” underscores
                     the Trump administration’s under­standing of trade policy as something which demands
                     immediate reciprocal action and is guided by the principle of “America first”. The
                     corresponding ini­tiatives within the framework of FOIP are therefore aimed at “deploying
                     new and innovative mechanisms to improve market access and level the playing field
                     for U.S. businesses”. Among other things, this ap­proach is intended to create incentives
                     for private U.S. companies to invest more heavily in the emerging mar­kets of the
                     region. The only measures explicitly cited are the trade agreement between the United
                     States and Japan and the renegotiation of the free trade agree­ment between South
                     Korea and the United States.28 Contrary to expectations in many quarters, it has not yet been possible to conclude
                     a free trade agreement between the United States and India. And the United States
                     withdrew from the Trans-Pacific Part­nership (TPP), a multilateral trade agreement,
                     shortly after Trump took office.
                  

                  In sum, the implementation of “America first” has often led to conflicts with countries
                     in the region rather than binding the Asian states more closely to the United States
                     in trade policy terms. The FOIP documents make no attempt to outline a regional trade
                     strategy that goes beyond bilateral agreements.
                  

               

               
                  Concrete initiatives and implementation

                  The analysis of the political context and the declared objectives of FOIP has made
                     it clear that FOIP is pri­marily a response to China’s BRI (see blue box on page 8). This Chinese initiative is currently estimated to comprise a total volume of over
                     $1 trillion and more than 2,200 projects in 87 countries. It has estab­lished Beijing
                     as a key player in Asia, particularly in development cooperation.
                  

                  The FOIP is an attempt to respond to this develop­ment through a number of different
                     initiatives. Part­ners for these initiatives can be found primarily among U.S. allies
                     and, secondarily, among the “stra­tegic partners” of the United States in Asia. In
                     the secu­rity policy area, U.S. arms exports to partner coun­tries have been expanded, for example the export of F18 and F16 fighter aircraft
                     to India.29 In order to be prepared for future conflict scenarios, the United States plans to
                     promote the purchase of new air-to-air missiles, air-to-ground missiles, anti-submarine-war­fare
                     systems, missile defence systems and fighter jets in cooperation with Japan and Australia.
                     In addition to the existing U.S. military bases in the region, the Lombrum naval base
                     on the island of Manus is to be expanded in cooperation with Papua New Guinea and
                     Australia.30

                  Cooperation in the security and defence sector has been intensified. One example of
                     this is the training of Sri Lankan security forces by FBI experts in count­er-terrorism, which has been underway since 2018. In addition, existing forms of cooperation
                     are now declared as FOIP initiatives, such as the annual “Mala­bar” exercise off the
                     coast of India, in which American, Indian and Japanese naval units have been par­tici­pating since 2015, or the annual “Chiefs of Defense Conference”, renamed the “Indo-Pacific Chiefs of Defense Conference” in 2019. In
                     the context of FOIP policy, the Quadrilateral Security Dialogue (Quad) with Japan,
                     India and Australia has also been revived. The Quad can be regarded as the core of
                     FOIP at the institutional level and was upgraded to ministerial level in 2019. Finally,
                     the United States has stepped up its Freedom of Navigation Operations (FONOPs) in the
                     South China Sea.
                  

                  Although ASEAN and its affiliated multilateral forums, such as ARF and EAS, have been
                     described as the institutional core of a FOIP, corresponding U.S. initiatives have
                     not materialized. Not only that: In 2019, the Trump administration snubbed many of
                     its partners in Southeast Asia by sending only the American national security advisor,
                     not even a mem­ber of the cabinet, to the EAS summit, which nor­mally takes place
                     at the level of heads of state.
                  

                  New development cooperation initiatives have also been launched in the context of
                     the FOIP. At the legal level, two initiatives have been adopted: the Better Utilization
                     of Investments Leading to Development Act (BUILD Act) and the Asia Reassurance Initiative
                     Act (ARIA). These initiatives are intended to consoli­date the role of the United
                     States as a donor country in Asia and provide an alternative to Chinese devel­op­ment
                     initiatives. The BUILD Act provides for the estab­lishment of the U.S. International
                     Development Finance Corporation (IDFC), which will better coordi­nate lending to developing
                     countries, especially in Asia and Africa, and provide alternatives to “state-directed
                     initiatives that come with hidden strings attached”.31 In addition, the “Blue Dot Network” is to be set up together with Australia and Japan
                     to estab­lish a network for the certification of such high-quali­ty, transparent infrastructure projects as an alternative to Chinese investments.
                  

                  However, the $60 billion that has been made avail­able for the IDFC seems like a drop
                     in the ocean com­pared to BRI.32 The ARIA, adopted at the end of 2018, will allow the government to spend up to $1.5
                     billion annually to implement a number of objectives linked to the FOIP concept, such
                     as developing the defence capabilities of U.S. partners or promoting democracy.33 Other initiatives such as Enhancing Development and Growth through Energy (Asia EDGE)
                     and the Indo-Pacific Business Forum (IPBF) are also being imple­mented. Their aim
                     is to strengthen the role of U.S. investors in the region in geopolitically important
                     areas such as energy and infrastructure and to better coordinate U.S. government policy
                     with U.S. business interests.34

                  A more recent project is the Infrastructure Trans­action and Assistance Network (ITAN),
                     which is de­signed to support regional infrastructure and connec­tivity initiatives
                     and thus provide Asian countries with an alternative to BRI. As part of ITAN, a Trans­action
                     Advisory Fund (TAF) has been established to help Asian partners assess the financial
                     and environ­mental impact of infrastructure measures.35

                  Recent initiatives also include the U.S. government’s $100 million “Pacific Pledge”,
                     a plan to double U.S. development funding for the Pacific states over the next several
                     years. The plan also provides for the United States Agency for International Development
                     (USAID) to increase its presence in the Western Pacific. In addition, Washington has
                     set up the Pacific Region Infrastructure Facility (PRIF) within the frame­work of
                     the Asian Development Bank (ADB) in order to help finance infrastructure measures
                     in the Pacific. Also new is the Papua New Guinea Electrification Part­nership (PEP),
                     which was set up with the aim of fundamentally improving the power supply in Papua
                     New Guinea together with Australia, Japan and New Zealand.36

               

               
                  Ideas on regional order

                  In the publications of various U.S. government depart­ments, as well as in speeches delivered by U.S. offi­cials on FOIP, there are numerous
                     implicit elements that are not always congruent. Despite these differ­ences, at least
                     three recurring elements can be iden­tified: offering the states of the region an
                     alternative to the Chinese BRI, securing freedom of navigation in the Indo-Pacific,
                     and making trade relations between the Asian states and the United States “free, fair
                     and reciprocal”.37

                  For the United States, the implicit core intention of the FOIP is to formulate an
                     interdepartmental response to China’s growing influence in the region.
                  

                  These three elements indicate that for the United States the implicit core intention
                     of the FOIP is to for­mulate a coherent, interdepartmental response to China’s growing
                     influence in the region. Therefore, the FOIP calls for neither a return to the era
                     of “Pax Americana” nor the creation of a changed, alternative model of order. Instead,
                     it is primarily a reactive con­cept that does not envision a new model of order. It
                     therefore does not mark a new U.S. strategy for Asia. No such claim is formulated
                     and no corresponding capacities and resources are provided for such a strat­egy. It
                     is also not surprising in this context that the publication of a comprehensive FOIP
                     strategy docu­ment, which has been announced several times, has so far failed to materialise.
                  

                  The FOIP is based on existing, U.S.-dominated, concepts of regional order, based on
                     bilateral alli­ances and strategic partnerships. The few multilat­eral ele­ments contained
                     in the documents, such as the emphasis on ASEAN centrality, have been largely ignored.
                     This tendency corresponds not only to the down­grading of the U.S. presence in multilateral
                     for­ums but also to the neglect of multilateral elements in favour of bilateral “deals”.
                  

                  Thus, while the FOIP on the one hand makes clear the Trump administration’s priorities
                     and goals, it cannot, on the other hand, eliminate the divergences between the often
                     normative FOIP rhetoric and the observable actions taken by the U.S. government –
                     for example, with regard to its understanding of free trade and its sceptical attitude
                     towards multilateral­ism.
                  

               

            

         

      

   
      
         
            
               Japan’s “Free and Open Indo-Pacific”: From strategy to vision

               The term “Free and Open Indo-Pacific” was not coined by U.S. President Donald Trump
                  but has its origins in a speech by Japanese Prime Minister Shinzo Abe (see timeline
                  on page 12). In 2007, during his first term in office, Abe delivered a speech entitled “Confluence
                  of the Two Seas” to the Indian Congress. In it, he pre­sent­ed his vision of closer
                  political and economic con­nectivity between the Pacific and the Indian Ocean. It was
                  a vision based on intensive cooperation among the democratic states of the region,
                  which was to serve as the centre of a network spanning the entire Indian Ocean and
                  the Pacific and make way for a “free flow of persons, goods, capital and knowledge”
                  that would guarantee “freedom and prosperity”. Ac­cording to Abe, the security of
                  the shipping routes is of central strategic importance in this respect. Abe’s connectivity
                  concept also emphasises “universal” norms, which are intended to closely link the
                  democ­racies in the region politically and economically and to regulate the behaviour
                  of non-democratic states, above all China.38

               Abe’s connectivity concept emphasises “universal” norms that closely link the democracies
                  in the Indo-Pacific region.
               

               In this context, Abe also proposed in 2007 to estab­lish the Quad, consisting of Japan, Australia, India and the United States. However, Abe’s first term in office lasted only one year, so that
                  the corresponding con­cepts were only brought to life in his second term of office,
                  which began in 2012.
               

               At the beginning of his second term as Prime Minis­ter of Japan, Abe published an essay entitled “Asia’s Democratic Security Diamond”
                  at the end of 2012, in which he revisited earlier ideas. In response to China’s “aggressive
                  behaviour” in Asia, he proposed the formation of a democratic coalition composed of
                  Japan, the United States, India and Australia to jointly protect global public goods,
                  especially the freedom of navigation.39 This idea was again launched by Abe in a widely acclaimed speech in Nairobi in 2016, in which he spoke of a “union
                  of two free and open oceans and two continents.”40 Subsequently it was given the label “FOIP Strategy”.
               

               The “FOIP Strategy”41 has since found its way into the official discourse and strategy papers of Japan.
                  The alliance with the United States is still regarded as Japan’s security guarantee.42 The Japanese Foreign Ministry summarises the basic principles of FOIP in three core
                  areas: First, maintaining a rules-based order, with the principles of free trade and
                  freedom of navigation as its foundation; second, securing eco­nomic prosperity through
                  more physical connectivity through the development of infrastructure, more people-to-people
                  connectivity through the expansion of exchange programs, and institutional connectivity
                  through the harmonisation of global standards and rules; and third, maintaining peace
                  and security through increased security cooperation with the United States, India,
                  Australia and other partners.
               

               
                  Concept, evolution and goals

                  The above-mentioned core areas of the FOIP have remained unchanged since 2016, including
                     the objective of preserving the freedom of navigation and the rules-based order for
                     the entire Indo-Pacific. Accordingly, Abe described the waters of the Indo-Pacific
                     region as “public goods”43 that must be pro­tected by compliance with international law, namely the United Nations
                     Convention of the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS).44 Without naming China specifically as an adversary, this emphasis and rhetoric illustrate
                     the goal of containing Beijing.45 Geographically, Tokyo understands “Indo-Pacific” to span the entire area from the
                     east coast of Africa to the American Pacific coast.
                  

                  Despite several constants, the “FOIP Strategy” has undergone some innovations since
                     2016. First of all, it was renamed “FOIP Vision” in September 2018. Since then, Japanese
                     diplomats, as well as Prime Minister Abe, no longer speak of a “strategy” but of a
                     “vision”. In addition to this relabeling, the orientation towards China has also changed
                     in terms of content: If Tokyo used the FOIP until 2018 primarily as a containment
                     strategy vis-à-vis China, especially with regard to Bei­jing’s BRI, the rhetoric has
                     changed since 2018. In a speech before the Japanese parliament, Abe indirectly alluded
                     to the possibility that his FOIP vision and China’s BRI could coexist and complement
                     each other and entertained the idea of cooperating closely with China in the field
                     of infrastructure development in Asia in the future.46 So far, however, nothing has been publicly announced about the implementation of
                     such projects.
                  

                  Since 2018, Japan has made an effort to avoid framing FOIP (any longer) as a containment
                     strategy vis‑à-vis China.
                  

                  At the same time, the importance of normative elements such as “democracy promotion”
                     in the con­text of FOIP has diminished.47 While the Diplomatic Bluebook 2017 stresses the importance of democracy, market economy and international law for maintain­ing
                     stability and prosperity in Asia,48 the Diplomatic Bluebook 2019 only mentions the latter aspect (inter­national law) in the context of the FOIP.49 Then For­eign Minister of Japan, Taro Kono, for example, spoke in 2018 merely of
                     a “free and open maritime order based on the rule of law”.50

                  This gives the impression that since 2018 Japan has been trying to prevent its own
                     interpretation of the FOIP from being perceived as a containment strategy towards
                     China. According to observers, the reasons for this are twofold. On the one hand,
                     relations be­tween Japan and China have been warming up again since 2018.51 On the other hand, South and Southeast Asian partners have criticised the initiative
                     launched by Abe; in their view, it was too strongly anti-Chinese and security policy
                     oriented.52

                  This change has been reflected in government docu­ments and declarations identifying
                     the key policy areas for FOIP: Whereas in 2016 and 2017 the FOIP was associated primarily
                     with security policy threats, more recently aspects such as “connectivity”, “infrastructure
                     expansion”, “national development” and “economic growth” have also been playing a
                     role. Hard security policy issues, such as the maritime con­flicts with China in the
                     East and South China Seas or the expansion and modernisation of the Japanese armed
                     forces, have receded somewhat into the back­ground from 2018 onwards.53

               

               
                  Concrete initiatives and implementation

                  However, this shift is not only of a rhetorical nature; it is also reflected in the
                     concrete initiatives thus far planned or launched by Japan as part of FOIP. The vast
                     majority of these projects are related to Tokyo’s declared goal of optimising connectivity
                     between the two oceans. This specifically means expanding trade and investment through
                     improved infrastructure.54

                  The ADB estimated in 2015 that Asia would need $26 trillion in infrastructure investment
                     over the course of the following 15 years. Under Abe’s Part­ner­ship for Quality Infrastructure initiative, Tokyo has ear­marked $200 billion for projects from Africa to the South Pacific. Japanese “Quality
                     Infrastructure” proj­ects are designed to offer states in the region a fairer, more
                     transparent, efficient and sustainable alter­native to Chinese infrastructure projects.55

                  Corresponding Japanese projects include “soft loans” for port facilities in Mozambique
                        ($230 million), Kenya ($300 million) and Madagascar ($400 million); the con­struction of a “trans-harbour
                     link” in Mumbai, India, for $2.2 billion; a container terminal in Yan­gon, Myanmar,
                     for $200 million; and a port with a special economic zone in Dawei, Myanmar, for $800
                     million. In Cambodia, Japan has contributed over $200 million to the expansion of
                     the container port in Sihanoukville.56 Finally, Japanese investors in south­ern Bangladesh are to build the port in Matarbari.
                  

                  In addition, “Quality Infrastructure” projects can also be found in the railway sector.
                     Japan is financing 80 percent ($8 billion) of the Mumbai-Ahmedabad line, on which
                     high-speed trains are to run after com­pletion, and in Thailand the Bangkok-Chiang
                     Mai line is to be upgraded with Japanese investment. The con­struction of roads, as
                     in Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia, or of power stations, as in Tanzania and India, is
                     also being promoted.
                  

                  As part of the “Japan-Mekong Connectivity Initiative”, work began in 2016 to establish
                     an economic corridor that will run from the Vietnamese port of Da Nang via Laos and
                     Thailand to Myanmar. Japan is also financing an economic corridor further south, linking
                     Ho Chi Minh City in southern Vietnam and Dawei in Myanmar. Last but not least, Tokyo
                     announced at the end of 2019 its intention to participate in the EU’s Asia Connectivity
                     Strategy.
                  

                  In terms of trade policy, Tokyo has taken the lead in the Trans-Pacific Partnership
                     (TPP) free trade agree­ment since the United States withdrew from the agreement in
                     2017. In March 2018, the eleven re­main­ing states signed the free trade agreement
                     in Tokyo, now called the Comprehensive and Progressive Agreement for Trans-Pacific
                     Partnership (CPTPP). Japan has also played an important role in previous rounds of
                     Regional Comprehensive Economic Part­ner­ship (RCEP) negotiations.57 This regional free trade agreement is intended to include China and India, among
                     others; India, however, broke off negotiations in 2019. The free trade agreement with
                     the EU (Japan-EU Economic Partnership Agreement) must also be mentioned.
                  

                  In addition to promoting “Quality Infrastructure” and trade policy initiatives, Japan
                     has underlined its importance as a key donor country in the field of development cooperation.
                     The focus of the White Paper on Development Cooperation 2017 directly follows the priorities of the FOIP strategy.58 Tokyo has in­creased its development funds since 2016 – in some cases substantially
                     – for projects in countries in the West and South Pacific, Southeast and South Asia
                     as well as Africa.
                  

                  At the security and defence policy level, Japan’s focus has been on strengthening
                     its military alliance with the United States and reviving the Quad. In addition, bilateral
                     dialogues in security and defence policy have been expanded; for example, in October
                     2018 India and Japan initiated regular “2+2” dia­logues (between their respective
                     foreign and defence ministers). In this context, negotiations were launched in 2018
                     on an Acquisition and Cross-Ser­vicing Agreement (ACSA), which is intended to facil­itate
                     the mutual use of military bases for logistical purposes (food, ammunition and fuel),
                     as well as joint manoeuvres, with the possibility of including third countries such
                     as the United States.
                  

                  In recent years, the navies and coast guards of Japan, India, Australia and the United
                     States have conducted a series of joint manoeuvres and exercises in the South China Sea. Naval exercises have also been conducted with some ASEAN states, such as Viet­nam. Japanese warships have called
                     at ports in India, Sri Lanka, Singapore, Indonesia and the Philip­pines. Defence policy
                     training of partners is also part of Japan’s security policy initiatives in the context
                     of FOIP; the country has, for example, donated coast guard patrol boats to Sri Lanka,
                     Vietnam and the Philip­pines. At the diplomatic level, bilateral collabo­ration with
                     India, the United States, Australia and other partners has dominated, though there
                     have been some smaller multilateral initiatives, such as Tokyo’s support for the Pacific
                     Islands Leaders Meeting (PALM).
                  

               

               
                  Ideas on regional order

                  The transition of the Japanese FOIP from strategy to vision, along with Japan’s focus
                     on infrastructure projects, trade policy initiatives and development cooperation,
                     make it evident that Tokyo’s current interpretation and implementation of the FOIP
                     is driven by economic ideas and initiatives rather than by security policy. It is
                     clear that from a Japanese perspective FOIP is in many respects also intended to provide
                     an alternative to China’s BRI, though Tokyo has gradually warmed up to BRI from 2018
                     onwards. It is notable that Tokyo has always avoided aggressively presenting its FOIP
                     vision as a containment strategy towards China.
                  

                  Tokyo has so far refrained from securitising its relations with its big neighbour,
                     despite its concerns about China’s foreign policy ambitions and the do­mestic political
                     changes in the country (including the Uyghur problem and Hong Kong). For the time
                     being, the economic interdependencies between Tokyo and Beijing appear too close.
                     In this respect, Tokyo’s inter­pretation of FOIP differs markedly from that of Washington
                     and Canberra.
                  

                  Many aspects of Japan’s FOIP vision seem like a makeover of old foreign policy principles
                     and approaches.
                  

                  In this respect, many aspects of the FOIP vision seem like a makeover of old Japanese
                     foreign policy principles and approaches, with emphasis placed on long-established
                     principles such as the rules-based international order, the protection of free trade
                     and the centrality of Japan’s alliance with the United States. Observers have called
                     on Japan to develop its own vision of regional order in order to facilitate its transition
                     from a “rules promoter” to a “rules maker”. This hardly seems feasible within the framework of Japan’s current FOIP vision.59

               

            

         

      

   
      
         
            
               Australia and the Indo-Pacific as a solid regional reference framework

               For Australia, the Indo-Pacific has become the regional frame of reference for its own geographical and stra­tegic positioning since
                  2013; the term “Indo-Pacific” is firmly anchored in official documents. It was used
                  as early as 2012 in a government White Paper, but only twice, to denote a geographical arc spanning the West­ern Pacific and the Indian Ocean.60 The Australian Defence White Paper of 2013,61 in contrast, devotes an entire chapter to the concept (with a total of 56 mentions).
                  Its use continues in the Defence White Paper of 201662 and the Foreign Policy White Paper of 2017.63 Since then, the concept has been a central theme in speeches by politicians64 and is also dis­cussed in academic circles.
               

               In 2012, Rory Medcalf, one of Australia’s best-known security policy experts, presented
                  a groundbreaking article on the term “Indo-Pacific”.65 In recent years, academic texts on Australia’s strategic position­ing have focused on the Sino-American conflict, pow­er shifts in the region and the rules-based international order – all of which are discussed
                  within the frame­work of the Indo-Pacific.66 Two predominant tradi­tions in Australia’s foreign policy are highlighted in these
                  texts, both of which employ the concept of “Indo-Pacific”: Australia as a middle power
                  on the one hand; and as a “dependent ally” of the United States on the other.67

               
                  Concept, evolution and goals

                  When Rory Medcalf’s revised article was published in 2013, the terminology was still
                     in flux, because in American politics the term “Asia-Pacific” was still pre­dominantly
                     used. For Medcalf, the term “Indo-Pacific” makes sense: East Asia and South Asia can
                     no longer be considered separately, and the maritime domain has become increasingly
                     important for trade and com­petition. Particularly in view of the growing dependence
                     of China, Japan and India on the Middle East and Africa, Medcalf sees the Indo-Pacific
                     as a geo-economic reality that was acknowledged as early as 2005, when India was included
                     in the first East Asia Summit (EAS). The Indo-Pacific region is not charac­terised
                     by a uniform security architecture, however, but rather by a multitude of regional,
                     minilateral and bilateral formats.68

                  Australia’s interpretation of the Indo-Pacific has evolved. In 2013 it was seen as
                     an “emerging” region and a natural extension of the “wider Asia-Pacific region”. By
                     2016/2017 the Indo-Pacific had become a fixed regional reference point for Australia’s
                     foreign, economic and security policy. Geographically, the area extends “from the
                     eastern Indian Ocean to the Pacific Ocean, linked by Southeast Asia, including India,
                     North Asia and the United States”.69

                  Australia’s Indo-Pacific concept puts maritime Southeast Asia at the centre.

                  Official Australian documents always refer to the central position of maritime Southeast
                     Asia as a link and bridge between the Indian and Pacific Oceans, thereby reassuring
                     the ASEAN states that ASEAN is to remain central within the new construct. This is
                     not least due to the fact that Indonesia has been and remains one of Australia’s most
                     important partners in the region. Thus for Australia, too, long-standing priorities
                     in foreign policy (Indonesia, Timor-Leste, Papua New Guinea) continue to exist under
                     the new frame of reference.
                  

                  Australia sees two things as crucial for the stability of the Indo-Pacific: the continued
                     presence of the United States and the commitment of the regional states to a rules-based
                     order. Government documents speak of a “secure, open, prosperous Indo-Pacific region”,
                     i.e. they do not adopt the U.S. formulation of a “free and open Indo-Pacific” (FOIP).
                     Australia is pragmatic, says the 2017 White Paper on Foreign Policy; it does not want
                     to impose its values on others but is also determined to stand up for liberal insti­tu­tions,
                     universal values and human rights.70 To this end, Australia wants to work more closely with the major democracies in the
                     region, bilaterally and in small groups.
                  

                  Apart from the United States, Japan, Indonesia, India and South Korea are explicitly
                     mentioned here, as are regional organisations and minilateral formats such as the
                     EAS, the ASEAN Defence Ministers’ Meet­ing Plus (ADMM-Plus) and the Indian Ocean Rim
                     Asso­ciation (IORA). The growing trilateral cooperation with the United States and
                     Japan on the one hand and with Japan and India on the other is also empha­sised. In
                     contrast, the Quad, i.e. the security coopera­tion among these four states – initiated
                     as early as 2007 but only short-lived and revived in 2017 – is not prominently mentioned in the official documents.

                  For Australia, the presence of the United States in the region and their alliance
                     remains very important.
                  

                  For Australia, the presence of the United States in the region and their bilateral
                     alliance remain essen­tial as a stabilising force. This was also expressed in the
                     speech by Australian Defence Minister Linda Rey­nolds at the Shangri-La Dialogue 2019
                     in Singapore. In her speech, she underlined that China should make more contributions
                     to peace and stability.71

               

               
                  Concrete initiatives and implementation

                  In June 2019, Reynolds outlined a number of concrete contributions that Australia
                     was making, particularly in the South Pacific (infrastructure and patrol boats) and
                     in maritime Southeast Asia (military training and education for 1,000 participants
                     each year, strategic defence dialogues with all ASEAN states, and the an­nual “Indo-Pacific
                     Endeavour” military exercise since 2017).72

                  There are also joint infrastructure initiatives with the United States (Australia-United
                     States Ministerial Consultations, July 2018) and with the United States and Japan
                     (since November 2018),73 with a geographi­cal focus on a number of islands in the South Pacific and Papua
                     New Guinea (April 2019).74 At the APEC summit in Papua New Guinea in 2018, Australia and the United States announced
                     plans for the joint ex­pan­sion of the Lombrum naval base on the island of Manus.75 In November 2019, the United States, Japan and Australia announced the “Blue Dot
                     Initiative” in the margins of the ASEAN summit.76 A statement to this effect by the Overseas Private Investment Corpo­ration (OPIC),
                     however, went into little more detail than a statement made a year earlier.77

                  Australia’s infrastructure cooperation with the United States and Japan emphasises
                     quality (“global gold standard”), transparency, sustainability, private sector involvement
                     and debt avoidance78 – in con­trast to China’s BRI, which has been criticised in par­ticular for driving
                     other countries into a debt trap and failing to comply with any of the above standards.79

                  Finally, the “New Colombo Plan”, which was launched as early as 2014, enables young
                     Australians to study or take part in internships in a total of 40 coun­tries in the
                     Indo-Pacific region.80

               

               
                  Ideas on regional order

                  Australia’s stated goal is to maintain a rules-based order that will provide for lasting
                     peace in the Indo-Pacific region – a region where the rights of all are respected
                     and open markets allow the free flow of goods, capital and ideas.81 Official documents empha­sise that it is not in Australia’s interest (nor in the
                     interest of other states in the region) to stand by and watch the Sino-American relationship
                     to continue to deteriorate, as this would cause collateral damage. Faced with the
                     prospect of having to choose at some point between the United States as a security
                     partner and China as a principal economic partner, Canberra prefers to maintain the
                     status quo. And although the status quo is becoming more complex and increasingly contested, Australia is confident that the situation need not get out of control
                     if everyone acts in their own interests.
                  

                  Despite Donald Trump’s disruptive policies, the alliance with the United States has
                     not really been called into question, while relations with other democ­racies and
                     central powers in the Indo-Pacific, notably Japan, appear to be secondary to maintaining
                     common rules. Australia’s vision of the Indo-Pacific puts ASEAN at the centre as a
                     narrow geographical frame of reference for Australian foreign and security policy.
                     For this reason, the “ASEAN Outlook on the Indo-Pacific” (AOIP) is explicitly supported.82

               

            

         

      

   
      
         
            
               India’s “Act East” policy and the Indo‑Pacific

               The Indo-Pacific experienced one of its constitutive moments in India in August 2007,
                  when Japanese Prime Minister Shinzo Abe delivered his speech to parliament on the
                  “confluence of the two seas”.83 Nevertheless, very few official Indian documents on the Indo-Pacific have been issued
                  to date, although it should be noted that the Indian government does not publish white
                  papers on foreign or defence policy. A more specific document, the Indian Maritime Security Strategy of 2015, refers in its introduction to a shift in global focus from the “Euro-Atlantic”
                  to the “Indo-Pacific” and links the latter concept to India’s “Act East” policy.84 The National Security Strategy, commissioned by the Indian opposition party Congress and published in March 2019,
                  also mentions “Indo-Pacific” seven times. Among other things, it calls for priority
                  to be given to harmonizing the various views of the Indo-Pacific as a strategic framework.85

               Representatives of Indian think tanks regularly discuss both the term “Indo-Pacific”
                  and India’s handling of it; they have also identified contradictions and ambiguities
                  in India’s strategy.86 India’s “Look East” policy (since 1991) and later “Act East” policy (since 2014),
                  with its focus on Southeast Asia, fits into the wider Indo-Pacific framework, with
                  priority given to strategic and security aspects over economic issues.87

               Traditional pillars of Indian foreign policy play a central role in the interpretation
                  of the Indo‑Pacific concept.
               

               Traditional pillars of Indian foreign policy, i.e. non-alignment and strategic autonomy,
                  play a decisive role in India’s interpretation of the Indo-Pacific con­cept.88

               Although it is officially not openly formulated and often even explicitly denied,
                  China is seen as the real driving force behind India’s Indo-Pacific concept, just
                  as India’s large northeastern neighbour is the un­spoken central theme of Indian foreign
                  policy. Three factors are relevant here: India perceives China’s policy as “strategic
                  encirclement”; it is concerned about the freedom of navigation in the South China
                  Sea; and it is alarmed about China’s strong military presence in the Indian Ocean
                  (e.g. under the guise of fighting piracy).89

               
                  Concept, evolution and goals

                  In December 2015, Japanese Prime Minister Shinzo Abe visited India and signed a Joint
                     Declaration with Indian Prime Minister Narendra Modi on India’s and Japan’s vision
                     for 2025, the “Special Strategic and Global Partnership Working Together for Peace
                     and Prosperity of the Indo-Pacific Region and the World”.90 The next time Abe visited India in September 2017, a second Joint Declaration followed,
                     entitled “Toward a Free, Open and Prosperous Indo-Pacific”.91 In the paragraph on the common defence of the rules-based order, it was stated that
                     India’s “Act East” policy could be aligned with Japan’s strategy92 of a “free and open Indo-Pacific” by developing maritime security co­opera­tion,
                     improving connectivity in the wider Indo-Pacific region, strengthening cooperation
                     with ASEAN, and conducting regular exchanges between strategists and experts from
                     the two countries.
                  

                  In June 2018 Prime Minister Modi was invited to deliver the opening speech and keynote
                     address at the Shangri-La Security Conference in Singapore. This speech93 is still considered an important refer­ence point for India’s understanding of the
                     Indo-Pacific concept. The United States expected Modi to make a strong commitment
                     to the “Free and Open Indo-Pacific” (FOIP),94 but instead he focused his re­marks on ASEAN, spoke of security and growth for the
                     entire region, and emphasised India’s involve­ment in the regional ASEAN-centred organisations
                     (EAS, ADMM-Plus). In addition to Southeast Asia, Modi highlighted India’s transformed
                     relationship with Japan and new impetus in relations with South Korea, Australia,
                     New Zealand and the Pacific Islands. He also referred to India’s intensified relations
                     with Africa, a development manifested, for example, in a summit with African states.95 India’s strategic part­ner­ship with Russia was cited as a demonstration of India’s
                     strategic autonomy (both states advocating a strong multipolar world order). Modi
                     said that India’s global strategic partnership with the United States had overcome
                     earlier hesitations and reservations, and that the two countries shared the vision
                     of an open, stable and prosperous Indo-Pacific. India’s rela­tionship with China was
                     characterised as the most complex, with trade on the rise and both countries taking
                     a responsible approach to border issues.96 One central assertion made in the speech was that India saw the Indo-Pacific region
                     neither as a strategy nor as an exclusive club or a group striving for domi­nance
                     or aligned against a single country.
                  

               

               
                  Concrete initiatives and implementation

                  While the Indian government is reserved in its rheto­ric and advocates an inclusive
                     version of the Indo-Pacific, a number of steps have been taken to build a counterweight
                     to China (“soft balancing”, “evasive balancing”97). Some of these steps were initiated before the Indo-Pacific became the frame of
                     reference.
                  

                  For India the focus is on intensifying security co­operation with the United States,
                     Japan and Australia as well as with some states in Southeast Asia (Viet­nam, Singapore
                     and Indonesia).98 India’s navy cooper­ates with states in the region in joint exercises, in­clud­ing
                     in the field of Humanitarian Assistance and Disaster Relief (HADR). Since 2015 Japan
                     has also regu­larly participated in the maritime “Malabar” military exercise, which
                     has existed since the 1990s and was initially conducted bilaterally between India
                     and the United States. India and Indonesia share a common vision of maritime cooperation
                     in the Indo-Pacific.
                  

                  Although India claims it is seeking economic or free trade agreements with the region
                     within the frame­work of the Indo-Pacific concept, it withdrew from the Regional Comprehensive
                     Economic Part­ner­ship (RCEP) in November 2019. The main reason for this withdrawal
                     was the fear of an even higher trade deficit with China and of nationalist resistance
                     at home.99

                  As India is critical of China’s BRI, it has been pur­suing infrastructure partnerships
                     within the Indo-Pacific concept, especially with Japan (projects in India and the
                     Asia-Africa Growth Corridor).100 Like the North-South Corridor (with Russia and Iran), these partnerships are designed
                     as alternatives to BRI. However, there are considerable obstacles to the realisation
                     of the Asia-Africa Growth Corridor.101 So far, India is not participating in the “Blue Dot Initia­tive” of the United States,
                     Japan and Australia.
                  

               

               
                  Ideas on regional order

                  Modi’s speech at the 2018 Shangri-La Security Con­ference clearly outlined a vision
                     of the Indo-Pacific that is oriented towards the status quo. He did not question the
                     centrality of ASEAN and stressed the importance of establishing a free, open and inclusive
                     region where all powers abide by the rules. He em­phasised that equal access to sea
                     and airspace on the basis of international law was essential and that connectivity
                     played an important role while also insisting on the observance of certain principles
                     such as transparency and the avoidance of debt. Modi stressed, however, that such
                     ideas presupposed that there could be no return to great power rivalry and that India’s
                     friendships were not “alliances of con­tainment”. Indirectly, criticism of China can
                     be seen here, albeit in a veiled form, both regarding the demand for “equal access”
                     for all and on the issue of connectivity.
                  

                  The basic dilemma of Indian foreign policy continues to lie in striking a balance
                     between conflict and cooperation with China.
                  

                  The main goal of Indian policy in the Indo-Pacific is to prevent China from dominating
                     the region. Experts interpret India’s policy as an essential com­ponent of a policy
                     of counterbalancing China, even if India’s government is at the same time signalling
                     its willingness to cooperate with its neighbour.102 This is demonstrated not least by its membership in organi­sations that China has
                     played a key role in initiating or shaping, such as the BRICS group of states103 with its development bank, the Asian Infrastructure In­vest­ment Bank (AIIB), and
                     the Shanghai Cooperation Or­ga­nisation (SCO). The basic dilemma of Indian for­eign
                     policy continues to lie in striking a balance be­tween conflict and cooperation with
                     China, i.e. between pre­serving credibility with India’s actual Indo-Pacific part­ners
                     (the United States, Japan and Australia) on the one hand and simultaneously maintaining
                     con­struc­tive relations with China on the other.
                  

               

            

         

      

   
      
         
            
               The “ASEAN Outlook on the Indo-Pacific”

               Until June 2019, the term “Indo-Pacific” was not used in official ASEAN statements
                  and documents. How­ever, it must be mentioned in this context that the Indonesian
                  Foreign Ministry presented concrete ideas for an “Indo-Pacific Friendship and Cooperation Treaty” as early as May 2013. This treaty was presented by then Foreign Minister Marty Natalegawa
                  as a possible new foreign policy “paradigm”. It was designed to address the changing
                  geopolitical and geo-economic framework of the region and to contain the resultant
                  interstate rivalries. Security in Asia was to be under­stood as a jointly administered
                  public good to be safe­guarded by the Indo-Pacific Friendship and Coopera­tion Treaty.104 However, the initiative was met with little enthusiasm outside Indonesia at the time.
               

               Thus, even though ideas on the Indo-Pacific have been circulating within ASEAN for
                  years, at least inter­nally, the “Outlook on the Indo-Pacific” (AOIP), which appeared
                  in June 2019, can primarily be seen as a reply to the Trump administration’s FOIP
                  strategy and to the responses of other states in the region such as Australia, Japan
                  and India.
               

               The ASEAN states felt compelled to launch their own vision of the Indo-Pacific in
                  order to be able to intervene in regional debates on the Indo-Pacific. Behind this
                  lie, on the one hand, historical factors, such as the fear that ASEAN states could
                  become the playground of great powers or the desire to establish ASEAN as a central
                  anchor of regional security co­operation (ASEAN centrality);105 but current factors also play a role, including concerns about the nega­tive political
                  and economic effects an escalation of the Sino-American rivalry could have on ASEAN.106 The states of Southeast Asia, partly because of their geographical location between
                  the Indian Ocean and the Pacific Ocean, felt impelled to challenge the com­peting
                  ideas of order of the two great powers, China (BRI) and the United States (FOIP),
                  by formulating their own response.
               

               
                  Concept, evolution and goals

                  According to the AOIP, ASEAN’s main interest is to determine its own economic and
                     security structures, thereby ensuring that they bring “peace, security, stability
                     and prosperity to the people of Southeast Asia”.107 Against this background, ASEAN defines “Indo-Pacific” less as a territorially clearly
                     delineated (geopolitical) space, but rather as an interdependent, closely linked region
                     without clearly defining its borders yet with ASEAN placed at its centre. “Dialogue
                     and cooperation instead of rivalry” and “devel­opment and prosperity for all” are
                     also stressed as essential elements.108

                  ASEAN’s outlook represents an inclusive understanding of the Indo-Pacific as a connectivity
                     concept open to all states in the region.
                  

                  This emphasis is based on an inclusive understanding of “Indo-Pacific” as a connectivity
                     concept that is unequivocally open to all states in the region, in­cluding China.
                     Accordingly, the document does not even mention a single country by name – neither
                     the United States nor China nor other actors such as Japan, India or Russia.109 Other regional organisations, however, such as the Indian Ocean Rim Asso­cia­tion
                     (IORA) or the Bay of Bengal Initiative for Multi-Sectoral Technical and Economic Cooperation
                     (BIMSTEC), are specifically listed as potential ASEAN partners.
                  

                  The document repeatedly underlines the inclusive nature of AOIP; furthermore, it does
                     not include any military aspects.110 In this context it must be men­tioned, however, that AOIP first and foremost consti­tutes
                     a kind of “lowest common denominator” at the regional level. Individual ASEAN members
                     have responded quite differently to the initiatives of the major powers (BRI and FOIP).
                     For example, Cambodia and Laos have very close economic and political ties to China.
                     Indonesia, on the other hand, attaches im­portance to preserving its strategic autonomy
                     and the principle of ASEAN centrality vis-à-vis external actors.111

                  The objectives laid down in the AOIP essentially reflect the well-known core principles
                     of ASEAN: deepening of regional integration processes, main­tenance of a rules-based
                     regional order, peaceful conflict resolution, multilateralism, and strengthening international
                     law. No objectives are mentioned that go beyond these core principles. Therefore,
                     the AOIP also refrains from establishing new mechanisms or institutions. Instead,
                     it focuses on strengthening ASEAN-led mechanisms such as EAS, ARF, ADMM-Plus, the
                     Expanded ASEAN Maritime Forum (EAMF) and the Treaty of Amity and Cooperation (TAC).112

                  The policy areas identified by the AOIP as significant areas of cooperation include
                     the maritime do­main, connectivity under the Master Plan on ASEAN Connectivity (MPAC
                     2025), economic cooperation and cooperation to achieve the Sustainable Development
                     Goals (SDGs).113 ASEAN should continue to play a “central role” in the evolving regional architecture
                     of Southeast Asia. Only in this way can it guarantee inclusivity and act as an “honest
                     broker” among com­peting interests.114 So far, ASEAN has not launched any independent initiatives or projects as part of
                     the AOIP.
                  

               

               
                  Ideas on regional order

                  The contents and goals of the AOIP therefore offer little that is new: ASEAN has followed
                     this same ap­proach for decades. Neither in terms of its normative orientation nor
                     in terms of the favoured cooperation mechanisms does it go beyond already existing ASEAN agendas. Critics have therefore complained that the AOIP contains no new strategic
                     concept for dealing with the Sino-American great power rivalry, let alone new ideas
                     for ordering the region. They argue that it is first and foremost an attempt by ASEAN
                     and its member states to give themselves a voice in the in­creasingly loud debate
                     on the future of the region.115 In the words of a leading Indonesian diplomat, the AOIP constitutes “a response to the growing challenges stemming from external pressures that could threaten ASEAN’s unity, undermine ASEAN’s
                     relevance and corrode ASEAN’s centrality”.116

                  Despite the use of the term “Indo-Pacific” in the title, the AOIP is by no means an
                     endorsement of the FOIP. In contrast to the FOIP, the AOIP is not directed against
                     China but includes all states in the region without exception. Moreover, because of
                     its emphasis on the “ASEAN Way” and its inclusive orientation, the AOIP is unobjectionable
                     to other actors and does not interfere with their interpretation of the Indo-Pacific.
                  

                  The AOIP is based on the idea of a multilateral, inclusive security architecture for
                     the region with ASEAN at its centre.
                  

                  The ASEAN interpretation of the Indo-Pacific offers a conceptual space for all actors
                     – provided they are willing to accept the multilateral regional security architecture
                     with ASEAN at its core inherent in this in­terpretation. The AOIP appears to be ASEAN’s
                     at­tempt to respond to the concerns of many in South­east Asia that the region could
                     be split into two hos­tile camps. As a result, the AOIP focuses primarily on general
                     goals and norms rather than on concrete, practice-oriented proposals for resolving
                     problems.117

                  Consequently, the AOIP is primarily “an attempt to reclaim the geopolitical narrative
                     amid the strategic rivalry between China and the United States”,118 an approach that is already bearing its first small fruits: Tokyo revised its FOIP
                     concept at the end of 2018, adding a paragraph on the importance of regional, ASEAN-led
                     multilateral organisations; and ASEAN was given prominent mention in connection with
                     the Indo-Pacific in a Joint Statement by Prime Minister Modi and President Trump published
                     during Trump’s recent visit to India.119

               

            

         

      

   
      
         
            
               Interim conclusions

               The comparative case analysis has shown that the term “Indo-Pacific” is now used by
                  a whole range of actors with very different foreign and security policy traditions,
                  doctrines and capacities; even the geo­graphical definitions vary considerably (see
                  map on page 10). It is therefore not surprising that, despite similar uses of the term, interpretations
                  and emphases differ widely. In short, there are major differences between what, for
                  example, the United States and ASEAN countries mean when they use the term “Indo-Pacific”.
                  The Trump administration’s FOIP is resolutely opposed to China’s growing influence
                  in the region and aims to contain it, while the AOIP of the ASEAN states directly
                  includes China.
               

               The various conceptions or understandings are also clearly reflected in the corresponding
                  priorities and initiatives. While one of Japan’s priorities is the con­clusion of
                  multilateral free trade agreements, for example, India views such efforts rather ambivalently
                  and withdrew from the RCEP negotiations at the end of 2019. The Trump administration
                  is also opposed to multilateral free trade agreements but is seeking to conclude bilateral
                  agreements.
               

               Differences also exist in the weighting of individual policy areas. The strong focus on security and defence policy in Washington is particularly
                  striking here, whereas Japan, Australia and India have so far at­tached greater importance
                  to areas such as infrastruc­ture development and connectivity. This weighting is also
                  reflected in the approaches chosen: All actors except ASEAN (which is concerned with
                  maintaining its own centrality) have so far refrained from pur­suing multilateral
                  approaches to security policy, though all actors rhetorically stress the importance
                  of existing regional forums such as ARF and EAS. In terms of infrastructure policy,
                  the approaches chosen are mostly bi- or minilateral. In economic policy, on the other
                  hand, all actors, with the exception of the United States and India, prefer predominantly
                  multi­lateral approaches.
               

               Nevertheless, the analysis also reveals some commonalities: All of the actors examined refer positively, at least in their rhetoric, to the rules-based inter­national order and international
                  norms, for example the freedom of navigation. Furthermore, all of them have committed
                  themselves to improving the regional infrastructure and expanding connectivity, even
                  if their weighting varies. With the exception of the United States, all actors directly
                  or indirectly reject the securitisation of the Indo-Pacific, especially with regard
                  to its economic dimension. Moreover, at least in the official documents, care is taken
                  to avoid espousing concepts that are openly directed against China. For this reason,
                  none of the actors under con­sideration, apart from the United States, is striving
                  for economic decoupling from China, at least for the time being. And in the area of
                  security policy, with the exception of ASEAN, all countries involved favour “balancing”
                  (some softer, some harder) vis-à-vis Bei­jing.
               

               The various Indo-Pacific concepts contain very few new ideas on how to deal with the
                  rise of China.
               

               Finally, the countries involved are united by the perception that the current status
                  quo is fragile in many respects. Nevertheless, the various Indo-Pacific concepts provide
                  few new ideas as to how China’s rise could be managed more robustly. In general, it
                  can be said that “Indo-Pacific” is always primarily conceived by all actors as a response
                  to the challenges associated with China’s rise. In its various forms, “Indo-Pacific”
                  is therefore not to be understood at present as an in­dependent new strategy or a
                  vision of any kind of revised regional order. Even the FOIPs of Tokyo and Washington
                  do not yet contain any new, concrete blue­prints for the region. The term “Indo-Pacific”,
                  with the exception of the open confrontation course pursued by the United States,
                  reveals to some extent the feebleness of the actors when it comes to dealing with
                  China.
               

               The table on page 30 provides an overview of the differences and similarities among the Indo-Pacific con­cepts
                  of the actors studied.
               

               Table
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            China’s Response to the Indo‑Pacific

            Officially the term “Indo-Pacific” is not (yet) used in China and therefore does not
               appear in key documents, such as the Defence White Paper of July 2019.120 The term has been used occasionally in Chi­nese Foreign Ministry press conferences,
               but always exclusively by foreign journalists. Chinese officials consistently adhere
               to the expression “Asia-Pacific” in their answers. As late as March 2018, the Chinese
               Foreign Minister Wang Yi declared that the concept of the Indo-Pacific was as short-lived
               as the foam on the two seas.121

            As far as academic publications are concerned, until 2017 the “Indo-Pacific” was mentioned
               in relatively few articles (2016: 126; 2017: 202). From 2018 onwards, however, its
               appearance has increased rapidly (2018: 793; 2019 to October: 612).122 It has apparently been accepted that this concept is not going to disappear anytime
               soon – at least not from the foreign and security policy vocabulary of the United
               States – and that it is important to gain a better grasp of the new construct. The
               majority of academic papers published by think tanks and uni­versities refer to the
               U.S. Indo-Pacific strategy; the roles of Japan, Australia and India are also regularly
               analysed. A number of texts compare the Indo-Pacific strategy with China’s own BRI.
               In Chinese media, articles by international policy experts also address or comment
               on the Indo-Pacific concept.123 A distancing from the term is already evident from the fact that it is placed in
               quotation marks in most Chinese publi­cations.
            

         

      

   
      
         
            
               The perception of the Indo-Pacific in China

               Following Donald Trump’s announcement of the new geopolitical construct as an American
                  strategy during his first trip to Asia in November 2017 in Vietnam (APEC summit),
                  the reaction not only of the Chinese leadership but also of Chinese academics was
                  initially reserved.124 Indeed, Chinese experts and scientists see the concept as still in flux even two years after Trump’s announcement.125 Almost without exception, they interpret the U.S. Indo-Pacific strategy as a reaction
                  to global and regional power shifts and to China’s rise with its growing economic,
                  political and military influence.
               

               From the Chinese perspective, Trump’s Indo-Pacific strategy has replaced the Obama
                  administration’s policy of “rebalancing” towards Asia.
               

               From the Chinese perspective, Trump’s strategy has replaced the Obama administration’s
                  policy of “rebalancing” or reorientation towards Asia (“pivot to Asia”).126 For Chinese analysts, its goal is obvious: the United States is concerned with maintaining
                  its supremacy in the region (and globally) and with slow­ing down or containing China’s
                  further rise.127

               Only a single article, albeit one that was published as early as 2013, manages to
                  give the Indo-Pacific con­cept a positive spin by highlighting common interests in
                  the Indian Ocean, for example in the fight against piracy, and thus identifying an
                  opportunity for co­operation for China as well.128

               When comparing the FOIP and BRI, it is generally emphasised that the latter aims at
                  development, where­as “Indo-Pacific” focuses on security.129 The most obvious evidence of this dichotomy, according to Chinese observers, can
                  be seen in the quadrilateral security format (Quad) formed by the United States, Japan,
                  Australia and India, which was revived in 2017 after a ten-year hiatus. From the Chinese
                  perspective, the FOIP is a sign that the competition with China is moving away from
                  the level of interests and power to a higher level where principles and order are
                  at stake.130

               Chinese experts have identified various weaknesses in the U.S. Indo-Pacific strategy.
                  Some doubt the will of the United States to provide the resources nec­es­sary to implement
                  the strategy, especially because since Trump’s inauguration Washington has been demanding more burden-sharing from its allies (above all Japan and South Korea).131 Others point out that each of the four protagonists – the United States, Japan, Australia
                  and India – has their own distinct understanding of the Indo-Pacific concept; there
                  is considerable variation not only in their geographical definition but also in their
                  strategic objectives. This lack of a unified concept is seen as a further weakness.132

               According to the Chinese assessment, India’s com­mitment to the Indo-Pacific is particularly
                  tenuous because India does not want to be instrumentalised by the United States, Japan
                  and Australia. Chinese observers argue that India is not prepared to form an alliance
                  simply because of its identity as a co-founder of the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM).133 They also see few signs of U.S. dominance in the Indian Ocean, citing as indicators
                  the lack of allies and the absence of a strong military presence in the region – unlike
                  in the Pacific and East Asia.134

               China sees the danger of regional isolation if the ASEAN states join the U.S.-led
                  Indo-Pacific framework.
               

               Moreover, in the assessment of Chinese experts the states in the region do not (or
                  not yet) perceive China as a common threat but rather as an opportunity for development,
                  despite territorial disputes and diverg­ing interests.135 At the same time, there is recognition that China could be isolated regionally if
                  ASEAN were to join the Indo-Pacific framework.136

               The greatest weakness of the Indo-Pacific concept from the point of view of Chinese
                  analysts is that it does not yet have a credible economic dimension/ pillar and therefore
                  does not constitute a serious challenge to China’s attractiveness as a trade and investment
                  partner (including within the framework of the BRI). This criticism applies above
                  all to the United States, whose Indo-Pacific strategy (FOIP) focuses mainly on security.
                  Due to the divergent eco­nomic interests of the four main proponents of the Indo-Pacific,
                  Chinese experts question the long-term viability of the concept.137 In this context, several publications point to the withdrawal of the United States
                  from the TPP trade agreement. However, joint infrastructure initiatives between the
                  United States and its partners in the region could potentially be­come a real competitor
                  to China’s BRI.138 Some analysts see the trade war between the United States and China, which has been
                  escalating since 2018, as the real economic dimension of U.S. containment policy towards
                  China.139

               Some Chinese experts argue that the key to the success or failure of the U.S. Indo-Pacific
                  strategy lies with China itself and that if relations with neighbouring countries
                  deteriorate on all fronts, China could provoke the formation of an alliance against
                  itself.140 Accordingly, many articles make recommendations for Chinese policymakers on how to
                  deal with the Indo-Pacific strategy. They include “splitting” the Quad (mainly by improving China’s relations with Japan and Australia); increasing Chinese
                  involvement in Southeast Asia and in the ASEAN-centred organi­sations (ASEAN+3, ASEAN
                  10+1, EAS, ARF);141 accel­erating negotiations on the RCEP regional free trade agreement; actively opening
                  the Chinese economy to strengthen existing interdependencies; and encourag­ing Southeast
                  Asian states (Indonesia, ASEAN as a whole) to join the Indo-Pacific concept, thus
                  weakening U.S. influence on decision-making. Finally, China is urged to actively seek
                  involvement in the Quad members’ infrastructure initiatives.142

            

         

      

   
      
         
            
               Chinese initiatives in response to the Indo-Pacific

               The quintessence of these analyses of the Indo-Pacific strategy is that China’s main
                  concern is preventing this geopolitical concept from becoming a rallying point for
                  neighbouring states and the entire region to form a common front against China.
               

               Chinese experts do in fact discern a softening of their own leadership’s assertive
                  and aggressive for­eign policy behaviour since Donald Trump took office in 2017,143 with efforts now focused primarily on weakening/splitting the Quad. In May 2018,
                  Prime Minister Li Keqiang visited Tokyo, and in October 2018 Prime Minister Shinzo
                  Abe’s return visit to Beijing took place – for the first time in seven years. The
                  tense relations between China and India follow­ing the border incident in Doklam 2017
                  are also returning to a more constructive course following informal summits between
                  President Xi Jinping and Prime Minister Narendra Modi in Wuhan in April 2018 and Mamallapuram
                  in October 2019.144 In con­trast, no attempts at rapprochement have been made with Australia – the intense
                  domestic political debate there on China’s influence may prevent the two sides from
                  striking a more conciliatory tone. Or perhaps the Chinese side sees no need for action
                  here because of Australia’s strong economic dependence on China.
               

               In the opinion of its experts, China is also making an effort to establish a more
                  acceptable policy to­wards the ASEAN countries by pushing ahead with the long-negotiated
                  Code of Conduct in the South China Sea. Chinese analysts cite the expansion of security
                  cooperation in the form of maritime military exercises, which were held jointly for
                  the first time in October 2018, as a further example.145

               Despite the escalating trade and technology dispute in 2019, the Chinese rhetoric
                  vis-à-vis the United States has been restrained, at least officially. Even if media
                  such as the Global Times, which is known for its nationalist and “hard line” position, may take a sharp­er
                  tone, the Chinese leadership (as well as many experts) have made a recognizable effort
                  to balance competition, strategic rivalry and cooperation in rela­tions with the United
                  States.
               

               It is doubtful, however, whether the countries sur­rounding China share China’ self-assessment
                  of its own positive behavioural changes and whether their fears have really been allayed.
               

            

         

      

   
      
         
            
               The Indo-Pacific as a containment strategy

               China has not officially adopted the term “Indo-Pacific” but has adhered to the term “Asia-Pacific”. The vari­ous arguments cited by the Indo-Pacific
                  advocats – the shifting of global economic focus to the region, the merging of the
                  two seas, the increased strategic importance of India and the Indian Ocean, the regional community of values and norms – are all rejected as unconvincing in Chinese academic
                  publications.
               

               Nevertheless, China recognizes in the Indo-Pacific strategy a trend towards increasing
                  strategic rivalry between the United States and China. The U.S. policy mix of cooperation
                  and containment, which from the Chinese perspective has existed for decades, is clearly
                  shifting in favour of the latter.
               

               For China, the main goal is to avert the potential danger of a full-scale confrontation
                  with the United States.
               

               For China, therefore, the main goal is to avert the potential danger of full-scale
                  economic and/or mili­tary confrontation. The starting point for this is above all
                  China’s policy towards its neighbouring states and the region, which must be carefully
                  calibrated to pre­vent the emergence of a united front with the United States against
                  China. China assumes that peaceful coexistence is – or must be – possible between
                  the United States as an established power and China as an emerging power, because
                  the costs and collateral damage of a confrontation are not acceptable to either side (or the other states of the region).
               

            

         

      

   
      
         
            Where Does Europe Stand with Regard to the Indo-Pacific?

            The EU and its member states, with one exception, have not yet taken a position on
               the Indo-Pacific; only France has explicitly committed itself to it. In 2016 France
               underscored its role as a resident power in the region in the official document France and Security in the Asia-Pacific,146 and in 2019 a follow-up document was published under the title France and Security in the Indo-Pacific.147 The UK has taken a less clear position; at least official documents have so far made
               almost no reference to the Indo-Pacific.148 Neither the EU itself nor any of its members have so far officially declared their
               support for the Trump administration’s FOIP strategy or the Indo-Pacific concepts
               of other actors, although European poli­ticians occasionally use the term “Indo-Pacific”
               in speeches when they are in Asia.149

            Representatives of European (and non-European) think tanks, on the other hand, are
               intensively debat­ing whether the EU or European states should take up the term “Indo-Pacific”
               and actively engage with the concept. They are also discussing whether Europe could
               make a specific contribution and, if so, what form it should take.150

            (Asia) experts in- and outside of Europe have put forward various arguments as to
               why the EU (and the member states) should take a clear position on the Indo-Pacific and adopt the term. They do not see the lack of a common understanding
               among the pro­ponents or participants of the concept as an obstacle; rather they assert
               that it is precisely because the con­cept is still in the process of being developed that Europeans could help
               shape the strategic debates on the Indo-Pacific if they were to become involved now.151 They argue that, given its dependence on trade and its economic interests, the EU
               cannot afford not to take a position.152 According to a joint publication by an Indian and an Australian author, in the long
               term China’s unilateral approach in the Indo-Pacific will pose a greater challenge
               to the international order than Russia’s comportment in Eurasia.153 The authors conclude that for Germany, in particular, there is no alternative but
               to increase its commitment:
            

            “This is why countries with important interests in the Indo-Pacific and the international
               order have little choice but to respond to China’s challenge and the uncertainties
               surrounding Washington’s willingness to uphold the global order.”154

            Security experts from the region underline the fact that, unlike in Europe, multilateral
               approaches to security are a rarity in the Indo-Pacific, where bi-, tri- and minilateral
               formats tend to predominate.155 Europe, they point out, also has limited military capabilities in the region.
            

            However, some authors argue that when engaging in the Indo-Pacific region, Europeans
               could focus on areas neglected by other actors. These include non-traditional security
               issues, good governance, and climate policy. Europe could even assume the role of
               a neutral actor and help stabilize the growing great power rivalry in the region by
               promoting the rules-based order and cooperative security initiatives.156 The EU could also take a leading role on trade issues, building on the FTA with Japan.
               Last but not least, other European nations such as Germany or Norway could participate
               in the military operations in the South China Sea regularly conducted by France.157 Maintaining a neutral stance is seen as a challenge, however. In order to avoid giving
               the impression of partisanship, it is argued that Europeans must honour their commitments
               to China while simul­taneously supporting the principles of the Quad’s democratic
               coalition.158

         

      

   
      
         
            
               The Indo-Pacific concept of France

               In her foreword to the document France and Security in the Indo-Pacific, Defence Minister Florence Parly em­phasises: “[…] France is a nation of the Indo-Pacific
                  region and holds a distinctive place in this part of the world […]”. The Indo-Pacific
                  is geographically described as a maritime and land area “shaped by interactions around
                  strategic centres of gravity – India, China, Southeast Asia, Australia”. It includes
                  the Indian, Pacific and Southern Oceans and forms a continuum stretching from the
                  East African coast to the American west coast159 (see map on page 37).
               

               For France, defending its national interests in the region and maintaining a rules-based
                  order are paramount.
               

               France’s interests in the region are linked to French possessions (islands in the
                  South Pacific and Indian Oceans and some off the East African coast, such as Mayotte,
                  Scattered Islands, Réunion), the Exclusive Eco­nomic Zones derived from them (EEZs;
                  9 million sq km), the approximately 1.6 million French nation­als in the region and the French military pres­ence protecting the possessions.160 Geographically and strategically, France’s understanding of the Indo-Pacific largely
                  coincides with what previous French strategy papers have called “Asia-Pacific”.161

               For France, defending its national interests, preserving its sovereignty and maintaining
                  a rules-based order are paramount. The 2019 paper highlights France’s network of strategic
                  partnerships in the Indo-Pacific with countries such as India, Japan, Australia, Malaysia,
                  Singapore, New Zealand, Indonesia and
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               Vietnam; its active contributions to various regional security formats and dialogues;
                  and military exer­cises.162 The importance of French arms exports to the region, with India, Australia, Malaysia
                  and Singapore as the most important buyers, is also emphasised, as is France’s keen
                  interest in the nexus between the en­vironment/climate change and security/defence.163

               Moreover, French defence ministers regularly em­ploy the term “Indo-Pacific” in their
                  speeches. As in the French strategy paper, the focus is primarily on France as an
                  Indo-Pacific nation and its military and military-diplomatic engagement in the region.
               

            

         

      

   
      
         
            
               Initiatives by France and other European countries

               Since 2014, France has demonstrated its commitment to the region mainly through military
                  exercises. These include joint manoeuvres with the naval forces of India, for example,
                  but also regular excursions by war­ships into the South China Sea near the artificial
                  islands created by China.164 In 2016, Jean-Yves Le Drian, then French Defence Minister, surprised his European
                  counterparts with the idea of establishing a stable and visible European naval presence
                  in the South China Sea.165

               In March 2019 France sent the aircraft carrier Charles de Gaulle to the region (“Opération Clemenceau”). In addition to the United States, a small
                  num­ber of other EU member states – Italy, Austria, Por­tugal and Denmark – participated
                  in this French mission by contributing hardware or personnel.166 Even if such operations are largely symbolic in nature, for observers, including
                  those in the region, they demonstrate a shared commitment to the rules-based international
                  order.167 France is also strengthening its security cooperation with India, Australia and Japan.168

               Post Brexit, France is the only EU country with a military presence in the Indo-Pacific
                  region.
               

               In an interview in 2017, Japanese Foreign Minister Taro Kono offered the Foreign Ministers
                  of France and Great Britain a collaborative role in the partnership between the United
                  States, Japan, Australia and India.169 It remains to be seen how Great Britain will position itself in the Asia-Pacific
                  or Indo-Pacific region after its withdrawal from the EU and what capacities it will
                  actually provide there. In any case, France will then be the only EU country with
                  a military presence in the region. Paris can be expected to put the Indo-Pacific issue
                  on the EU agenda – at the latest when it assumes the EU presidency in the first half
                  of 2022 if there is no European positioning by then. It has already made offers of
                  cooperation under this label, probably assuming that Europeans will align them­selves
                  with France’s understanding of the concept.
               

               At the meeting of the Franco-German Council of Ministers in October 2019, the foreign
                  ministers of the two countries agreed on a number of measures which they intend to
                  push forward jointly. Measure 6 reads as follows:
               

               “France and Germany are committed to jointly strengthen the EU-Asia connectivity strategy,
                  inter alia with the aim of developing a European strategy for the Indo-Pacific region [emphasis by the authors]. They are committed to promote the unity of the European
                  Union on EU-Asia policy issues.”170

               The fact that the development of a European Indo-Pacific strategy is here directly
                  linked to the Asia-Connectivity Strategy171 broadens the predominantly military and military-diplomatic orientation of France’s
                  Indo-Pacific concept and adds an economic and political dimension. Further bilateral
                  talks on this are already taking place.
               

               While France, with its clear strategic positioning, is the exception in the EU, some
                  other member states – Germany, Italy and those states involved in French military
                  exercises in the Indo-Pacific – and the EU institutions are at least considering how
                  to engage with the Indo-Pacific concept. In most other member states, this issue is unlikely to be on the political agenda at all; at least there is no
                  evidence of it in offi­cial documents, white papers or speeches by politi­cians. There
                  is therefore almost less evidence of an intra-European consensus on this issue than
                  there is on China’s BRI. After all, the latter has been in­tensively debated within
                  the European Union (and among the EU ambassadors in Beijing) since Europe and the
                  member states themselves are important target regions for the BRI. Against this background,
                  the question of how the EU and its members should position themselves with regard
                  to the Indo-Pacific region is all the more pressing.
               

            

         

      

   
      
         
            Conclusions and Recommen­dations: How Should the EU and Member States Approach the
               “Indo-Pacific”?
            

            The systematic comparison of the Indo-Pacific con­cepts has shown, firstly, that various
               interpretations of the term exist. Divergences among the concepts of the United States,
               Japan, Australia, India and ASEAN were identified with regard to a number of characteristics/core
               elements: a) the expansion of the Indo-Pacific as a geographical area, b) the objectives
               asso­ciated with each respective concept, c) the focus or weighting of individual
               policy fields within each respective concept, d) the question of China’s inclu­sion
               or exclusion, and e) the significance of bi-, mini- and multilateral approaches to
               trade and security policy.
            

            Although all actors refer to the Indo-Pacific, there is still no common understanding of exactly what is meant by
               it. As a result, the various concepts of the Indo-Pacific contain all sorts of potential
               entry points and avenues of interaction for the EU and its member states. The ASEAN
               Outlook, for example, with its emphasis on multilateral security cooperation, pro­vides
               a link for corresponding European ideas. Other examples are the interest in multilateral
               free trade agreements expressed above all by Japan and Aus­tralia or the widely proclaimed
               goal of maintaining a rules-based international order. France’s Indo-Pacific strategy
               also provides points of reference for other European states, for example by linking
               environment, climate change and security policy in the region and by explicitly referring
               to and supporting multilateral regional formats such as the ADMM-Plus.
            

            Secondly, the study makes it clear that the majority of actors understand and use
               “Indo-Pacific” not as a geographical term but rather as a decidedly political or strategic
               concept. Some of these concepts are based on widely divergent norms, interests and
               ideas of order. Thirdly, the second finding explains why China sees the emergence
               and use of the term as part of an anti-Chinese containment strategy by Washington
               and therefore rejects it outright. Fourthly, despite all the divergences, there are
               also convergences common to all actors, namely the reference to a rules-based international
               order, to the improvement of connec­tivity, and the positive references to ASEAN and
               its multi­lateral forums. Fifthly, the many divergences between the various Indo-Pacific
               concepts nevertheless make its adoption difficult for third parties; if they were
               to consider adopting the concept, they would first have to clarify which of the various
               inter­pretations and associated political connotations they prefer and why.
            

            Against this background, it is not surprising that a discussion has flared up in Europe
               as to whether and how one should position oneself in this regard and what action to
               take. France is so far the only EU mem­ber state to use the term “Indo-Pacific” and
               has pre­sented a corresponding strategic concept. However, neither the EU nor the
               other member states have so far followed the rationale of the French concept – namely
               protecting their own territories, citizens and EEZs in the Indo-Pacific.
            

            At the EU level, in Germany and in the other mem­ber states, the first thing that
               must be clarified is whether and, if so, how the term “Indo-Pacific” can be used:
               if not in a neutral manner, then at least in a less securitised and less geo-politicised
               sense, for example as an (economic) geographical designation. This would describe the realities of trade, energy and invest­ment flows more adequately than
               the previously used term “Asia-Pacific”. For Europe, “Indo-Pacific” also does better
               justice to the shift in economic focus and the growing importance of the Indian Ocean
               (and India) than the previously predominant “Asia-Pacific” con­struct. Furthermore,
               Europe has an economic and political interest in maintaining a rules-based order in the
               region. These two aspects, among others, can serve as points of departure and help
               to frame the European debate on the Indo-Pacific.
            

            Nevertheless, it remains to be clarified what concrete goals and priorities Europe
               intends to pursue, including the importance of bi-, mini- and multilateral approaches.
               Last but not least, there needs to be an open discussion about whether China should
               be included or excluded from a possible future European Indo-Pacific approach.
            

            In their deliberations, the EU and its members should eschew the zero-sum logic that
               currently domi­nates the relationship between the United States and China. Instead,
               they should formulate an in­de­pendent position. Ideally, they have three options
               at their disposal:
            

            
               	
                  “Equidistance”: Europe could make a conscious and transparent decision to retain the
                     term “Asia-Pacific” and refrain from referring to the “Indo-Pacific”. This would bring
                     the EU into line with states such as South Korea or Canada, which have also refrained
                     from adopting the term, and would also make it possible to avoid what would amount
                     to taking sides “for” or “against” the United States or China – at least conceptually
                     speaking. Sub­sequently, the EU could try to create synergies with both FOIP and BRI
                     on the basis of its own standards and interests while at the same time maintaining
                     a kind of “equidistance”. The disadvantage of this option lies in the permanent hedging / manoeuvr­­ing between Washington and Beijing and the asso­ciated loss of Europe’s
                     own political and economic ability to shape events and of strategic autonomy. As a
                     result, there would be little in terms of a con­tribution of the European Union to
                     the Indo-Pacific.
                  

               

               	
                  “Alignment”: This would entail adopting and inter­nalizing one of the already existing
                     interpretations of the “Indo-Pacific”. From a German or European point of view, following
                     the French concept would be an obvious option and would have several ad­vantages: (1) It would demonstrate that the “Franco-German” engine works; (2) it would lower trans­action costs by “Europeanising” a national
                     security strategy and eliminating the need for a new conception; and (3) at least
                     rudimentary military capac­ities on the ground would be provided for, initially by
                     France. Europeanising the French approach would also give it greater visibility and
                     weight in the region itself.
                  

                  One of the disadvantages of this option is that adopt­ing the French concept, with
                     its emphasis on French national interests overseas, would be poten­tially difficult
                     to communicate to a European pub­lic. Another disadvantage could be that the (hitherto) French orientation is strongly focused on secu­rity matters whilst failing to sufficiently address many other important policy areas.
                     A French “copyright” would make it difficult for other member states to put forth
                     correspondent proposals for amendments or additions and could lead to conflicts over
                     interpretation and competence. Similarly, this approach would shift the burden-sharing
                     to France’s disadvan­tage, which could lead to intra-European con­flicts. And finally,
                     China could interpret the use of the term “Indo-Pacific” as participation in a U.S.-led
                     containment strategy.
                  

               

               	
                  “Autonomy”: Europe could also define its own under­standing of the “Indo-Pacific”
                     on the basis of its own norms and values, drawing on ideas and approaches that have
                     already been developed at the European level. The EU strategy paper on connectivity
                     in Asia, for example, provides a frame­work for greater commitment to infrastructure
                     development in the region. An Indo-Pacific concept at the EU level would have the
                     advantage of making an independent contribution. Since the debate on the “Indo-Pacific”
                     is not static, an inde­pendent concept could be used to try to actively shape regulatory
                     policy in accordance with one’s own standards and interests. In doing so, the EU could
                     certainly refer to elements emphasised by other actors in their conception of the
                     Indo-Pacific (such as inclusivity based on common rules and freedom of navigation
                     for all states). The partnership with Japan, which was concluded at the Con­nectivity
                     Forum in Brussels in September 2019, could serve as a basis for infrastructure cooperation.
                     A further advantage would be that the concept would ideally be supported by all member
                     states, thus enabling the EU to demonstrate coherence to the outside world.
                  

                  One disadvantage could be the high transaction costs that would arise from the intra-European
                     nego­tiation process. Moreover, the EU would have to provide the resources necessary
                     to achieve the stated goals; otherwise the Indo-Pacific concept would have little
                     effect. Moreover, even with this option China could interpret the adoption of the
                     term as participation in the U.S.-led containment strategy, which could lead to conflicts
                     with Beijing.
                  

               

            

            To develop a solely German Indo-Pacific concept would seem absurd given Germany’s
               limited diplo­matic and non-existent military capabilities in the region. Moreover,
               such a move could be seen as com­peting with the French approach and thus strengthen
               the perception of Europe in the region as a politically divided actor. And formulating
               a German concept could at least indirectly undermine any kind of com­mon European
               approach.
            

            While choosing one of these options is important, it is perhaps even more important
               to define Europe’s economic, security and normative interests in the region. In addition,
               the necessary resources must be made available to advance these interests. Only if
               the latter is guaranteed will Europe be able to act credibly in the region and in
               its relations with China.
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Then U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton
publicly speaks of the “Indo-Pacific” in the
context of the U.S. “pivot to Asia”. However,
the term is not used in official strategy papers
at the time.

The document Ensuring Secure Seas: Indian
Maritime Security Strategy makes use of the
term “Indo-Pacific”.

At the APEC summit in Da Nang, U.S. President
Trump calls the “Free and Open Indo-Pacific”
the focal point of U.S. Asia policy.

French President Emmanuel Macron
speaks about a French strategy for the
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Japan from now on calls the “Free and
Open Indo-Pacific” a “vision” rather
than a “strategy”.

At their summit in Bangkok, the
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ASEAN Qutlook on the Indo-Pacific.

The U.S. Departiment of Defense publishes
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