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Abstract 

In the past decades, we are witnessing a rapid growth of defense cooperation agreements 

(DCAs) in contrast to the decreasing amount of newly formed alliances. I examine the 

formation of DCAs in the lens of contextual change and costly signals. In terms of contextual 

change, I construct the environment of the strategic interaction by specifying both structural 

and institutional context. Within these preceding contexts, I contend that DCAs are the product 

of two efforts by states. First, they are states’ adjustments toward unexpected contextual change, 

e.g.: global and regional structural change, institutional bargaining, or the combination of both. 

Second, they are states commitment to the existing international institutions as well as broader 

regional and international order. In both cases, states attempt to reduce the uncertainty in the 

international society. Accordingly, I conduct two case studies: the Quadrilateral Security 

Strategy in the Indo-Pacific and the European Common Defense Policy. By conducting both 

in-depth case studies and controlled comparisons, I conclude that given the rapid change of 

security challenges, states opt to strengthen existing regimes rather than engaging outright 

confrontations. Consolidation as such is achieved by signing DCAs to bolster the security and 

defense networks.  

 

Keywords: DCA, Costly Signals, Commitment, Cooperation, Indo-Pacific, European Defense
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Chapter I: Introduction 

Ever since the inauguration of the Obama administration, the US foreign policy in Asia-

Pacific has made considerable progress. Despite the fluctuation under the Trump 

administration, the US role within the region has remained crucial. From the earlier “Rebalance 

to Asia,” to a more recent “Free and Open Indo-Pacific Strategy,” they all anchored on the 

long-standing hub-and-spoke alliance system. 

Beyond that, however, is a qualitative change. While the system still hinges on a US-

centered mechanism, it has also been decentered from her. Instead, we are seeing a trend of 

growing autonomy, which is especially obvious in terms of defense cooperation. For instance, 

Japan and Australia, despite no formal alliance relationship, have strengthened their 

cooperation in defense and security. Identically, India has also pursued a greater engagement 

in the West-Pacific. The efforts are particularly clear in its strategic relationship with Japan. 

This so-called “spoke-and-spoke” approach reveals the complexity of regional cooperation. 

On the other edge of Eurasia, a similar tendency also emerged along with a rising 

discussion of closer security cooperation between the European members (the EU). Though the 

EU has stumbled for decades when military issues are involved, its recent progress should not 

be ignored. Since the earlier "European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP)”, which is later 

known as “Common Security and Defense Policy (CSDP),” the EU has been consistently 
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calling for better security policy in response to diversified challenges around the globe. As a 

result, in the past five years a series of initiatives has been enforced in more concrete ways, 

including “European Global Strategy (EUGS)”, “Permanent Structured Cooperation 

(PESCO)”, “Coordinated Annual Review on Defence (CARD),” and “European Defence Fund.”  

The cases above are not exemplary. Instead, they are part of a bigger picture that there 

is, in fact, a tendency showing that defense cooperation is becoming even more common in 

recent years. While there is considerable literature discussing policy and geopolitical trends, 

the theoretical and academia counterparts are relative of shortage. Defense cooperation 

particularly is receiving limited attention nowadays. Security and defense, conventionally 

attributed as “high politics” deserve more inquiries for their rich leverage to explore the state’s 

behavior rationale. Furthermore, to go beyond ad-hoc discussion and oversimplified 

assumption, this discussion should benefit from a more inclusive way of theory-building that 

could relax the tension of policy relevance.  

Research Goal 

The main goal of this thesis is to investigate the formation of defense cooperation 

agreements. Three threads of discussion are worth examining. Altogether, they crystallize the 

formation of defense cooperation agreements at different levels and aspects.  

First and foremost, the realist explanations provided that the formation of defense 

cooperation agreements roughly reflects the dynamic of international structure. From the 
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earlier Waltzian proposition to a more recent argument put by Mearsheimer, this thread has 

analyzed the security affairs through the lens of power and geopolitics. A sense of strategic 

contingency has featured in both theoretical and policy discussions in this line. Secondly, 

neoliberal institutionalists argued for a more introspective view of institution formation. While 

the realist accounts committed themselves to a more structural explanation, the institutionalists 

theorized states “demand” for international institutions, or more broadly, international 

cooperation. This line of explanation offered a specific framework of how institutions might 

be formed in the long run. Final but not least, the deterrence theories and alliance theories 

delivered a more “relational” account of the interaction between states. Formal and informal 

literature relocate their aims on “interaction” per se and mapped out states’ rational. In terms 

of these theories, it is plausible to conjecture that defense cooperation is an instant response to 

threats or niche for interests. 

Using this literature, some of the preliminary questions should be answered. Why states 

sign defense cooperation agreements? What do they expect to respond, threats or opportunities? 

Specifically, in the presence of higher-level structures like alliances, why do they choose a 

certain form of defense cooperation rather than others? It is apparent that theories above 

provide considerable answers for why states cooperate. Yet so far there is limited discussion 

about defense cooperation agreements and why this specific form is chosen. Answering these 

questions should enable us to understand the formation of defense cooperation agreements, 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

DOI:10.6814/NCCU202000065

The Origins of DCA 

 

4 

 

which is becoming pervasive in the realm of international security. Furthermore, the insights 

derived from the literature will help us establish a concrete context in which states act upon. 

This point would be particularly important given the turbulent international situation nowadays.  

This thesis is structured as follows. First, I will review the literature relating to defense 

cooperation agreement. Particularly, I should develop a feasible typology that should facilitate 

theory-building later on. Second, I will wrap up different schools of theories to look into the 

theoretical account for the establishment of cooperation.  As for the scope, I mostly 

concentrated on the materialist explanations since an idealist one would require an almost 

different ontology. Here, the most important task is to structure hypotheses accounting for the 

formation of defense cooperation agreements. Next, I will layout the research design. In this 

thesis, I employed the framework of Alexander George’s “structured and focus comparison.” 

To fortify the causal inference, I also use process tracing to test the hypotheses derived from 

the literature. Finally, I will examine two cases. The first one is the security and defense 

cooperation in the Indo-Pacific region which has gradually replace Asia-Pacific as a new space 

for strategic and geopolitical engagement in the past decade. The other is the European 

Common Defense Policy. Despite its long criticized stumbles, its enormous progress in the past 

few years should not be ignored. Furthermore, progress does not come from nowhere. Instead, 

it should be deemed as an outcome stemming from early experience. 
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In sum, this thesis aims not only for theoretical synthesizes but also for a more coherent 

way to inquire about the development of international security. After all, to my own belief, a 

discussion regarding the international relations theory should not isolate itself from the 

dynamic development of the world, but rather, engage. 

Tracing DCAs in Literature: Structure, Institution, and Strategic 

Bargaining 

Defense cooperation agreements (DCA) received fewer inquiries, especially in contrast 

to alliances. Nonetheless, it is rather unreasonable if we look into the trend in the past four 

decades Using the data from Correlates of War, it can be soon discovered that there has been 

much less newly formed alliance than DCAs (Kinne 2019). A quick comparison could be 

observed in Figure I.1. While the blue line represents DCAs and the red counterpart stands for 

alliances, the horizontal axis marked the starting year of given observations. It is clear that, 

after the end of the Cold War, international society came to face a surge of DCAs. Compared 

to the almost dormant growth of alliances, DCAs continue to increase at a rapid rate. Merely 

in terms of the sample size, DCAs carry great potential for us to explore states’ security policy.1 

                                                
1 The Defense Cooperation Agreement Dataset (Kinne 2019) spans from 1980 through 2010, which covers 

years during the Cold War and the post-Cold War. Nonetheless, the data should be interpreted with caution. The 

face value of the dataset implies a great deal for analyzing security cooperation after 1980. Yet we should not 

easily conclude that DCA flourishes only after 1980. On the contrary, it is highly likely that DCA has already 

been popular immediately after the Cold War, no matter as a part of alliances or as a more informal exchange 

between states. 
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Figure I.1: Growth Trend of Alliance and DCA 
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Despite its pervasiveness, DCAs have no uniform definition. Besides, the data used 

above suffered from relatively short temporal span which ranges from 1980 to 2010, during 

which the paradigm or first case of DCAs would be hard to be located. However, there is some 

reference that could enable us to commence the inquiries.  

To my knowledge, there is only one general definition in academic society trying to 

locate DCAs. It roughly sketches DCAs by defining them as “formal bilateral agreements that 

establish institutional frameworks for routine defense cooperation. DCAs typically involve 

relatively symmetric, long-term commitments for both sides, with an emphasis on coordinating 

core areas of defense policy and encouraging interpersonal contacts” (Kinne 2018). This 

definition and its following studies effectively pointed out that DCAs are important tools to 

solve the information asymmetry and distribution problems, both of which are a prominent 

hindrance against cooperation. Nonetheless, as I will point in the following paragraphs, the 

definition is too limited to probe into the defense cooperation between states despite its nicely 

framed operationalization.  

Governmental agencies have also attempted to delineate the scope of cooperation. 

Despite the frequent usage of DCA in naming bilateral documents, security cooperation 

appears to be more common in general documents. For instance, the US Defense Security 

Assistance Agency (DSAA), which is now known as the Defense Security Cooperation Agency 
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(DSCA), coined the term security cooperation. In the most recent manual, it was defined as 

follows (Defense Security Cooperation Agency 2019): 

All DoD interactions with foreign defense establishments to build defense relationships 

that promote specific U.S. security interests, develop allied and partner nation military 

and security capabilities for self-defense and multinational operations, and provide U.S. 

forces with peacetime and contingency access to allied and partner nations. This includes 

DoD-administered security assistance programs. 

Yet it should be noticed that the mandate is not exclusive to the Department of Defense 

(DoD). In fact, the clause includes a broader reference to the Department of State (DoS) which 

possesses general control but not necessarily actual executing. 2  More specifically, those 

administering “any program or interaction of DoD with the security establishment of a foreign 

country to build capabilities, to provide access or to build relationships” are mostly referred as 

security cooperation. For example, the manual just mentioned provides a comprehensive 

categorization. Other than funding, arms sales, and peacekeeping operation (PKO), security 

cooperation puts more emphasis on personnel exchange, security education, and military-to-

military or military-to-civilian contacts. The activities above are all policies to enhance 

engagements between the US military and its partners. Furthermore, they are integral parts to 

                                                
2 To clarify, it is the official definition that distinguish the so-called “security assistance”, which refers to those 

solidify the military capability through multiple financial means. See Defense Institute of Security Cooperation 

Studies (2018); Defense Security Cooperation Agency (2019). 
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support the national strategy for US that each of them receives comprehensive assessment 

(Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy 2016). DCAs function is specifically 

illuminated by the following address given by the US ambassador to Slovakia, Bridget Brink, 

before the 15th anniversary of NATO (U.S. Embassy Bratislava 2019), 

“...a Defense Cooperation Agreement that, once completed, will offer a legal and 

practical mechanism for increasing cooperation across all facets of our defense 

relationship. It will also provide the legal framework for the United States to extend 

approximately $105 million dollars in European Deterrence Initiative funding for needed 

infrastructure improvements at Malacky and Sliac Airbases…” 

These types of agreements, as mentioned after the quotation above, are all bilateral in nature. 

Again, the agreements are aimed at upgrading defense capabilities. Put in another way, if the 

national strategy is the bones, then defense cooperation plays the role of connecting meats and 

bones.  

It is immediately clear that security cooperation includes a wide array of instruments 

and realms. While it provides a riveting starting point for us to bolster our understanding of 

interstate cooperation, it nonetheless posed a theoretical hindrance. That is, how should we 

locate it in the current literature? While there is much literature on alliance politics, the DCA 

counterparts are relatively absent. But this is not the end of the world. Literature regarding 

alliance politics, in fact, offers the very starting point from which we might locate DCAs. 
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Accordingly, it would be vital to set a theoretical stage in order to determine where we should 

stand to elaborate the formation of DCAs.  

Locating DCAs in typologies 

 

Some might doubt the plausibility to juxtapose DCAs with alliances. Since the 

formation of DCAs has just caught attention, there are currently no consensual definition and 

position for DCAs so far. Moreover, some have argued that DCAs are analytically different 

from the alliance for they usually include no mutual defense or nonaggression obligation 

(Kinne 2018).  My goal here is not to refute the conceptualization. Instead, I believe that 

alliances and DCAs are highly compatible. 

 The connection is cogent in that DCAs have been used as a tool to advance the national 

interests at least since the end of the Cold War. Despite different nomenclature, the aims remain. 

For instance, William Clements (1972). claimed, 

Had we not become involved and, for more than two decades, supported and 

encouraged the efforts of allied and friendly countries to protect themselves 

against threats to their territorial integrity and internal security, the complexion 

of the globe might be dangerously different today, and the international climate 

far more hostile. 
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Clearly, DCAs have been a major instrument of both security and foreign policy through 

coordination and collaboration with other countries. The problem, then, would be the way we 

use the word, alliance. While the word has been used in a quite uniform fashion in the recent 

literature, it is not always so. For instance, Stephen Walt in 1987 used alliance and alignment 

in a rather ambiguous way. It is clearly not the case in other places. For more recent literature, 

alignments could refer to extensive forms of groupings while the more formal ramifications 

would tend to be known as an alliance.  

DCAs without doubts is a form of alignments since they would require states to hold 

share interests to behave in a coordinated, or at least not conflictual fashion. After all, alignment 

is a rather comprehensive concept capturing a pattern in which states cooperated in any form 

as long as they have common interests on certain issues (Wilkins 2012). In terms of DCAs, 

states have to have some extent of shared views on security and defense issues before entering 

into such agreements. Part of the reason why DCAs are signed in practice is that signing parties 

are aware of the need to normalize military activities even during peacetime (Murphy 1991). It 

is clear that whether DCAs are alignments tells not much about this form of cooperation. 

The unclear position of DCAs arguably leads us to further instigate whether DCAs are 

a form of alliances. Thus, I start the discussion with the definition of the alliance. Alliance, as 

just described, has been endowed with multiple meanings. Stephen Walt, for example, defines 

alliance as “a formal or informal relationship of security cooperation between two or more 
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sovereign states” (Walt 1987). This definition provides little insight for its almost infinite 

coverage of interstate security cooperation and hence not of much use here. In contrast, Glenn 

Snyder provided a more concise definition: “alliances are formal association of states for the 

use (or non-use) of military force, in specified circumstances, against states outside their own 

membership” (G. H. Snyder 1997). In this sense, the scope becomes usefully narrower for it 

clearly pointed out that formalization and presumed threats are the central features of alliances.  

Similarly, the Alliance Treaty Obligations and Provisions (ATOP), a dataset focusing 

on the military alliance, makes a stricter requirement. Unless parties in alliances are obligated 

to cooperate in the face of military conflicts, even formal security cooperation that is legally 

binding would not suffice to be “alliances” (Ashley Leeds et al. 2002). Clearly, several 

necessary conditions could be listed to identify alliances. First, they are formal documents 

signed between independent states. Second, they required mutual cooperation during wars or 

conflicts. That says, sharing facilities and joint exercises do not automatically qualify despite 

apparently close relationships. Finally, they tend to assume a certain state of crisis to be dealt 

with.3 

Thus far, DCAs are hardly equivalent to alliances given the lack of obligation to mutual 

defense or threat-oriented guidelines. Even in terms of defense pacts, DCAs remained outside 

                                                
3 The analytical context of ATOP should be taken into consideration. Ashley Leeds and her colleagues (2002) 

focus on the contingency amidst warfare, which is a significant departure from DCA. DCA is mostly applied in 

peacetime cooperation rather than warring scenarios. Such a difference, however, does not undermine the 

comparability between alliance and DCA. As I elaborated in the previous and following sections, both alliance 

and DCA are on the exactly same continuum of alignment, especially in the realm of security cooperation. 

Hence, even though the doubt of comparability is legitimate, it does not erode my arguments here. 
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of the typology. A defense pact is a type of alliance that required allies to provide wartime 

assistance. For instance, the Austro-Germany Alliance of 1879 concentrated mostly on the 

coordination in case of crises or specified circumstances.4 DCAs, on the other hand, do not 

comprise such demands. As we have seen above, DCAs are rather concerning training and 

exchanges. In other words, they are primarily measures of improvements in capabilities, 

strategic coordination, or logistics support. Viewing DCAs as alliances would certainly be 

misleading since they could be signed, logically and realistically, between non-allied states.5 

This is exactly the case of the 2015 Framework for the U.S.-India Defense Relationship, which 

extends the content of the previous New New Framework for the India-U.S. Defense 

Relationship and mentioned no obligation of mutual defense (United States Department of 

Defense 2015a). 

Departures as such, nonetheless, do not mean that DCAs and alliances are mutually 

exclusive. Rather, they are compatible, even supplementary to each other, in terms of their 

functions and aims. Taking a deeper look at the security treaty between the US and its allies, 

treaties as such provided mostly a broad range of obligation in concise phrases and clauses. For 

                                                
4 The alliance bred itself out of the souring relationship within the Three Emperors League, an alliance between 

Germany, Russia, and Austro-Hungary Empires. The alliance was first established in 1873 and soon disbanded 

in 1878 given the earlier tension between Germany and Russia. Because of Russia’s involvement in holding 

back Germany’s deterrence against France and Germany’s counterefforts to displace Russia’s payoff in the 

Russo-Turkish War of 1877-1888. The Austro-German Alliance of 1879, hence, was mainly an effort to deter 

attacks from Russia as well as accommodating Austria. In this case, the alliance is mainly one of a defensive 

pact rather than wartime coalition. For detailed assessment, see Snyder (1997, 84–93). 
5 However, it should be noted that while there are fewer newly formed alliances, there are indeed some other 

forms of formal relationships that might essentially equivalent to alliances. 
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example, Australia, New Zealand, United States Security Treaty (ANZUS) outlined the 

circumstances requiring consultation and mutual-aid. Yet the treaty does not offer any details 

for establishing frameworks or mechanisms that might facilitate defense cooperation between 

signing parties. In turn, it is exactly DCAs that beef up the cooperation between allies. 

Building on this, further observation could be made such that DCAs and the other forms 

of security cooperation establish an intense network that bolsters the existing security 

architecture. Some DCAs might be established given the existence of other institutional 

frameworks, while the rest turn out to be independent and parallel to their nested counterparts. 

One of the most prominent cases for nested DCAs appears within North Atlantic Treaty 

Organization (NATO). While NATO provides a set of foundational norms that support the 

operation of the US and its European allies, it nonetheless leaves the legal base of military 

operations and the other general affairs to separate agreements between parties (The Federal 

Republic of Germany 1981).  

Before concluding this section, one final critique should be proposed. The definition 

provided by the existing literature is too limited. By focusing only on formal documents that 

mandate military to military cooperation, existing operationalization actually overlooks a large 

part of defense cooperation. Take the US defense cooperation with other countries for example, 

they do not have to establish an agreement or treaty in order to cooperate. What they need, 

instead, is merely executive admission. Furthermore, defense cooperation does not have to be 
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bilateral. They are sometimes, or usually, multilateral. An instant example would be the 

initiatives established by the ASEAN Defense Minister Meeting, which is multilateral in nature. 

In this sense, we should further question the motivation of formalizing defense cooperation 

instead of their occurrence. 

Thus far, we come to realize that DCAs are in fact distinct options that entail more 

concrete cooperation between states. It would then be appropriate to inquire about the source 

of these agreements. Why and how do they occur? Why are they even formalized? Despite the 

spare literature on DCAs, the literature on alliance politics might lend some leverage to reveal 

the formation of DCAs. I would argue that this direction would be legitimate given the fact that 

DCAs and alliances, in fact, share several concerns and features as discussed above. After all, 

they are both a type of alignments that aim to secure national interests. In the following sections, 

an overview of the literature on the formation of DCAs is carried out through the lens of 

alliances. 

Structural Pressure 

First, DCAs, as the nomenclature suggests, focused on the security and defense 

cooperation between states. In the realist sense, it would be reasonable to view these acts as a 

way to achieve maximize their security. Furthermore, since DCAs also play the role of 

supplementing higher strategic goals, they to some extent reflect the strategic need of given 
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states. That is, why do states align with other states through entering into these formal 

agreements at certain points and international environment?  

The very first approach commences from the neorealist explanations. Why states align 

or ally with each other has always been the central concern of international relations. One of 

the most prominent explanations comes from Kenneth Waltz. Based on his theories, we could 

instantly infer that weaker states cooperate with each other to balance against the stronger. 

Balancing in this sense is deterministically a natural outcome of structural pressure, which is 

determined by international distribution of power. Such phenomena, in fact, reflect states’ 

concerns for its position in the international structure (Waltz 1979). Accordingly, states have 

two ways to enhance their odds of survival, external and internal balancing. That is, states could 

either arm themselves or ally with others. Later arguments furthered the theories by adding 

variables such as offense-defense balance and distinguishability. For example, Christensen and 

Snyder extend Waltz’s and Jervis’ argument by developing a theory of chain-gang and buck-

passing (Christensen & Snyder, 1990). Still others, like James Morrows and Randall Schweller, 

explored how domestic factors could alter the ought-to-be rationality under certain 

international structures (Morrow 1993).  

However, these approaches are flawed for their presumed universality. It would be 

inconceivable to reduce the real world into a billiard table in which the same mechanism 

applied to all states. Instead, each state is bind by territoriality derived from its unique 
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environment. This inherent problem was noted by Steven Walt. By disputing the applicability 

of Waltzian theory in the Middle East, he further proposed that states would balance or 

bandwagon given the perceived threats. He adds an additional constraint, states’ geographic 

position.6 Such a theory largely explained why some pattern of regional alignments has been 

emerging that they sometimes deviate from the expected behavior under global structure. 

Similar arguments were also put out by John Mearsheimer. By elevating the prominence of 

geographic constraints in his offensive realism, he pointed out that certain balance could be the 

outcome of offshore balancer’s manipulation such that a regional hegemon prudently prevents 

the rise of another regional hegemon (Mearsheimer 2001). 

In sum, structural explanations above are derived from a firm belief in the necessity of 

depicting the world and structural constraints as they are (Walt 2018). These theories alone, 

nevertheless, fell prey to their own doctrine in that they fail to illuminate how states evaluate 

their environment and accordingly their real policies. For example, according to Walt and 

Mearsheimer, we should see a distant state reluctant to participate in disputes beyond its reach 

or outside the region she belongs to. Yet as I would elaborate in the later chapters, Australia 

turns out to be one of the most active states to participate in defense cooperation beyond the 

South Pacific. Similarly, it would be implausible for France and the United Kingdom to send 

their navy to Asia-Pacific. None of the states mentioned is hegemon that enjoys latitude to do 

                                                
6 The perception is determined, according to his theory, by four variables: aggregate power, geographical 

proximity, offensive power, and aggressive intention. See Walt (1987). 
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offshore balancing. How can we mitigate the departures? Geopolitics provides a consistent 

framework to enrich analyses of international relations.  

Geopolitics is, in fact, a distinct discipline from international relations. However, they are 

not incompatible but mutual supplementing. Rudolf Kjellen for example regarded geopolitics 

as a science inquiring the relationship between states and space. This view was concurred by 

later scholars such as Karl Haushofer and Zbigniew Brzezinski, both supporting that politics 

might be constraint by geography. The importance of specifying the essence of this discipline 

that it derives states acting logic from the geographical conditions instead of assumed logic. 

Such a rationale actually provides a rather foundational roadmap of each state. 

Despite the objectivity at the first glimpse, there are still multiple vantage points that hold 

various views in terms of the best way to specify the priorities. First and foremost, Halford 

Mackinder provided one of the most important systemic geopolitical publication in which he 

segregated the world into several areas. Embracing the potential of land transportation and 

human power, he later eloquently argued for the importance of Eurasia, which he termed as 

“heartland” (Mackinder 1904).  Extending the argument, Brzezinski held the historical view 

that, since the US is the only superpower outside Eurasia, it should be able to identify the 

geopolitical players and pivots to manage the global strategy (Brzezinski 1997, 10–24). 

Contrary to this view, earlier scholars proposed a quite different prospect. Alfred Thayer 

Mahan, the American naval officer, and historian, in his tremendous volumes, underscored the 
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vigorous nature of sea. Flexible government, progressive people, and free, open sea lanes 

altogether contributed to the prosperity of human society. Hence, sea power should be the 

utmost concern for a country desiring dominance (Mahan 1918). Still another admonished 

against the singular focus on the heartland, but instead on areas engaging both continents and 

sea. The so-called rimland proposed by Nicholas Spykman appeared to be the main theatre of 

conflicts more often than continents and sea. Furthermore, they demonstrated viable options to 

extend the US influence toward the globe. This view is widely believed to inform the US 

containment during the Cold War. 

Geopolitics thus far supplements the structural arguments in international relations 

theories. They to some extent concur with the realist view of the balance of power that assumed 

a zero-sum game in which expansion must be encountered by groups of the weak (Mackinder 

1943). The thoughts above provided a general sketch of how structural theories could make 

concrete the “context” of international politics (Simón 2013, 26–33). While multiple 

publications fell short of clarifying geopolitics theories in their arguments, they, in fact, 

inherited some of the most important thoughts in the geopolitics. East Asia, for instance, has 

been seen as an inherently bifurcate area engendered by continent and sea. Because of this 

environment setting, states in this area have derived either maritime or continental interests that 

determine their strategic orientations and alliance choices (Ross 1999). Yet this does not imply 

that geopolitics hold the absolute role in alliance politics. Instead, situational and historical 
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distrust could exacerbate the security dilemma which would further influence the outcome 

alliance dynamic (Christensen 1999).  

The structural pressure and geopolitical calculation both inform states’ strategy. For 

example, defense diplomacy has emerged to be a prominent way to engage allies and partners 

to foster a friendly environment. Australia, for example, has been proactively pursuing direct 

engagement with foreign military to address some specific issues. In a report, the Department 

of Defense stated the objectives of the Defence Cooperation Program as “working with allies, 

regional partners and others to shape the global and regional environment in a way favourable 

to Australia and the ADF” (Department of Defence of Australia 2006). Others alike saw 

defense diplomacy as a tailored way to achieve security goals that might conducive to a broader 

national goal (Baldino andCarr 2016). In the following years, Australia set out to be one of the 

most vigorous states to reinforce defense cooperation with other countries. This progress was 

highly motivated by China’s growing assertiveness. The growing threats destabilizing the 

region has clearly helped crystallize deeper defense cooperation, say between Australia and 

Japan, for holding common region-wide concerns in especially maritime Asia (Nikkei Asian 

Review 2018; Matsumodo 2018; Hall andHeazle 2018). 
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Institutional Dynamic 

DCAs, on the other hand, are not likely to be created without mutual trust derived from 

previous positive feedback. A quick glimpse over multiple existing defense cooperation 

agreements would reveal the fact that quite a few DCAs are preceded by a security framework 

at higher levels. Do these phenomena imply that a higher level of cooperation is necessary 

before creating DCAs? Or otherwise, is it possible that DCAs start from a rather lower level of 

cooperation? While the literature above has informed us of the formation of DCAs with some 

possible explanations through the lens of alliance formation, it would be even more interesting 

to see the interaction between DCAs and the institutional landscape they 

derived. Conventionally, alliance and other “high politics” have been a topic largely ascribed 

to realism international theories. However, as Keohane (1988) argued, an alliance is arguably 

a type of institution that indeed conforms to most definitions.7 For the proximity between 

DCAs and alliances, it would be plausible also to examine how DCAs, as a member of 

international institutions, formed in the current institutional context. 

Quite contrary to the deterministic arguments put forward by structural and geopolitical 

theories, institutional arguments illuminated different mechanisms. Briefly say, the structural 

                                                
7 There are several definitions for institutions. For example, Ruggie (1975) defined regime as “a set of mutual 

expectations, rules and regulations, plans, organizational energies and financial commitments, which have been 

accepted by a group of states.”  Krasner (1982) alike defined that, “[r]egimes can be defined as sets of implicit 

or explicit principles, norms, rules, and decision-making procedures around which actors' expectations converge 

in a given area of international relations.” For more detailed definitions, see Krasner (1983). 
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arguments follow the rationale that states' behavior is a rational reaction to given structural 

constraints and geographical conditions. This materialistic inference nonetheless omitted the 

possibility that states pursue cooperation out of their proactive demands instead of passive 

response. Recognizing individualist argument would shed light on an alternative approach that 

requires us to focus on DCAs themselves.  

Neoliberal institutionalists, for example, while acknowledging the anarchic assumption as 

neorealism does, delivered a different approach to examining why cooperation could be 

sustained with the facilitation of international institutions. In the absence of the leadership 

provided by the hegemony, states would still compromise some sovereignty in exchange for 

greater coordination and the subsequent positive feedback derived from institutional 

cooperation. More specifically, the existence of international institutions solved problems such 

as uncertainty and transaction costs and that might further extend the prospect of future 

cooperation (Oye 1985; Axelrod and Keohane 1985). Moreover, the establishment of a regime 

enables a more effective and costless way of communication under which a pattern of 

coordination is created among multiple actors (North and Denzau 1994). Similarly, sunk costs 

that are unable to be recovered propel states to sustain compliance with international 

institutions. As long as the benefit derived from cooperation outweighs the profit gained from 

altering policies, states are likely to maintain institutions.8  

                                                
8 This argument actually underscored the persisting value of international institutions in that they make 

alternative courses less tempting since changing course entails greater costs. In other words, “path dependence” 
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However, this argument simply tells us why each DCA is created instead of its 

arrangements among states and relationships with other institutions, such as the relationship 

between alliances and other DCAs. If we go deeper into the strand of cooperation, we could 

legitimately doubt the origin of certain regimes. Do they appear ex nihilo? The answer would 

probably be no! Regimes do not come from nowhere. In addition to shared interests and 

necessity to coordinate with others, regimes are mostly created in an existing pattern that has 

been sustained (Keohane 1984, 79). In this aspect, scholars have been argued for a nested 

structure of institutions that accommodate the bargaining and issue linkage between states.  

To specify the so-called pattern, studies have indicated that the relationship between the 

World Trade Organization and Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation best described the nested 

structure of international institutions. The bargaining on the latter to be “open” or “close” 

demonstrated the disputed nature of inter-institutional bargaining. Particularly, this bargaining 

process is motivated by an external impetus that creates fluctuation of provisions of goods. 

Then, the following strategic interaction would be defined by actors’ decision and perception 

on the nature of goods (or externalities), nature of change (e.g.: modify or create), institutional 

scope (e.g.: bilateral or multilateral), bargaining route (e.g.: bilateral or multilateral), and the 

                                                
is exactly in place to ensure the continuity of international institutions. Such an underlying logic composes the 

essence of so-called institutional explanation that concentrates, besides structural limitations, man-made 

constraints creating feedbacks eliminating the other potential developments. While they might be seemingly 

similar, it could be misleading to take them as the same. To qualify as an institutional explanation, it has to show 

that institutional concerns surpass their structural counterparts. See Keohane 1984: 46, 100, 178; Parsons 2007; 

Wallander 2000 
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type of issue linkage as well as institutional reconciliation.9 Through examining this strand of 

bargaining could we illuminate the institutional outcomes. Essentially, say two institutions, 

how reconciliation might be achieved would really base on the types of linkage, given that they 

might be nested or parallel, substantive or tactical (Aggarwal 1998b).  

In addition, this framework, as some studies labeled themselves, could be deemed as 

realist institutionalists. Despite general focus on institutional matters, they further substantiate 

their arguments with distributional effects within the international institutions. This effect is 

especially clear in the contentions within the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). 

Multilateralism has continued to serve as a major norm that binds all concerning parties despite 

ongoing discords (Crawford 1998; Krebs 1999). We could accordingly argue that formal 

defense relationship as such might be gradually altered for members’ desire to change 

institutional context. Yet to a greater extent, they are still constrained by or locked into the 

institutional pattern.  

This tentative conclusion, however, falls short of describing the regional concentration of 

certain arrangements. It failed to appreciate variation across regions and the role of history and 

ideology that might facilitate alliance formation. This concern undoubtedly justifies a necessity 

                                                
9 Ernst Haas (1980) discussed the issue linkage of different types. In addition, recent scholarships have argued 

for a different mechanism to evidence the issue linkage of DCAs. For instance, Kinne and Bunte (2018) pointed 

out that DCAs are widely complemented by governments’ lending pattern. What distinguished their studies 

from the other is their explicit reference the relationship between bilateral interests and “network” (instead of 

multilateral) interests, for the former can be compatible within the latter. Furthermore, one network’s change 

might be reciprocated by the other. In such cases, the relationship between institutions can actually more 

heterogeneous than simply overlapping. 
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to supplement the rational institutionalist approach with historical institutionalism in that the 

latter reveals a greater space to conjoin external-to-institutions factors with institutional 

explanations.10  

In terms of alliance formation, scholars have attributed the variation to different extent of 

how the US exerted its power. In the case of NATO, European countries’ higher likeliness to 

recover quicker and suffer from imminent threats from the Soviet Union has also permitted a 

multilateral form of the alliance under the US power. In contrast, Asian states were mostly 

newly decolonized states that seemed unlikely to recover soon. It was hence less desirable for 

the US to bind itself in a multilateral setting. Bilateral arrangements thus become the dominant 

form. Yet the US imperium is not the only dictating factor. Instead, regional powers such as 

Japan, Germany, China have all pursued their own preference through responding to 

institutional structure, globally and regionally. Feedbacks as such are indeed products resided 

in the regional interaction which is significantly influenced by geographical proximity 

(Katzenstein 2005). Accordingly, we are presented with a plural network of states’ mutual-

reference and dynamic security concerns. The regional confinement created increasing pressure 

on states to create alternative and overlapping institutions to tackle regional affairs. The 

                                                
10 The virtue of historical institutionalism lies in its explanatory power that utilizes historical perspectives to 

contextually analyze institutions. By leveraging sequence, path dependence, and even conjuncture effects 

derived from multiple events, historical institutionalism largely explains why some institutions but not the 

others are more enduring. Through analyzing expectations and consequences, scholars are able to inquire why 

some institutions survive resiliently comparing to actors and political environment. Additionally, actors within 

the context also assume important roles of adjusting institutions that directly amend the course of institutional 

developments. For more, see March & Olsen (1998); Pierson & Skocpol (2002). 
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complexity alongside the previous institution arrangements will methodologically prompt us 

to identify the choice of certain institutional paths (Alter and Meunier 2009). 

Thus far, it could be observed that institutional explanation provides several insights in 

explaining the formation of DCAs. First, they are demanded by states to facilitate coordination. 

Second, they are a product of bargaining within the current institutional context. Finally, they 

emanate from a broader and deeper historical context which is endowed by institutional 

features. Each of them alongside structural claims, however, lacks the concrete micro-level 

calculations that informed the bargaining process. The next sections will fill this gap. 

Rational Choice 

Finally, while DCAs are mostly driven by the need to reinforce existing cooperative 

relationships or to enhance current capabilities, the feature also implies the concern behind 

DCAs. After all, defense and security are the two sides of the same coin. Accordingly, it would 

be tempting to question which threats are to be addressed through DCAs. Each observation 

above actually provides different cut to inquire how DCAs are formed, or more specifically, 

their context. Yet none of them properly addressed the rational calculation within certain 

periods. In the rest of the section, I will review the literature of rational choice to see why states 

decide to align with others and probe the reason why DCAs are chosen instead of making a 

new alliance. 
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One of the most telling literature regarding rational choice comes from Thomas 

Schelling’s studies on deterrence and compellence.  That is, the question is mostly hinged on 

how a state could effectively dissuade others from taking certain actions. A crude form of such 

dissuasion is deterrence. By incurring decisive costs on enemies, states are able to deter others 

from taking unwanted actions. This rationale features popularly in deterrence studies, which 

becomes even more complicated in the presence of nuclear weapons and the consideration of 

offense-defense balance. Alliance, in terms of deterrence, plays a vital role since it provides 

extended deterrence. That is, superpowers will come to allies’ aid to deter attacks from rivals. 

While the realists see the phenomena as a way to maintain balance of power, the deterrence 

theory rather focuses on how it increases costs of fighting to prevent wars (Weede 1983; Huth 

and Russett 1988; Fearon 2018). 

This literature largely informs the later studies in that game theory is widely adopted to 

entail the rationale within an interaction. In other words, this approach uses insights from 

dynamics within relationships than actors or structures. However, this is not to say that actors 

are not important, they are instead of the highest importance since their actions and options 

entail the micro-foundation of history. With these insights, scholars have been urging for the 

so-called “strategic choice approach.”11 

                                                
11 Strategic choice approach is largely informed by game theory. In this approach, the problem of level of 

analysis is downplayed. Instead, it maintains that all actors, no matter which level they reside, share the same 

strategic logic under rational assumption. Basically, this approach contains two factors, environment and actors. 

The former is made up by actions and information while the latter consists preference and belief about others’ 

preferences. This approach is conducive to breaking down the wall between paradigms for that it largely 
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Unlike previous literature that explain the formations by specifying structural pressure 

and path dependence, rational choice elicits the intricate balance between actors’ best strategy. 

That is, despite the general environment that formulates actors’ roadmap, they are drawn into 

strategic interactions embodying particular preferences (G. H.Snyder 1984). Thus, an actor’s 

concerns are taken into consideration by one another, so is otherwise. For example, in the face 

of potential conflicts, alliance formation could be the outcome of complex cost-benefit 

assessment that calculates expected payoffs. While an aggressor might be bolstered with 

offensive alliances, a victim might also be reassured with defensive pacts. In either case, 

alliance formation does not rely on realist’s positionality but rationalist’s atomic and purposive 

rationale (Smith 1995). 

How does rational choice, in terms of strategic choice approach, help understand 

alliance or DCAs formations? What are alliances’ effects? Why do states ever enter formal 

agreements as such? One of the most important functions of alliances is its ability to convey 

information. Credible information is usually accompanied by sufficient costs that are either 

unable to recover or tying members’ hands. Through entering alliances, states credibly signaled 

that they will devote themselves to some extent of contingency through enhancing peacetime 

coordination which requires additional resources and costs. Hence, states in a defensive 

                                                
investigated the similarity between different schools. For instance, the structural and institutional explanations 

above share a lot, if not every, common assumptions, or even the explanation of outcomes. It will be strategic 

approach’s top priority to theorize the commonalities in order to generate a more coherent yet inclusive 

explanations. See Lake &Powell (1999). 
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alliance might be more capable to deter aggressors, while those in an offensive alliance could 

be prone to initiate conflicts. The tendency is further strengthened given alliances’ formality. 

By formalizing obligations, the information conveyed by alliances is credible enough to affect 

enemies’ calculations. This forms the very first issue of strategic choice, signaling. The signals 

released by formal agreements can affect rivals’ prediction of a state’s next move (Morrow 

1994, 2000; Leeds 2003). 

While signals are products of moments, alliance commonly endures for years, so are 

commitments aligning with them. Commitments are essentially dynamic given that they are 

promises made by actors, who vary and change over time or across different types (Morrow 

1999). For example, some commitments, when made public, are credible since they produce 

hand-tying costs. Yet others might fail since they are not backed by enough power (Fuhrmann 

& Sechser, 2014). The variance of these commitments’ reliability conveys different messages. 

On the other hand, commitments could be unstable over time, a credible and reliable 

commitment today can be babbling and slippery tomorrow. A strong commitment made by 

forming alliances, according to the logic above, will encourage a stronger stance held by 

member states. However, if the commitment change in that allies no longer honor their 

commitments. Those who stand firm or fight aggressively would be forced to fight a war that 

is not so preferable (G. H.Snyder 1997, 186–92).12  

                                                
12 These dilemmas are respectively labeled “abandonment” and “entrapment.” Abandonment refers to the 

situation that a state might consider the alliance she belongs to credible yet get abandoned by allies when being 
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The same problem could also stem from the internal change of member states. Say, the 

ruling party changes in member states so that the government becomes responsible for different 

interest groups. Will this new government continue keeping its promise? Studies have pointed 

out that democratic states are more likely to maintain their commitments than nondemocratic 

states since the former a constantly checked by the domestic institutions (Bueno de Mesquita 

et al. 1999; B. A.Leeds, Mattes, and Vogel 2009). On the other hand, the power change within 

alliances might also incentivize potential aggressors to attack. Either the stronger getting 

stronger or the weaker being weaker would reduce the credibility of alliances. While the former 

now perceives intervention less beneficial, the latter might simply make no change.  The 

change in power in both cases thus entailed the unreliability of alliances (Johnson and Joiner 

2019). 

How then does rational choice help understand the formation of DCAs? If we borrow 

the conclusions derived from the literature on alliances, we could render DCAs as an outcome 

of strategic interaction. For those deciding to enter DCAs, the formality and peacetime 

coordination and collaboration commit signing parties to a more durable security relationship. 

                                                
attacked by enemies. Entrapment, on the other hand implies that states might be forced to fight a war she does 

not want. The reluctance could be the outcome of a binding alliance that she committed heavily. In a similar 

logic, states might deliberately avoid the burden of standing firm against menace while expecting other states to 

fight back. Still others might consider the costs to fight low enough to launch an immediate strike. In either 

cases, structural constraints still matter such that they condition cost-benefit calculation in different fashions. It 

should nevertheless be noted that they act in a strategic context. See G. H. Snyder (1984), Christensen and 

Snyder (1990). 
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Furthermore, by enhancing the capabilities of signing parties, DCAs also helpfully increased 

the costs for those attempting to challenge them and hence signals a stronger resolve.  

Scopes and Limitations 

One of the inherent hindrances of my research is the so-called “too many variables” 

problem. Indeed, small-N studies employing within- and cross-case studies can be largely 

restrained given their goals to exploring multiple variables in a small number of cases. For this 

problem, as I have argued above, this problem could be mistaken without considering the 

causal expectation in this study. That is, my aim is to reveal conjunctural causality that induced 

different degrees of dependent variables through varying sequences of explanatory variables. 

In such cases, it is much more important to reveal how and to what extent a combination of 

explanations can explain the cases. Further, to reduce indeterminacy, I rely on the method of 

structured, focused comparison which allows me to avoid wandering in sought of causality. 

Yet another problem emerges, the amount of case is still small, in this study, two. This 

problem, nevertheless, can be alleviated by disaggregating each case. Through conducting 

intracase comparisons such as longitudinal and cross-sectional analysis, the leverage increases 

in terms of the observations. For instance, Jack Snyder (1991) investigated states’ 

overexpansion by looking into the dynamics within cases: such as how certain roles change 
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over time; how multiple roles within states induce overexpansion; and most importantly, how 

different states develop unique patterns of expansionist policy.13 

There are multiple limitations to my research. The first limit is one of the time spans. As 

some could already notice, the structural and institutional features mapped into states’ 

preference come with a long period of time, decades if not exaggerated. For instance, Nordic 

states’ strategic interests cannot be viewed in isolation from their history with Russia (or the 

Soviet Union). However, attempts to encompass all these factors will incur unnecessary costs 

in my research given the limit of time as well as the length of this thesis. Accordingly, I restrict 

myself to the past decade: roughly since the Global Financial Crisis. Ever since the disaster, 

the international landscape changed considerably. The US, for instance, was struck heavily as 

the source of the financial breakdown. Also, the US global strategy was bolstered with the 

Rebalance to Asia instead of further entanglement in Middle East. A constant narrative in this 

period of time will reduce the noise from my focus. However, I do not totally discard the 

information before the time span. If certain events have lingering or critical effects, then they 

might be included to facilitate the inference. 

                                                
13 Maximizing leverage in case studies and historical research has been a major task to scholars conducting 

small-N research. For example, a coherent qualitative research scheme can be enriched by increasing 

covariation across cases, say countries and organizations. To make it even more pluralized, these cases can be 

extended by examining time-variation within cases that demonstrated the dynamic development of single cases. 

Disaggregating cases comes as another approach to increase observable implications. In such cases, we can go 

through different levels in each case to simply increase sample size. For more, see King, Keohane, and Verba 

(1994, 5–6) and Snyder (1991, 60–65). 
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The second limit will be one of the issue areas. To sketch states or regions’ strategy 

architecture will, in fact, require overwhelming understandings across different issues. For 

instance, Obama’s Rebalance to Asia can hardly exclude the negotiation of the Trans-Pacific 

Partnership (TPP). However, issue-linkages should not impede my research. Instead, they 

could appear as conditional variables that ease the rigidity of some causal claims. The main 

focus of this research will adhere to security and defense issues. In other words, I recognize the 

possibility of interaction between issue areas. Yet I simply left the broader issues space out of 

the current research since they are not of interest here. 

In sum, a crucial aim of this study is to develop a middle-range theory that explains the 

development of regional defense cooperation. In other words, this study could be seen as one 

of theory generating rather than theory testing. By opting for this route, I am in fact aim at 

striking the balance between academic progress as well as policy implications. Hence, an 

eclectic point of view should better serve the aim of this thesis. In the next paragraph, I hold 

this goal in mind and proceed to explain the defense cooperation in Indo-Pacific and the 

European Union.   

Conclusion 

This chapter illuminates the importance of DCAs in contemporary international politics. 

There are simply more newly formed DCAs then alliances. Furthermore, I have already pointed 

out that DCAs are not alliances. They actually represent a wider population of interstate and 
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inter-military cooperation, which is still growing. We have no excuse to ignore these exciting 

trends despite the sparseness of systemic inquiries on this topic. In this chapter, I explore the 

possible explanations accounting for the formation of DCAs.  

First, the structural explanations indicate that the distribution of power and 

geographical environments have both shaped and constrained states' decisions to align or ally 

with others. Despite assumed rationality, this approach focuses mostly on the material structure 

that dictates states’ behavior. Second, the institutional approach turns to the interactive effects 

generated by DCAs. Institutions created by states, with constant feedback and response, locked 

states into a pattern that states are willing to stay in and act according to them. States might 

pursue the change of institutional contexts; they nonetheless behave as institutions predict. 

Third, DCAs could also be a deliberate outcome of certain interactions. States purposively sign 

these agreements in the hope to maximize their security by either deterring enemies or assuring 

allies. Each of them, indeed, provides interesting insights regarding the formation of DCAs. 

These theories, despite tremendous contribution to our understanding of how DCAs 

might derive, they fail to address the following problems. Why, from the very beginning, do 

states choose to adopt this form? This question is particularly interesting since DCAs coexist 

with many alliances. The reason why states decide to separate them could tell us how states 

step up to the mutual defense. Subsequently, what are the externalities of DCAs? While DCAs 

are task-specific, it might be tempting to explore the extra effects generated by DCAs. For 
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example, do they lend leverages to other issues? Or, do they create hostility or tension among 

rivals? Still, do they address or deter current threats faced by signing parties? Also, do DCAs 

vary across regions? As we might observe, alliances have been strongly influenced by regional 

factors. Do DCAs share the same feature or not? These questioned are commonly asked when 

studying alliances. Given the similarity between DCAs and alliances, I believe the same could 

be asked when investigating DCAs. 

This thesis is arranged as follows. In chapter 2, I derived a synthesized approach 

integrating the explanations above. Through examining interstate interaction orderly, I consider 

both structural and institutional factors to establish a full account for states’ preferences. 

Accordingly, I use them to analyze states’ decisions to enter DCAs. In chapter 3, I elaborate 

my choice of methodology and its pros and cons. For this thesis, I employed small-N, in-depth 

case studies and comparative case studies. After all, given the essential difference between 

DCAs and alliance, an arbitrary adoption of large-N methods risk oversimplification and 

generalization. Hence, I opt for qualitative methods to develop and test my own theory. In 

chapter 4, I examine two cases: the Quadrilateral Indo-Pacific Strategy and the EU Common 

Security and Defense Policy. As some might notice, they are conventional choice to study 

alliances. For the same token, they suit the purpose of this thesis. Each of them consists 

substantial records of defense cooperation, which should facilitate my studies. Finally, in 

chapter 5, I deliver a discussion to assess the utility of my approach. Furthermore, I will address 
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some alternative explanations that might bolster, instead of undermining my arguments. The 

conclusion of this study should also generate policy implications as well as implications for 

future research.  
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Chapter II: A Contextual Approach of DCAs 

Thus far, DCAs could be understood as a product of structural pressure, institutional 

dynamics, and strategic bargaining. It should be further noticed that, despite separate sections 

above, these theoretical explanations are not mutually exclusive. As some might notice, the 

approach mentioned in the first chapter is all essentially rationalist. That is, they provide the 

theoretical of DCAs in that the formations of DCAs are reflections of states’ calculation to 

respond the environment, either international structure, institutions, and strategic interaction.  

Furthermore, the strategic choice approach has been founded on methodological bets of 

“boxes-within-boxes” and “relationship-centric.” They are, in fact, a precise viewpoint to 

leverage the potential benefits of the other approaches (Lake and Powell 1999a). For example, 

the foundational assumption such as the anarchic system, underlying the neorealism and 

neoliberalism, can and do inform the preferences and options within a strategic interaction. 

Strategic interactions, in this sense, “summarize” a broader context under which states interact 

with their counterparts. These contexts, instead of being assumed, can be specified to derive a 

deeper understanding of bargaining. In addition, with appropriate exogenous shocks, the 

environment can be changed that actors’ preferences and options could later contribute to the 

evolution or modification of current institutions. This later phase is inherently an evolutionary 
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approach to see how states and institutions adapt themselves to the international environment 

(Kahler 1999). 

Given their commonality, I argue that these approaches are compatible and that a systemic 

and orderly conjoint of these theories could produce a more fruitful analysis framework.  This 

framework contains several parts. First, it requires a specification of international structure and 

geopolitical assessment. Second, institutional background, globally and regionally, should be 

elaborated to see whether a counterforce against pure international structure exists. Finally, I 

start examining strategic bargaining which is informed by the aforementioned considerations. 

This chapter is organized as follows. I start by describing my analyzing frameworks and 

then specifying each part of the framework. Then, I will make some propositions to elaborate 

my expectations as well as the limits of this approach. 

Pathway of Bargaining: Structural and Institutional Context 

To better capture the formation of DCAs, I consider wider information behind the strategic 

interaction to provide a more coherent explanation for actors’ preference and decision to opt 

for DCAs instead of assuming rationality.  

In a standardly structured game, environments of strategic interaction involve several 

factors: players, options, and payoffs. The settings, however, are absent of the texture of 

international politics in that they treat international structure and institutional constraints as 

exogenous variables. In this manner, the source of options and the content of payoffs are 
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narrowly defined despite parsimonious theories and inference. Further, the analytical 

framework as such would depart considerably from the reality. Hence, it is imperative to 

include information that provides for inferences the source of preference, accordingly actions 

(Copelovitch and Putnam 2014). To start with, I categorize the external constraints into 

structural and institutional constraints. While the former represents the geopolitical landscape 

and international power distribution, the latter reflects the existing norms and rules guiding the 

actor’s choice of actions. 

Structural Constraints 

In terms of structural constraints, extensive literature has been developed to elaborated 

how states will act optimally to ensure their own survival. States, under the structural 

characterized by international anarchy, should expect no one to come to their help. Instead, it 

is their own endeavor that could increase their odds of survival (Waltz 1979). Inherently, a 

structure is defined by the distribution of power within. Together with the agnostic perspective 

on the others’ intention and relatively free use of force, it is exactly the distribution of power, 

or more precisely capability, that foster the environment in which states act. States in this sense 

are the prisoners in the jail they build.  

Given the consideration above, several variables are included to deduce the preliminary 

pool of optimal actions. First, the distribution of power must be specified. In the realist 
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convention, it is probably most useful to consider both military and economic power since both 

are capability to exert power against others. For example, after the end of the Cold War, China’s 

rise in both economic and military aspects have greatly altered the once predominance enjoyed 

by the US. However, as the previous chapter indicated. There are few states being able to 

extend their impacts throughout the globe at its own given their limited capability that 

constrains the sphere of influence. (Lemke & Werner, 1996). For this reason, I narrow down 

the base of balance of power to regions instead of the globe.14 Again, the relationship between 

the US and China properly shows the limitations. A few years ago, despite China’s spectacular 

growth, she barely has the counterweight against the US in another region rather than East Asia. 

This constraint from states’ capability, and accordingly, the international structure has limit 

China’s ability to assert its influence (Ross 2010). 

Second, states’ ability to engage realpolitik does not merely rely on their capability. 

Rather, as scholars of geopolitics implied, they tend to be restrained by the geography. 

Geography, to some extent, is the foundational structure of international politics. While some 

suffered from the revenge of geography, the rest could be blessed by it. In a similar sense, not 

all states have the same say on international politics. Some states benefit from their inherent 

advantages such as abundance of energy and strategic locations, others might simply have no 

                                                
14 This process is, in fact, reflecting a consideration of regional systems that act with autonomy, if not 

independently, within the global system. Lemke (2002, 49–57) demonstrated that, despite conventional 

assumption of international anarchy, hierarchy operates in the meantime that minor states are restrained given 

the presence of great powers. Furthermore, the structure exists not only in the scope of entire globe but also in a 

regional fashion such that regions live with their own hierarchies and dynamics. 
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such conditions.15 For example, states in the Middle East possess great potential to influence 

international politics through oil. States without such advantages might nevertheless subdue to 

such clouts. Based on this distinction, states that are able to weigh in the geopolitics could be 

roughly separated into two groups: geopolitical players and geopolitical pivot. While the 

former labels those willing to alter and challenge the structure beyond their own borders, the 

latter describes states possessing characteristics that can incur geopolitical volatility even 

against their own will (Brzezinski 1997, 37–41).  

Some might argue the similarity of this geopolitical claim to the neorealist structural view. 

Geopolitics is, however, much less rigid given the necessity to combine geographical facts with 

states’ predisposition to settle in the current geopolitical arrangements. Hence, regionally or 

globally, states are not facing their counterparts’ capability per se. Instead, what they encounter 

in their own perception of the others’ threats, which can be largely conditioned by the 

geographical limits or odds. In terms of international security, the extent to which other states 

are able to cause harm against others could be states’ central concerns given their insecurity. 

Multiple factors can explicate such insecurity. For instance, whether the capability advantages 

lean toward offense and defense will make a grave difference. On the other hand, whether a 

state occupied geographic predominance might also change the expected outcomes of conflict 

                                                
15 Probing the role of issue linkage in improving alliance credibility, Poast (2013) discovered that the issue 

linkages do have the function of increasing successful deterrence. Furthermore, he revealed that buffer states 

with valuable resources actually are much less, not more, likely to be invaded. This result yield an interesting 

insights regarding the passive, instead of proactive, aspects of resource in swaying geopolitics. 
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considerably (Jervis, 1978; Van Evera, 1998). Such concerns considerably inform states’ 

subjective evaluation of others’ geopolitical weight.  

Institutional Pathway 

The material structure as such, however, is not the only exogenous constraints that limit 

the choice of states. International regimes, on the other hand, guide the formation of 

international institutions to coordinate states’ external actions. The structural restraints as an 

underlying rationale upon which states act are rather a permissive environment for states to 

participate in international institutions (Stein 1982; Keohane 1982). Further, as the Folk 

Theorem entails, under repeated interactions, there could be multiple equilibria which produces 

less useful prediction if at all.16 Hence, to facilitate coordination between states, the creation 

of institutions is rather the demand of states rather than an automatic outcome of international 

structure. Additionally, institutions generate a force of path dependence by inducing states to 

sink costs if the former continue to produce profitable outcomes and reduce the costs (Keohane 

1988). Given this situation, institutions could be viewed as being created to enhance 

coordination of interstate interaction.  

This function, on the other hand, indicates that states can not make decisions entirely at 

their will. They are constrained by the norms, rules, and procedures of the existing institutions. 

                                                
16 The same difficulties occur in the game of the sex, in which two equilibria are possible. This type of game 

implies the importance of institutional designs and the problem of coordination.  
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Furthermore, the structural constraints, despite mitigation by institutions might prevent them 

from following institutional paths optimally. Factors such as inherent interest, previous 

distribution of power, or internal bargaining could altogether generate additional forces to 

change the institutions. Accordingly, asymmetry can exist within such institutional 

relationships (Young 1982). While one state might be a member or party of a given institution, 

the other nonetheless might not or have only a marginal say on the direction of the institution. 

Furthermore, states might have different degrees of participation or commitments to 

institutions that states’ connection to existing regimes can vary. Bearing this situation in mind, 

the first variable will be dichotomy. That is, whether states in a relationship are symmetric in 

certain institutions. Are states in the same institution equally in need of such arrangements? 

In addition, as I mentioned in the previous chapter, institutions do not appear ex nihilo. 

They are, instead, created within an existing institutional landscape. Even states taking part in 

the same institutions consider the possibility to create or modify the current arrangement in 

order to tackle the emerging problem. The existence of preceding institutions is, in fact, 

necessary to enable the bargaining process. Mere changes of structural constraints along will 

only be “sufficient” to alter the institutional path. States’ intents and efforts to proceed the 

bargaining, instead, will be necessary to introduce the pathway alteration.17 Given this concern, 

                                                
17 Existing literature has addressed such issues from various aspects. Issue-linkage, for instance, has been one 

of the most important strand to discuss states’ endeavor to negotiate for better arrangements. In particular, states 

different perception or judgements on type of issue linkage could widely influence the bargaining outcomes. 

Trade issues, in particular, have been studied in this fashion. For example, Japan’s concession for agricultural 

liberalization was actually a product of cross-sector issue linkage and domestic lobbying for pushing forward the 

negotiation. In such process, states’ basic preference and institutional contexts have played pivotal roles 
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I consider the second variable of institutional path, the existence of preceding institutions. For 

instance, the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation’s formation can be legitimately seen as a 

product of institutional bargaining under the change of structure, and more importantly 

participants’ desire to incorporate existing institutions (Aggarwal 1998a). 

Here, if we take the institutional symmetry into consideration, then we will immediately 

observe states might have different approaches to proceed institutional bargaining. In particular, 

given the previous concerns of states' different degrees of attachment to the institutions, it could 

be plausibly reasoned that states would derive different bargaining strategies accordingly. 

So far, the structural and institutional factors are articulated to derive a comprehensive 

description of the environment in which states operated.  Generally, they make up the first two 

determinants of state option in strategic interaction: structural pressure and institutional path. 

Specifically, each of them is made up of two sub-variables. In terms of structural pressure, I 

consider the international structure, the distribution of power, and the underlying constraints, 

geopolitical predispositions.18 On the other hand, I deepened the inquiries by seeking how 

states import such concerns into international institutions. In this case, I include states' 

                                                
deciding states’ choice of path. While the previous section emphasized the importance of structural factors, this 

section in turn focus on the institutional contexts. On this point, see Carnegie (2013); Davis (2004); Haas 

(1980); Koremenos, Lipson, & Snidal (2003). 
18 The concept of structural pressure could be understood in terms of loss-of-gradient (LSG) developed by 

Kenneth E. Boulding. In his papers, he laid out a theory of viability. That is, in a given space, a state’s survival 

depends on its viability. Specifically, states’ viability is determined by the number of other actors and the loss-

of-gradient. For the number of other actors, the logic is similar to structural realist, who utilize the logic of 

market as an analogy. The more actors in a given space, the more competitive is the environment. On the other 

hand, loss-of-gradient also matters to determine the viability of a given state. Loss-of-gradient implies that 

states’ power has a negative relationship with distance. Simply put, the further the weaker. This concept sums 

up the dynamics of structural pressure. Both determinants together illuminated the structural pressure and 

geopolitical limitations in international politics. For more, see Boulding (1963; 2018); Webb (2007). 
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participation in institutions, institutional symmetry, and the context of state interaction, 

significance of existing institutions. Altogether, they form an informative background to infer 

states’ preference and choice. Table II.1 summarizes these variables. 

Table II.1: Determinants of External Constraints 

Main Variables 

Institutional Path:  

Institutional Symmetry & Significance of existing Institutions 

Rigid Loose 

Structural Pressure:  

Distribution of power 

& Geopolitical 

predisposition 

High International Stability Precarious Rivalry 

Low Spiral Competition International Instability 

Source: Made by author. 

From the table above, we can readily observe four combinations. In the top-left cell, which 

is characterized by high structural pressure and rigid institutional path, we derive international 

stability. In this case, states are bounded by the status quo and the constant payoff by the 

international institutions. Hence, states are more likely to maintain the status quo instead of 

deviating from the original pathway. In the top-right cell, where the structural pressure is also 

high, but this time comes with the absence of strong international institutions. In such an 

arrangement, we should observe a rather international environment that encourages a sense of 

precarious balance. Under such a situation, states live in a typical setting of the realist balance 

of power. States strengthen the existing institutions to compensate for the lack of institutional 

focal point. In the bottom-left cell, states reside in a totally opposite environment against 
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precarious balance. Given the low structural pressure and rigid institutional pathway, weaker 

states are more likely to engage in balancing behavior to increase their own security. In terms 

of DCA, states would step up in making new DCA enhance their defense capacities. Finally, 

in the bottom-right cell, states are encircled by high uncertainty given little structural pressures 

that can refrain their counterparts from taking risking behavior. Loose international institutions, 

on the other hand, become an enabling feature that is conducive to state aggression. A tentative 

generalization from the table, thus far, is the baseline of states’ propensity to reduce uncertainty. 

In either one scenario, states are prone to foster stability by improving balancing and 

coordinating. How, then, do these scenarios fit into the analysis of the DCA formation?  

The next step, accordingly, will be specifying the strategic interaction of how states decide 

to sign DCAs in addition to the current security arrangements, for instance, alliances and 

strategic partnerships. As I will show below, I argue the formation of DCAs as costly signals 

to deter the potential aggressors as well as the institutional evolution against changing the 

global structure. 

Arming through Aligning: Specifying Strategic Bargaining 

One last issue must be addressed to understand why states sign DCAs. While the 

explanations above account roughly for the formation of alliance and other institutions. They 

nonetheless fail to explain why states aimed at such a form of cooperation in the international 

arena. With this background information at hand, I subsequently specify the “game” being 
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analyzed. The structural and institutional contexts that informed the position and policy taken 

by actors in this stage establish the causes that motivated actors' rationality. Accordingly, I 

import these ideas into a specific strategic relationship to make sense of certain institutional 

designs.19 

However, it should be noted that actions taken in these specified interactions also 

contributed to the contexts under which interactions take place. These feedbacks, in turn, 

modify the current contexts and further import a certain degree of impacts into the next stage 

of strategic bargaining. In this perspective, the actions are means not only to maximized actors' 

utility but also to shape a more preferable environment in the future. 

Using the insights from the structural and institutional accounts, I consider DCAs as an 

effort to counter the external uncertainty. Indeed, existing literature has discovered that states 

take advantage of escape clauses or withdrawal provisions to counter domestic or international 

shocks. Still others discussed the effect of renegotiation in adjusting existing institutions. 

Though compatible, the formation of DCAs cannot be simply attributed to the strategies above. 

Rather, DCAs are intended to bolster current institutions in the face of uncertainty by adding 

features to the security and defense architectures. 

                                                
19 I discern my approach here from the so-called strategic culture approach. The strategic culture approach 

focuses on the symbolic, semantic, and ideal objects that might create a strong focal point, which accordingly 

generates a converging force to justify or alter the efficacy of certain choices. In contrast, my argument here is 

rather materialistic than idealistic. Concentrating on the material aspects enable me to develop a possibly 

parsimonious approach that takes advantage of strategic rationality. For strategic culture, see Johnston (1995). 
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From Exogenous Shock to Institutional Evolution: Credibility through Consolidation 

From the previous chapters and sections, one way the institutional path might change is 

the exogenous shock, an impetus triggering the underlying capability and preference of states. 

In this sense, the rearrangements, either modification or replacement, are the exact bargaining 

problems. Bargaining problems within international cooperation can largely foreshadow future 

cooperation by projecting the enforcement and monitoring problem. External shocks matter in 

the way that they are able to generate unexpected leverages for participants in international 

institutions. Given these problems, states are actually distanced by the fear of being reneged 

amidst uncertainty. Hence, exogenous shocks do not directly lead to the change of international 

institutions per se. Shocks, instead, introduce new rounds of bargaining that eventually breed, 

successfully or not, the change of international institutions (Fearon 1998; Koremenos 2005). 

One way to solve the problem is to modify the current institutions in order to cushion the 

shocks. DCAs, as a form of additive instruments to foster the bilateral security and defense 

cooperation, belong to this category. Normally, DCAs are subjected to a broader institution 

that define the baseline of the bilateral relationships. In such cases, the abrupt change of the 

foundation will make the existing institutions more undetermined. A brief example will be the 

September 11 attacks, after which middle power successfully alter the pathway of security 

cooperation. The attacks set forth the change of underlying concept of security but also the aim 

of the existing security institutions. In 2001, the Asia-Pacific alliance system was subjected to 
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the conceptual transition from the state-centric security to the trans-regional security threats. 

However, this opportunity was not entirely occupied by the US. States within Asia-Pacific, 

obviously, despised the explicit and rigid approach undertaken by their Western counterparts. 

Flexibility and informality matched more to their preference. Accordingly, regional powers 

took advantage of existing institutions such as the hub-and-spoke system and Association of 

Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) to generate countering feedback to the US. The bargaining 

between unilateral imposition, bilateral alliances, or multilateral institutions were actually 

characterized by a trend of convergence to address the emerging threats (Tow 2004). 

Altogether, this trend was marked by ongoing efforts to rearrange the existing security 

architecture. 

This case demonstrated how exogenous shocks could elicit the need for reconciliation 

between institutions. Nevertheless, how about DCAs? Are DCAs used in the same fashion? 

The enhanced DCA signed in 2015 between the US and Singapore provides an instant instance 

to illuminate the potential evolution brought by the exogenous shock. Unlike the other US 

treaty allies in East Asia, Singapore possesses no formal defense obligation to the US. 

Nonetheless, Singapore has a rather general framework serving as the cornerstone to push for 

closer defense cooperation (United States Department of States 1946). This document has 

evidently provided tremendous support to the US troop presence in Asia-Pacific, an important 

factor believed to contribute to the stability of the region. However, the increasing Chinese 
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assertiveness in the South China Sea created unprecedented pressure against the surrounding 

countries, including Singapore. Other than the substantive cooperative issues, one major 

strategic implication of the document is, in fact, a warning against China by facilitating the US 

access in the Western Pacific. Similar progress was made years after the 2015 DCA (Graham 

and Huxley 2015; Parameswaran 2019b; United States Department of Defense 2015b). Both 

the US and Singapore saw the elevation of bilateral defense cooperation desirable in the face 

of increasing uncertainty. 

The Singapore case exhibits the usage of DCA to counter the exogenous uncertainty, 

China’s transgression in that case. However, stimuli are not the only factors motivating the 

formation of DCAs. This explanation is no more than a structural one, which could be overly 

deterministic. There is, apparently, an alternative to account for the formation of DCAs. The 

formation of DCAs is, as I will argue below, a bottom-up approach adopted by states to bolster 

their commitment to stabilize and sustain security and defense cooperation constructing a 

broader context. 

DCAs as Costly Signals: Making Credible Commitment 

DCAs, essentially, resemble alliances in the function of deterring potential harms. 

However, it should be furthered questioned why forging DCAs are chosen over making new 

alliances. Here, I contend that states preferred DCAs to alliances because of the flexibility and 
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the lower costs they entailed. Particularly, DCAs incurred the sunk costs that more or less 

release credible signals about states’ commitment to stay in the security and defense 

cooperation. 

States use DCAs to strengthen the commitment by endowing additional costs and 

improving expected benefits. Existing literature has already pointed to the fact that making new 

alliances is a costly behavior. By binding itself to the obligations required by alliances, states 

incurred considerable costs in the future, if not immediately. For instance, by entering an 

alliance, states risk themselves by being involved in the alliance security dilemma. They might 

end up being exploited by the malevolent ally or fighting unnecessary evils. In this sense, 

alliances generate tremendous governance costs to prevent latent opportunism for relations 

susceptible to exploitation.20 DCAs in such a point of view can be well deemed as costly 

signals by institutionalizing military-to-military interaction in order to regulate the interaction 

within alliance relationship (Lake 1996; Snyder 1997, 180–86; Ashley Leeds and Savun 2007). 

By such efforts, states’ investment in a particular defense sector consolidates the existing 

defense relationship such that they can be abler to prevent abrogation of the existing 

cooperation. Furthermore, DCAs improve the payoff derived from the cooperation by 

providing military capability upgrading as well as intelligence exchanges. While the former 

                                                
20 Governance costs is a key determinant in the relational contracting approach. The approach is aimed to 

discover how actors under certain governance structure come to the common efforts to produce shared goods as 

well as sustaining the relations. Governance costs in this approach refers to those endeavors endowing to create 

and maintain relations (Lake 1996). Against the backdrop, I consider DCAs as states’ effort to manage the 

norms within the bilateral defense cooperation. 
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reduces the gap of gains, the latter ameliorate information problems. The underlying factors 

that lead to the formation of cooperation reside in DCAs’s potent benefits and potential costs 

that make states’ commitment credible (Ashley Leeds 2000; Kinne 2013; 2016). 

This argument can be readily observed in the US-Philippines defense relationship. The 

alliance has been under tremendous pressure. In 2014, the US and the Philippines signed the 

Enhanced Defense Cooperation Agreement (EDCA) to strengthen the original treaty. The 

formation of EDCA was not only the reaction to China’s militaristic behavior in the South 

China Sea but also the response toward Philippine's demand for more credible commitments 

in the face of external attacks (Greitens 2016). Through increasing rotational deployment of 

the US forces and additional construction plans, the US credibly committed itself to the 

bilateral defense relationship (Castro 2016; Thayer 2014). Furthermore, there are indeed ex-

post effects of the cooperation. Ever since Rodrigo Duterte became the president, the bilateral 

cooperation has been in tumult. Elevating the level of cooperation with China, Duterte 

criticized the US’s half-hearted devotion to the bilateral defense cooperation and threatened to 

abolish EDCA. Nevertheless, the US’s decision to kick start and implement EDCA 

successfully preserved the Philippines faith in the cooperation. The progress was further 

guaranteed by Mike Pompeo, the Vice President of the United States, who tellingly support the 

application of EDCA to the event in the South China Sea (Harold et al. 2019, 303; Poling and 

Cronin 2018). 
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DCAs as instruments to bolster bilateral commitment can also generate positive effects in 

a broader sense. That is, issue-linkage plays an important role, more or less, in DCAs ex-post 

influence. For instance, China and Singapore signed the enhanced Agreement on Defense 

Exchange and Security Cooperation (ADESC) in 2019. The agreement was signed soon after 

Singapore’s more comprehensive cooperation with the US, a time point that might look abrupt, 

if not inappropriate at the very first sight. However, if we take a deeper look, then we will be 

able to discover that the agreement, in fact, reflects a bigger picture in which Singapore tried 

to convince China that she is committed to the improvement and stability of the bilateral 

relationship (Parameswaran 2019c; Today Online 2019). On the other hand, China also 

attempted to maintain the intricate relations between the Southeast Asian countries and itself 

through institutionalizing the military-to-military cooperation as well as arms sales 

(Parameswaran 2019a). In this point of view, the formation of the defense cooperation 

illuminates the feasibility of using such documents to lock states into a broader context by 

devoting certain forms of costs as well as modifying the existing international architecture. 

In either case, we saw states using DCAs to commit themselves to a certain path despite 

the external uncertainty. By pooling resources into each cooperative relations, DCAs become 

a vehicle to transmit states resolve for further cooperation, sometimes built upon previous 

institutions. In sum, the formation of DCAs reflects states’ strategic choice under multiple 

constraints. 
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Layered Contexts: Restructuring Strategic Interactions 

Overall, the theories and approaches in the previous section elicit a layered context that 

informed the content of strategic interaction: both actors’ options and preferences. Furthermore, 

by specifying the international structure and institution features of the context, we derived a 

rather nuanced understanding of states’ decisions. In this case, DCAs are products of states’ 

rational decisions instead of mere results of structural pressure, as entailed by most realists’ 

arguments between international cooperation. Neither are DCAs merely the product of 

institutional constraints. DCAs, despite great possibility of being restricted by previous security 

arrangements, are not independent of international structure. 

Essentially, this approach to scrutinize the formation of DCAs decomposes the interaction 

between states into several layers: international structure, institutional restriction, and 

individual calculation (Figure II.1). Beyond this layered context, I further contend that this 

approach is not deterministic. As suggested before, to sustain a path, one of the most important 

factors in states’ agency to contribute their own efforts and to endow their stakes. It is for this 

reason; in the meantime, we will also witness states’ constant feedback to the context that 

informs their decisions. States’ decision of network-making accordingly generate various 

effects on the entire system (Maoz 2006). This sequence is presented in Figure II.2 below.  
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Complex as it might appear, the causal sequence behind this approach is actually simple 

and intuitive. Some presumptions should be noted here. First, this approach is agnostic to each 

state’s internal arrangement. That is, I do not consider the domestic politics that engender the 

endogenous orientation of states. Second, my argument is inherently one of global levels. 

Nonetheless, it does not equalize itself to a structural explanation. Instead, this presumption is 

a neutral one intending to restrict my approach to maintain preferable brevity. Finally, for this 

stage, I construct this approach for special attention on DCAs. While the previous literature 

Exogenous Shock / 

Institutional Pathway 

Countering 

Uncertainty / 

Institutional 

Consolidation 

Creating DCAs 

Figure II.2: Causal Sequence of DCA Creation 

 

Feedbacks 
Information & 

Options 

Institutional 

Constraints 

Strategic Interaction 

International Structure 

Figure II.1: Contextual Specification of Strategic Interaction 
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should and do explain other forms of institutions, my argument here is rather to seek a relatively 

generalized explanation for the emergence of DCAs.21  

The next issue, accordingly, will be how to asses this approach. Currently, we can several 

features of this approach. First, there is no single, single-direction causal mechanism. Instead, 

the influence is highly fluid that the full picture will be more appropriate to be described as a 

complex (Kim 2019). Second, specifying the contextual factors require detailed description of 

the environment. The requirement implies a necessity of careful articulation. Finally, DCAs 

are yet mature topic comparing to the wider literature on international security. Thus, a careful 

examination of approaches and facts, more or less, will contribute to the academic discussion 

by providing and testing hypotheses. For these sakes, in the next chapter, I turn to my 

consideration of methods. 

Research Methods and Design 

In this section, I elaborate on the methods employed to examine my approach. To strike a 

balance between feasibility and goals, I adopt in-depth case studies and cross-case analysis. 

                                                
21 Figure 2-1 would need to be distinguished from liberalism’s concerns for the endogeneity for preference 

(Moravcsik 1997) or neoclassical realism’s view of domestic politics as mediating variables (Lobell, Ripsman, 

and Taliaferro 2009). While Moravcsik’s defense for liberalism focus on its transnational and multi-causal 

explanatory power that contains cross-level inference, the graph here is actually narrower. My theory focus on 

how external threats and uncertainty initiates and informs strategic interactions between states. As for domestic 

sources of preferences, this thesis takes a rather agnostic point of view. Similarly, my claim here distinguished 

itself from neoclassical realism by concentrating on the international level while disregarding national and 

individual level of analysis. 
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Specifically, I take advantage of the process-tracing to maximize the internal validity of my 

theory. Afterward, I lay out my standard of case selection as well as the limits in this research. 

In-Depth Case Studies 

Given the needs of my study, I employ small-N studies that can maximize the leverage 

within a case. However, this tendency also comes with great risks. Among them, two 

challenges are especially pressing, selection bias and unfalsifiability. First, selection bias is 

most likely to occur if we choose case with certain expectations in mind. This could be 

attributed to choosing case on dependent variables. Accordingly, the derived results could be 

accompanied by unfalsifiability in that we might fail to show the possible circumstances that 

invalidate my theory. Without dealing with these problems, single case studies would have a 

much looser causal mechanism lacking rigorous experimental implication. To remedy this 

shortcoming, the very first task is to ask right questions based on my theory and hence, establish 

a consistent standard to select cases that are representative enough (Gerring 2007, 145–47). 

After selecting cases, the following task would be analyzing them. The first step will be 

locating a consistent narrative and general structure that provides a framework to connect the 

dots. These steps can be attributed to one of the limits common in qualitative research. That is, 

it could be extremely hard to establish connection between cases in different eras and locations. 

Despite their distinctiveness, they are not totally independent and hence characterized by 
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complex connections. A suprastructure over events mitigates the problem by locating the logic, 

structure, or narratives across time spans and geographic sections, that connects events in 

different periods (Haydu 1998: 350). Except for historical emphasis on sequential occurrence 

between events, I will further instigate the causal relationship between events orderly (Griffin 

1993). Sequential differences between cases, accordingly, become the first leverage to 

evidence and modify the existing vantage points on certain issues.22  A general structure, 

accordingly, helps illuminate the structure that sets the background of actors’ decisions, a 

condition in the first layer of the approach I proposed. 

However, a general narrative is not enough to clarify the motivation of given actions. 

Recalling structural explanations’ detachment from actors, the structure does not always 

provide clear information to states since it could change in a way unpredictable to states. It is 

however often that states continue to act in ways contrary to structural expectations. This 

discrepancy prompts the need to explain path dependence. Through identifying contingent yet 

critical choice that connects different historical eras, we are able to make two additional 

assumptions. First, the choice opens up a permissive space in which states act against structural 

expectations. Second, the choice eliminates alternative paths that invalidate other potential 

developments. We should henceforth observe the positive feedback given by the choice of 

                                                
22 James Mahoney proposed that a tentative result from cross-cases studies could be applied to a single case 

study to test for the validity, which he called “pattern matching.” This approach can supplement the limits of 

narrative analysis. Through setting stages for testing tentative conclusion by comparing issue structures, 

arguments could be both strengthened and reassessed to support the general arguments. See James Mahoney 

(2003). Strategies of Causal Inferences in Small-N Analysis. 
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paths to ensure states act according to the paths (Bennett and Elman 2006; Verba and Tarrow 

2014). This rationale is especially beneficial in eliciting institutional architecture that locks in 

states’ decision making, by ordering antecedent conditions, critical juncture, structural 

persistence, and reactive sequence. Thus, path dependence explains how micro-foundations of 

rationality work to construct man-made pathways (Mahoney 2001). 

Process tracing, in particular, maximizes the leverage in case studies by integrating 

narrative analysis and path dependence. By using process tracing, distinct cases could be 

analyzed by assessing the causal relevance and sequence of variables. In addition, a close 

inspection of materials allows me to deal with the problem of equifinality (George and Bennet 

2005, 214-215). With a consistent theory at hand, I reduce the role of subjectivity by focusing 

the connection between behavioral evidence.23 The criteria to judge the quality of evidence 

should base on the test of sufficiency and/or necessity. The value of the test lies in its potential 

to illuminate the value of evidence, whether it would strengthen or weaken my claim. The 

content of the test is summarized in Table II.2 below. 

Table II.2: Tests of Process Tracing for Causal Inference 

 
Sufficiency 

Yes No 

Necessity Yes Doubly Decisive:  Hoop: 

                                                
23 It should be further aware that process tracing specifies the utility of evidence based on the extent to which a 

piece of evidence pass the test. While one could be necessary, others might be sufficient. Hence, the evidence 

collected should pass the test of double decisive test despite the empirical difficulties (Collier 2011). Yet it is not 

to say only such sort of evidence could be used to validate my theory. Instead, only those fail to pass the double 

decisive tests should be forsaken. The rest could cumulatively strengthen my claim. 
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If passed, hypotheses will be 

confirmed and eliminate the 

rival counterparts. Otherwise, 

it will be eliminated. 

If passed, hypotheses will 

only be affirmed. Otherwise, 

it will be eliminated. 

No 

Smoking-Gun: 

If passed, hypotheses will be 

confirmed. It will only be 

slightly weakened if failed. 

Straw-in-the-wind: 

If passed, hypotheses will 

only be affirmed. It will only 

be slightly weakened if failed. 

Adapted from Collier (2011). 

Nevertheless, some might warn against alternative explanations that might undermine 

arguments. Process tracing is notorious to some extent given its stringent requirement for 

sufficient and necessary conditions to past the test. The failure to reach the expectations is 

understandably reasonable. It is admissible since multiple unexpected variables and hypotheses 

might be discovered during the course of process tracing. As some might notice, process tracing 

reveals the causal relations in a way different from quantitative studies, in which attributes of 

units are deemed as the fundamental essence of conducting research. Instead, there are multiple 

causal pathways with different sequence and extent that set them different from their 

counterparts. Accordingly, the presence of these alternatives becomes challenge to my claims. 

It is hence imperative to deal with them. 

Instead of forsaking them, I maintain an open attitude toward rival explanations since they 

could extend my theories. Through examining the relationship between additional variables 

and existing theories after the case studies, process tracing can largely improve our 

understanding in a Bayesian fashion. For example, existing evidence A and B might 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

DOI:10.6814/NCCU202000065

  A Contextual Approach of DCAs 

 

61 

 

respectively work as sufficient and necessary conditions. Additional evidence C could appear 

to undermine the derived connection from A and B. Instead of downplaying the role of C, I 

exploit the caveats to reassess the scope of my claims. To enforce the scheme, I employ the 

Relationship among Rivals (RAR) framework (Zaks 2017). This framework extends the logic 

of process tracing by incorporating the probability theory. Under the framework, the alternative 

explanations are examined by specifying the relationships between events and hypothesis. 

Given different compatibility, there could be four kinds of relationship: mutually exclusive, 

coincident, congruent, and inclusive.  

First, a mutually exclusive relationship implied the inherent incompatibility between 

hypothesis. The validity of rival hypothesis can only be undermined if it yields false predictions 

or lacks appropriate evidence to challenge the preceding hypothesis. Second, when the 

relationship is coincident, they have little impacts on their counterparts given their ignorable 

contribution or limited possibility of conjoint effects. In this sense, we could see these 

hypotheses as independent from each other. Subsequently, the congruent relationship generates 

stronger effects on our hypotheses since rival hypotheses corroborate one another. Hence, by 

invoking each other, they altogether bring about the expected outcomes. Finally, inclusive 

relationships among hypotheses bring about the most desirable situation since it is most 

conducive to the theory development. Through extending original theories, inclusive 

hypotheses strengthen the claims and open up a new space for further explanations. 
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Generally, in-depth case studies offer considerable leverages to my current studies in that 

they examine the causal relationships between events and outcomes with specificity. Without 

oversimplification, in-depth case studies can generate a more nuanced understanding of a given 

case by taking advantage of process tracing and the derived rival explanations. However, this 

method largely sacrifices external validity which is one of the common shortcomings of 

qualitative studies. To make up for these limitations, I take an additional step by developing 

cross-cases analyses. 

Cross-case Analyses 

To enhance external validity, I further my research by including cross-case studies. By 

comparing cases, not only can I test my claims but also locate the importance and commonality 

of alternative explanations. Their implications would be elaborated through close examination 

of their effects on different cases. 

John Stuart Mill’s logic for comparison has informed the foundation of this cross-case 

analysis. While Mill’s methods include various ways to infer the connection between effects 

and cause, two of them provide occupied the core of the logic: method of agreement and 

method of difference. The former holds that if two cases with different outcomes differ in every 

aspect but one then the common cause could account for the shared part of the outcome. On 

the other hand, the method of difference maintains that, if two cases resemble in every aspect 

but one yet yields considerably different outcomes, then the difference should explain the 
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discrepancy of the results. However, these methods are mere loosely structured experiments 

which cultivate to potentially unstable explanatory power. 

Conjunctural causation and multiple causations account for most of the problems. While 

the former implies the possibility of interaction between variables, the latter indicates the 

existence of equifinality. Each of them, however, can be hardly addressed by Mill’s methods 

since these methods are based on a strong assumption of singular, deterministic causality. This 

assumption, therefore, prevents itself from examining interactions between causes (Ragin 2014; 

Lieberson 1991). Yet Mill’s method still facilitates research by eliminating alternative 

explanations. For example, by using the method of agreement, causes that differs between cases 

could be eliminated for their insufficiency or unnecessity. Further, a preliminary departure 

from my theoretical expectations should be utilized to refine my claims (Savolainen 1994). 

This rationale nonetheless risks overemphasis on the interaction between variables alone. 

One another aims of Mill’s method is, in fact, locating meaningful control variables to approach 

the power as experiment designs. Simply eliminating “redundant” causes and lumping several 

interactive causes in unspecified induction could unwittingly ignore the existence of sufficient 

yet not exactly necessary explanations. If research is conducted in such a manner, the research 

would suffer from decontextualized explanations. Hence, even cross-case studies would 

require a more nuanced and textured structure that connects events (Goldstone 1997). One of 

the main approaches to solving the problem will process tracing that incorporates both general 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

DOI:10.6814/NCCU202000065

The Origins of DCA 

 

64 

 

narratives and sequential descriptions that alleviate the problem of conjunctural and multiple 

causations.24 

To further the ends of my studies, my theory is needed to provide a clear guide to ask 

questions and collect evidence. George and McKeown proposed “the method of structured, 

focused comparison” that required a common framework to conduct within- and cross-case 

studies. The idea consists of two methods mentioned above not only as approach testing but 

also as approach generation. Each method serves the research by exploring the inherent and 

distinct logic within a region. Moreover, the comparison extends my research by consolidating 

the framework and controlling the structural factors across cases. Through such the conjoint 

rationale, I will be able to screen out meaningful factors that provide the baseline of my 

research (Slater and Ziblatt 2013). These methods, however, would require flexible designs 

with caution, a concern I address in the follows. 

Further, to answer the question of whether and how defense cooperation agreements are 

formed, this research will focus on the behavior of states. Accordingly, the unit of analysis will 

be relationships per se instead of each state. This choice of unit is informed by the strategic 

choice approach that focused on the behavior instead of attributes of states. However, this 

decision does not preclude me from ascertaining the individual calculation of each state. Quite 

                                                
24 This strand of problem is exacerbated by the so-called “Small-N, many variables” issues. Lijphart (1997) 

proposed that this problem should be solved through refining theories and concepts – climbing the ladders. 

However, this solution does not solve the problem fundamentally since the issue lies in the methods, not 

theories.  



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

DOI:10.6814/NCCU202000065

  A Contextual Approach of DCAs 

 

65 

 

the contrary, specifying individual preference steps in before analyzing states’ behavior. Given 

my propositions in the previous chapter, there should be several observable implications 

regarding each change of variables. Yet before this, it would necessary to measure the variables, 

or, clarify the observable implications (Gerring 2007, 193).  

Observable Implications 

First, the international structure should be able to be measured on the basis of military 

power as well as economic power. More specifically, it should be demonstrated by a given 

state’s proportion of power in the entire globe, the region she belongs to, and the relationship 

being analyzed. This measurement is built on the realist tradition of international relations 

theory, which prioritizes military capability as well as economic resources that might be 

transformed into military capability. Second, I measure the geopolitical constraints by 

examining geographical and historical factors that composed of states’ action basis. For 

geographical factors, I consider states’ distance from their primary enemy as well as the barrier 

between them. As for the historical factors, I review the major conflicts that shape the 

perception and preference in a certain relationship. International structure and geopolitical 

structure together weave the very first level of constraints on states’ behavior. To give example, 

in explaining the relationship between China and Taiwan, I would first specify each side’s 

relative power to the world, the region, and each other. Accordingly, I examine whether there 

are geographical barriers between them that limit their choices. Historical factors, then, 
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corroborate the effects of these barriers. Conflicts, in particular, should be considered to judge 

the baseline of a given relationship. 

For the international institution, I mainly focus on states’ common participation in the 

multilateral regimes and the presence of alliance or any closely equivalent partnerships. To 

observe the common participation in multilateral regime, I examine whether and to what extent 

do parties in a relationship have memberships in the same institutions, which bind states under 

a single rule. Accordingly, I look into whether there is alliance or similar arrangements between 

states. The presence of alliance indicates the presence of cooperation on security matters. 

Hence, their degree also matters. To observe this, I confirm the level of their cooperation by 

examining the obligation in the main and supplement documents. For instance, when analyzing 

the relationship between China and the Philippines, I examine to what degree they participate 

in the same regional regime on security issues. On the other hand, I will also consider the 

existence of alliance or similar cooperation. In this case, the comprehensive cooperation 

partnership will be a tough judgment. This problem, however, could be reduced by reviewing 

its supplementary documents and their enforcement.  

Case Selection 

In the next chapter, I will examine two cases: the Quadrilateral defense cooperation in the 

Indo-Pacific region and the European Common Security and Defense Policy. These two cases 
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are characterized by multiple states’ efforts to elevate the existing level of defense cooperation, 

a trend consistent with the macro-data observation in the first chapter. Furthermore, they have 

some commonalities. First, they are typically the allies of the US or at least strategic partners. 

In that sense, it would legitimate to say that they share approximately the same set of values as 

well as the major node in the alliance network (Kinne 2018). On the other hand, both cases are 

facing rising pressure from external and internal challenges. First, the US allies in the Indo 

Pacific are being challenged by an increasingly coercive China as well as increasing suspicion 

of the US’s commitment (Tatsumi 2015, 15–22). Second, the EU is also facing the pressing 

threats posed by Russia after the Crimean Annexation as well as the internal division revealed 

by the Brexit (Howorth 2016; Simón 2017). Generally, both cases are composed of multiple 

states between which fissures and pressure are at present.   

However, they are distinguished by some other aspects. The security institutionalization 

models in the Indo-Pacific and the EU are widely different. While the former is highly informal 

and flexible, the latter is often praised as one of the best examples of regional integration. That 

says the institutional pathway is different for countries within these two regions. Furthermore, 

the scope of the institutions is also different. Bilateralism has been a central feature in East 

Asia despite recent discussion of the so-called minilateralism (Tow 2015). In contrast, 

multilateralism is, without a doubt, the norm of the EU given the extent of integration as well 

as the collective identity instructed by the US after WWII (Hemmer and Katzenstein 2002). 
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Another more readily obvious departure is the one regarding the amount: the number of states. 

The number of countries in each region departs quite widely from the other. Other than the 

contrasting international and region structure, the pattern of interaction can be dissimilar if the 

institutional pathway is considered. 

The similarity and dissimilarity provided above present a wide array of leverage for me 

to conduct within-case studies and cross-case studies. The similarity plays a crucial role in 

carrying out controlled case studies that can potentially push forward the results approximate 

the quasi-experiment. The dissimilarity, contrarily, delivered information regarding how states’ 

decision to form DCAs can vary. In general, the cases from the Indo-Pacific and the EU are 

well suited for the current research not only because of their importance in reality but also their 

potential to advance our theoretical understandings.
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Chapter III: Case Study – Indo Pacific 

The Quadrilateral Indo-Pacific Strategy 

Ever since Donald Trump’s talks on the 2017 Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation 

(APEC), the term, “Indo-Pacific,” has received considerable attention in international 

politics.25 Despite several other countries’ supports for a similar strategy before, the injection 

of the US aspiration made possible the term becoming a name of a new region. Nebulous and 

void as the term appeared and being criticized, the Indo-Pacific can actually be viewed as a 

representation and reformation of security and defense security networks. Furthermore, the 

emergence of the concept is the very outcome of the structural and geopolitical fluctuation 

which imports considerable momentum into security and defense cooperation. 

This section will be organized as follows. First, I offer an overview of the regional power 

structure as well as the geopolitical landscape and supplement them with the institutional 

                                                
25 The term, “Indo-Pacific,” is not coined only around this decade. In fact, in the early 20th century, the German 

general and historian, Karl Haushofer, has already referred to the “Indo-Pacific” space. The space was then most 

colonized territories situated. Seeing the longing desire for self-determination, Haushofer called for cooperation 

between the oppressed Germany and their Indo-Pacific counterparts. The similar geopolitics sphere has also 

been identified by the other geopolitical theorist. Earlier in the late 19th century, Sir Halford Mackinder has 

already called the place as the Monsoon of Asia, which is the key to balance against the power from the 

heartland. Interestingly, together with the other edge of Eurasia, namely the Western Europe, Spykman and 

Nicholl (1944) renamed the space as “the Rimland,” one of the geopolitical foundation of the US containment 

policy during the Cold War. Currently, Indo-Pacific has been generally understood as the combination of Pacific 

and Indian Oceans, without referring to the continent. Ever since its formation, besides wider geographical 

range, it has been endowed with heavy concerns of security nature, which makes the nature of Indo-Pacific 

slightly different from Asia-Pacific. It also contains several of the busiest sea lane of communication (SLOC) 

and territories with strategic importance, for instance: the Korean Peninsula, the South China Sea, and the 

Taiwan Strait. For more debate, see He (2018); Beeson (2018); Wilson (2018). 
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architecture within. In this case, I concentrate on the regional security under the US hub-and-

spoke alliance system, which was formed by the US predominance in the region but challenged 

in the face of a growing China. Against this backdrop, I further elaborate on individual states’ 

responses to the uncertainty generated by the change of regional geopolitics as well as 

institutional unreliability.  

To trace increasing defense cooperation within the Indo-Pacific, I focus on the response 

and interaction by the following four countries: the US, Japan, Australia, and India. These four 

countries, namely the Quad, the shorthand for “Quadrilateral Security Dialogue,” despite 

divergence on issue priority, have actually pursued closer cooperation in the defense area.26 

Except for considering the role of China’s rise, I further examine the US’s undetermined 

commitment and regional powers’ search for strategic autonomy. 

Unsettling the Hub 

The security architecture in Asia-Pacific is largely in debt to the San Francisco System 

(also known the “hub-and-spoke system).27 The system, as the name suggests, was centered 

                                                
26 The exact meaning of the Quad focused on the Quadrilateral consultation mechanism, which has been mostly 

dormant rather than active. However, the status of the consultation group is not the main focus in this section. 

The main theme of interests here is the defense cooperation between the members of the Quad rather than the 

defense cooperation conducted under the framework of the Quad. The basic unit of analysis, therefore, is 

country instead of a single grouping. In the following sections, the Quad is mainly used to refer four countries 

participating in the dialogue rather than the grouping per se. 
27 The so-called hub-and-spokes, in general, can be referred as a wider concept that describe a form of network 

made up by a center, the hub, and multiple linkage with the center but not each other. The San Francisco System 

was dubbed as so because of Asia-Pacific’s dominant bilateralism centered on the US. John Foster Dulles, the 

former Secretary of States, was considered as the architect of the system. For more, see Calder (2004); Cha 

(2011). 
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on a pivotal power: the US. After the end of WWII, given the fear of communist aggression, 

the US signed multiple treaties to signal its commitment to the region. Despite most treaties 

includes the clause of mutual defense obligation, the truth is that treaty allies relied heavily on 

the US. The US' ability to provide security and commitment is, hence, the bedrock of the Asia-

Pacific security architecture.28 

Furthermore, the system is characterized by its preference for bilateral cooperation. 

Though the US attempted to create the “Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO),” the 

effort was in vain. Disdain for formality and the lack of collective awareness apparently 

abhorred the prospect for multilateral cooperation. As for Northeast Asia, the historical and 

territorial disputes hindered potential collaboration. Accordingly, an Asian “NATO” became 

an unlikely future. Until today, security and defense cooperation remains to be the mainstream 

despite regular multilateral forum such as East Asia Summit (EAS), ASEAN Regional Forum 

(ARF), the West Pacific Naval Symposium (WPNS), ASEAN Defense Ministers Meeting 

(ADMM), and ASEAN Defense Ministers Meeting – Plus (ADMM+). Though these fora 

successfully convene political leaders from the region, they rarely if any introduce meaningful 

outcomes. 

                                                
28 The US ability to make commitments play not only an enabling but also an restricting role. Given the 

historical complex underlying the East Asia politics, East Asia states are mostly hostile to each other. The WWII 

and the emerge of a Communist China further aggravated the tendency. Hence, to prevent the adventurism of 

the East Asian states, the US have to make commitment to ensure its allies security to prevent any actions of 

seeking security on their own; a fear of another great war became a main driver behind the establishment of the 

hub-and-spoke system. For more, see Bush (2005); Cha (2009). 
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However, hub-and-spoke is not unchallenged. In fact, the regional power structure 

changed considerably in the way that the US, the fundamental force maintaining the system, 

became less dominant. In turn, we are witnessing a stronger yet even tougher China. A few 

numbers can tell the story. Using the data from the Stockholm International Peace Research 

Institute (SIPRI), it is immediately clear that the US still entertain significant military 

predominance in contrast to the other powers in the Quad and China. Despite the preeminence, 

China’s rapid growth military power dwarfs its counterparts in the same region (Figure III.1).  

Take a different view, the growth rate over the past few years delivers a rather different 

image. Early on, nearly all states decreased their military expenditure, a reaction probably 

resulted from the financial crisis. However, the development that follows diverges considerably. 

While the US growth rate went negative, the other countries military expense remains relatively 

stable. Among them, China’s military growth has obviously overtaken the others by keeping 

roughly 10% increase every year, despite Australia’s brief progress. Overall, the regional 

power structure has gradually if not totally been driven away from the US preponderance in 

terms of military capability.29 

                                                
29 The balance of power in East Asia is actually predicated on a delicate equilibrium between multiple factors. 

The power structure is largely mediated by the geographical obstacles. Currently, China’ navy is overwhelming 

given its tremendous tonnage. Also, its shore is filled by multiple submarine bases and land-based missiles. 

Altogether, China’s predominance is truly intimidating. Based on the existing data, China has at least 360,000 

deployable personnel in the Eastern and Southern Theaters. In the same theaters, PLAN possess more than 50 

destroyers and frigate. The military balance tilts largely toward China if we consider the other forces such as the 

Rocket Force and Strategic Support Force (United States Department of Defense 2018). Nonetheless, China 

faces the exact same challenge as the US, Anti-Access/Area Denial (A2/AD). The strategy, however, is carried 

out by its regional counterparts, all of which are capable of weakening China’s projecting power by carrying out 

asymmetric warfare in both East China Sea and South China Sea. For instance, Japan has far less military power 

than China. However, Japan’s integrated network with the US and its readiness for high operational tempo could 

significantly contain China’s ambition of power projection beyond the first island chain. Overall, China has not 
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Figure III.1: Power Distribution and Growth in the Indo-Pacific, 2007-2018 

 

                                                
become a regional hegemon. Instead, the balance of power characterizes East Asia. For more, see Medeiros et 

al. (2008), Beckley (2017). 
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The international structure is not the only change occurred in the past few years. China 

has become more and more assertive and aggressive. One of the most telling examples is 

China’s declaration of its air defense identification zone (ADIZ) in the East China Sea. By this 

new regulation, China required all aircraft to report identification and to follow instructions. 

Otherwise, emergency measures could be taken. The act received wide protests and critics from 

neighbor countries and stakeholders. What makes the measure even more contentious is its 

coverage over disputed areas such as Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands and Ieodo/Suyan Rock. For 

another instance, in 2016 China not only refused to abide by the rule made by the Permanent 

Court of Arbitration and further militarized the isle in the South China Sea afterward. On the 

other hand, the People’s Liberation Army Navy (PLAN) patrolled more frequently than ever. 

Occasionally, the patrols went beyond the first island chain. Along with growing frequency of 

approaching disputed areas such as Senkaku/Diaoyu Isle, China raised the level of 

assertiveness significantly. Overall, China’s tendency toward further geopolitical outreach is 

arguably getting stronger. 

Heightened tension is not the only trend characterizing the past few years. Another feature 

is the uncertainty brought by the US. Soon after awakening from the global financial crisis, the 

Obama administration shifted the strategic focus from the Middle East to Asia-Pacific. She 

enhanced its participation in Asia-Pacific, an effort marked by the strategy, “Rebalance to Asia.” 

On the address to the Australian Parliament in 2011, the former President Barack Obama 
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declared, “In the Asia Pacific in the 21st century, the United States of America is all in” (White 

House 2011).   

Later in 2012, the Strategic Guidance released by the Pentagon further made it clear that 

they will “of necessity rebalances toward the Asia-Pacific region.” Such a necessity was 

entailed by the economic growth of the emerging economies, particularly China and India. Yet 

the opportunities also required DOD to mitigate the risk in “the arc extending from the Western 

Pacific and East Asia into the Indian Ocean region and South Asia” (United States Department 

of Defense 2012).  The US Rebalance to Asia delivered a wonderful picture to East Asia by 

not only strategic engagement but also deeper and comprehensive economic integration, such 

as the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP).  

Nevertheless, the optimism was suspended in the winter of 2016. Donald Trump’s victory 

in 2016 brought significant tumult in both American domestic and international politics. Since 

Trump’s inauguration, his transactional style, perfectly conveyed through the slogan, “Make 

America Great Again (MAGA),” casts wide doubts on the US commitment in East Asia (Stokes 

2018). “…our allies are not paying their fair share, and I’ve been talking about this recently a 

lot. Our allies must contribute toward their financial, political, and human costs, have to do it, 

of our tremendous security burden. But many of them are simply not doing so,” said Trump in 
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his foreign policy speech (Trump 2016). The US has since then delivered a gloomy image to 

the strategic landscape by requiring renegotiation on alliance arrangement.30 

Diverging from this despairing image, the Trump administration instead introduced a new 

concept, “Indo-Pacific.” The terminology catalyzed wide debates regarding the US grand 

strategy. Despite the vibrant discussion of a new geospatial imagination, the renewed strategy 

vision injected a strand of mixed message that, in fact, results in even greater uncertainty (Pan 

2014). In the face of a rising China, the Trump administration has indeed multiple signals 

expressing the resolve to stand firm against the revisionist challenges. Clear examples include 

but not limited to the Vice President’s remark in the Heritage Foundation and Wilson Center 

as well as various legislation aiming to facilitate interaction between the US and its allies.31 

On the other hand, the so-called “Freed and Open Indo-Pacific (FOIP)” is hardly convincing. 

The practical content of the strategy failed to convince the regional power about its 

sustainability and orientation. 32  Such concerns are underwritten by Trump’s frequently 

                                                
30 Trump expressed his insatisfication to the current division of defense cost sharing with the US treaty allies. 

One instant case would be the negotiation on the Special Measures Agreement (SMA) between the US and 

Korea. Ever since Trump’s presidential campaign, he has been demanding allies to pick up more burdens. 

Despite the nearly equal division of approximately $866.6 million paid by both side (United States Forces Korea 

2014), Trump instead require South Korea to pay 400% additional costs for hosting troops, costing around $5 

billion . At the time of writing this thesis, the negotiation to raise the payment is suspended (Lee, Cha, and Shin 

2019; Gaouette 2019). For more information, see Manyin et al. (2017). 
31 These actions and information provides strong signals to the international society with resolute tones to stand 

against China’s revisionist aggression in the South China Sea and beyond as well as North Korea’s disruption in 

the Northeast Asia. Practically, the US Congress authorized appropriation to the executive branch to strengthen 

both strategic and economic connections in Indo-Pacific. See White House (2018a; 2018b; 2019), US Congress 

(2018). 
32 Without doubts, there are multiple initiatives announced to address some of the key issues in Indo-Pacific. 

For instance, Pence presented to the 2018 APEC CEO Summit “the Indo-Pacific Transparency Initiatives.” The 

initiative covers a wide array of issues area, all pertaining to good governance (United States Department of 

States 2019). Nevertheless, the US commitment to the region remains largely doubted given the administrations. 

The skepticism was mainly fostered by Trump’s inconsistency with his national security team (Huxley and 

Schreer 2017). 
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altering foreign policies. In addition, the administration’s hardline approach toward China does 

not necessarily please the regional power. Instead, the stance to some extent instills hardships 

by requiring states choosing sides (Palit and Sano 2018; Shambaugh 2018; Storey and Cook 

2018).  

From the observations above, it could be immediately seen that, despite inertia, the so-

called Indo-Pacific region has been undergoing considerable uncertainty. First and foremost, 

in the past few years, China became stronger and more assertive. The brief statistic reflects that, 

in terms of military power, China possesses the largest regional military capabilities. Moreover, 

the recent events demonstrated that China has changed tremendously as a geopolitical actor. 

As the 2017 US National Security Strategy indicates, China is now a revisionist power willing 

and aiming to challenge the status quo. The second source of uncertainty, ranging from the 

strategic end to the economic end, came from the US. Strategically, we see a rather progressive 

foreign policy orientation yet accompanied by doubtful commitments. Economically, the major 

economic integration lost the major pillar, the US.  

To some extent, the aforementioned development marked a wide recognition that 

transformed a geopolitical construct to a geopolitical fact; competing strategic visions were 

gradually accumulating to an underlying context upon which regional powers acts. China’s 

hardening posture and the US undetermined but hawkish standings characterized the so-called 

Indo-Pacific with uncertainty and confrontation. Unmatching with the precarious standoff was 
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a loosely organized regional security institution that amplifies realpolitik in the region 

(Medcalf 2013; H. Lee 2017; Lee-Brown 2018; K. He 2018). 

In this sense, we are seeing an increasingly rigid power structure in the region. Meanwhile, 

the institutional structure remains relatively flexible and loose for their bilateral and forum 

fashion. Based on my analysis framework, this combination of structural constraints and 

institutional pathways breeds a precarious rivalry. Given that the US is the foundation of the 

hub-and-spokes system, its unsettled determination casts another shadow over the structural 

balance. How can the alliance system be sustained in the face of doubly challenging uncertainty? 

Before addressing this issue, it is imperative to understand regional powers’ preferences and 

options in such an environment. 

Uncertainty within Strategic Interests and Options 

a. United States of America 

The US strategic interests in East Asia have been consistent at least in the past ten years 

despite different forms. Ever since the Obama administration, the US has been pursuing a 

stronger but flexible presence in East Asia. As Obama addressed in his early speech in 2008, 

“[n]ow is the time for a new era of international cooperation. It's time for America and Europe 

to renew our common commitment to face down the threats of the 21st century just as we did 

the challenges of the 20th. It's time to strengthen our partnerships with Japan, South Korea, 
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Australia, and the world's largest democracy—India—to create a stable and prosperous Asia. 

It's time to engage China on common interests like climate change, even as we continue to 

encourage their shift to a more open and market-based society. It's time to strengthen NATO 

by asking more of our allies, while always approaching them with the respect owed a partner…” 

(Obama 2008). In terms of strategic interests, the US under Obama was clearly pursuing 

coherent international cooperation with powers in different regions. Furthermore, the 

administration was also attempting to reduce the burden of sustaining alliance on its shoulders 

by fostering closer engagement in the multilateral institutions (Tan 2015, 118–20). Through 

such an approach, the Obama administration’s foreign policy was predicated on multilateralism 

in which regular consultation instead of unilateral imposition plays the main role.  

Hub-and-spoke system, to some extent, evolves upon the new era. With such a rationale 

in mind, it would not be hard to understand Obama’s approach to carry out the “Rebalance to 

Asia.” Supplementing the administration’s focus on revitalizing the US economic and 

withdrawing military from Iraq, then-Secretary of States, Hillary Clinton, in the article 

published on Foreign Policy declared that Asia’s strategic and economic is the key to the US 

prosperity in the next decades. Hence, it is in the US interests to commit to building a robust 

network across Asia-Pacific as the one in Atlantic Ocean (Clinton 2011). In the grand strategy 

as such, the US would not be a guarantor on its own. Rather, the US was attempting to broaden 

and deepen its reach in Asia-Pacific through renewing its commitment as well as encouraging 
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inter-spokes cooperation in the alliance system. Even in the face of China’s rise, the US has 

chosen to provide leadership through committing forward-deploying and regular presence.  

In practice, this lead-from-within approach is called as a “principled and inclusive security 

network.” In addition to providing hardware and funding, the US-led by establishing 

diplomatic and strategic platform to connect its allies. For example, the US has been holding 

trilateral dialogues with its allies such as South Korea, Japan, and Australia. On the other hand, 

the US also deepened defense cooperation beyond traditional allies. India, for instance, became 

a major defense partner of the US. Through implementing new initiatives, the US has 

successfully pushed for the growth of defense industry in India. In the long run, the efforts 

would accrue as a defense network, instead of mere hub-and-spokes (Carter 2016).  

Noteworthy is the fact that Clinton’s article has already mentioned Indo-Pacific when 

mentioning the US partnership with Australia. Furthermore, while the strategy has been mostly 

recognized as one concentrating Asia-Pacific, it indeed revealed the US intention to go beyond 

the region by connecting the West Pacific with the Indian Ocean.33 The first public declaratory 

of “Free and Open Indo-Pacific Strategy” as an official strategy for US was delivered by 

Donald Trump in Da Nang, Vietnam on the CEO Summit of APEC (Trump 2017). Altogether 

                                                
33 Hence after, the usage of “Indo-Pacific” has occasionally appeared in the press release or public remarks 

from the US officials, mainly those from the Department of Defense. During a visit to Indonesia in 2013, the 

commander of PACOM, Samuel Locklear III, used the phrase “Indo-Asia-Pacific” to refer to a region 

containing broader challenges from natural disasters and climate change (United States Department of Defense 

2013). This is the very first time the wording began to be known by the public. In the remark to the 

Appropriation Committee, Locklear started to illustrate the strategic settings under the veil of “Indo-Asia-

Pacific” (US Indo-Pacific Command 2015). Yet the coherent usage did not emerge until Admiral Harry Harris 

took the command. 
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with the following speech offered by Michael Pompeo and the other officials. The US Indo-

Pacific strategy is clear and hinged on two central concepts: “free” and “open.” It indicates that 

every nation should be able to be free from coercion and to respect fundamental human rights 

and rule of law. Meanwhile, all nations should enjoy open access to seas and airways which 

could be bolstered with greater connectivity and peaceful resolution of maritime disputes 

(Pompeo 2018). 

However, these words should view from a broader picture. The 2017 National Security 

Strategy (NSS) set a harsh tone in the entire orientation of the US foreign policy. While China 

and Russia have been viewed as the emerging power in the earlier documents, the 2017 NSS 

instead referred them as “revisionist power” by stating “China and Russia want to shape a 

world antithetical to U.S. values and interests” (White House 2017). In contrast, the earlier 

documents stressed more on the “constructive relationship” (White House 2015). The NSS was 

not the only document that changed the tone. Tracing back a bit earlier, the concern for China 

and the possible interruption was expressed in the statement provided by Admiral Harris on the 

hearing in front of the House Armed Services Committee. The statement expressed a dire view 

supported by the Office of the Net Assessment that Chinese ambition and ability to overmatch 

the US. The concern was even strengthened by the fact that China has extended its power 

projection to the Indian Ocean (U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Armed Services 

2017). 
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Though it might seem that the Indo-Pacific Strategy appeared of a sudden. It could 

actually be deemed as an expanded form of “Rebalance to Asia,” initiated during the Obama 

administration. Overall, the US deeds in Asia-Pacific, or Indo-Pacific, are consistent in terms 

of strategic interests. The option being adopted has been strengthening the alliance system and 

broadening the defense contact beyond it. Nevertheless, the general narrative and stances 

signaling the foreign policy direction switched largely between administrations. This is 

especially clear on the government’s attitude toward China. Combining with the current 

administration's preference for bilateral and transactional diplomacy, the US policy in East 

Asia appeared to be undetermined given the diverging pictures delivered by the deeds and 

words. 

b. Japan 

Japan has been a relatively stable actor in East Asia. its strategic interests have been 

constant after the end of WWII, that is, to promote international peace and cooperation. Though 

she has undergone several cabinet changes after the financial crisis, its foreign policy rarely, if 

ever, deviate from this goal. The steadfast contribution to the making of a democratic coalition 

in East Asia, or Indo-Pacific, is especially conspicuous during Shinzo Abe’s second term. 

Nevertheless, the realization of these goals was largely impeded by the turbulence 

generated by its domestic politics and China’s mounting assertiveness in maritime Asia. For 

the former, the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ), in seeking security autonomy, committed to 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

DOI:10.6814/NCCU202000065

  Case Study – Indo Pacific 

 

83 

 

relocating the Futenma Air Station, an event that worsens the bilateral relationship between 

Japan and the US. Furthermore, the country was later struck by tsunami and nuclear disaster. 

The chain effects afterward largely influence Japan’s domestic policy. Externally, Japan was 

facing immediate pressure from China, which became increasingly assertive in territorial 

disputes, which was further exacerbated by Japanese politicians’ rebuffing efforts. 34  The 

bitterness continued in Abe’s tenure. It is since then did the Japanese foreign policy became 

proactive rather than reactive. Given the fact that Abe’s tenure occupies a large part of the 

Japanese foreign policy after 2008, it would not be exaggerated to focus on the continuity of 

his foreign policy that characterizes Japan’s strategic interests and options.  

Upon returning to the position of the prime minister, Abe started to propose progressive 

strategic and diplomatic agenda. On the very day he launched his second term, he published an 

article elaborating on the vision of his foreign policy. The article, titled, “Asia’s Democratic 

Security Diamond,” pointed out Japan’s strategy and diplomacy would be rooted in 

“democracy, the rule of law, and respect for human rights.” At the macro-level, Abe further 

envisaged a democratic diamond composed by Japan, Australia, India and Hawaii of the US. 

The connection would accordingly encompass the sea lanes stretching from the Indian Ocean 

to the Western Pacific. Essentially, the strategy aimed to deter China’s coercive power in 

                                                
34 A competing view of the turbulence during then Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama’s tenure is that, Japan was 

trying to develop more diversified foreign relations. Instead of total deference to the US, Japan also sought 

cultivate better relations with China. In this point of view, it was the balance of relations that Japan was aiming 

for. By such doing, Japan also leveraged its recalibration to force the adjustment of the US-Japan alliance 

(Ikenberry and Kupchan 2010). 
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maritime Asia. By strengthening existing alliance and partnership, Japan sought to curb 

China’s military expansion in the South China Sea and East China Sea. Retrospectively, the 

article demonstrated how Abe has pushed forward his foreign policy coherently and 

persistently.35  

In spite of domestic political setbacks, Abe continued to push for his foreign policy after 

returning to the position. One of the most prominent progress this time was to establish the 

National Security Council and to adopt Japan’s first National Security Strategy. In this 

document, Japan clearly articulated its strategic priority: to maintain its sovereignty and 

independence as well as territorial integrity. This is especially imminent in the Asia-Pacific 

region, in which China stood out as the utmost threat to her. In such a context, Japan reaffirmed 

the importance of the US-Japan alliance for the US as the only power in Asia-Pacific able to 

balance against China. Placing it on the top means to achieve the objective, Japan steered to 

strengthen the security and defense cooperation between the Self-Defense Force (SDF) and the 

US forces as well as bolstering the US military posture in the Asia-Pacific region. On the other 

hand, Japan also recognized the importance to develop its own international security and 

                                                
35 The orientation illuminated in the article resonated with Abe’s earlier address to the Indian Parliament in 

2007. In the speech, he emphasized the importance of the Indian Ocean and Pacific Ocean given the intense 

trade activity in these areas. “The Confluence of the Two Seas,” as Abe quoted, will create prosperity for a 

“Broader Asia,” which will break the geographical boundaries. Based on the vision, Japan was, in fact, aiming 

to ensure the maritime security and trade prosperity cooperatively with India (Abe 2007). However, the speech 

should not be mistakenly deemed as the root of the strategic outlook or Abe’s own creation. Instead, the vision 

has already taken its shape earlier. Soon after Abe began his first term in 2006, his foreign minister, Aso Taro, 

set out the strategic blueprint as the “Arc of Freedom and Prosperity,” which starts “from Northern European 

traverse the Baltic states, Central and South Eastern Europe, Central Asia and the Caucasus, the Middle East, 

and the Indian subcontinent, then cross Southeast Asia finally to reach Northeast Asia.” The strategy is clearly 

centered on the shared value strategic interests. Democracy and human security played crucial role in supporting 

such a vision (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan 2007a, 2–9). 
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defense network. Specifically, this will be achieved by enhancing cooperation with key 

partners such as Australia, India, and ASEAN. Both bilateral and multilateral mechanisms 

shine as the pathway to fortify Japan’s national security (Wilkins 2010; Prime Minister’s Office 

of Japan 2013).  

Later in the 2014 Diplomatic Bluebook, Japan laid out a new diplomatic approach by 

which the government vowed to advance “Diplomacy That Takes a Panoramic Perspective of 

the World Map.” In practice, this has been mainly achieved through frequent visiting to other 

countries. The rationale behind the policies, in fact, is the concept of “Proactive Contribution 

to Peace,” by which Japan decided to launch its own initiatives and contribute proactively 

instead of being a passive supporter for regional stability (The Government of Japan 2014). 

The bedrock of the vision was mainly provided by two defense mechanisms: “National Defense 

Program Guidelines (NDPG)” and “Medium-Term Defense Program (MTDP),” both of which 

provide detailed roadmap to further Japan’s prospective defense development and cooperation. 

In the most recent NDPG and MTDP, the Japanese government planned to enlarge the base of 

defense cooperation by utilizing bilateral and multilateral mechanisms to enhance Japan’s 

interoperability with its partners. Furthermore, military-to-military exchanges are viewed as 

necessary to harden the base of Japan’s defense capability (Ministry of Defense of Japan 2018a; 

2018b). 
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Given this background, we can readily observe that Japan’s Indo-Pacific vision has 

already taken its own root since at least 2006 when the Arc of Freedom and Prosperity” was 

proposed. Defense cooperation, in this context, is the outcome of the changing international 

structure as well as demands for strategic autonomy. Bearing this in mind, Japan’s proactive 

defense cooperation in international society would not be surprising. As expressed in the 

official documents mentioned above, it is in the interests and means of Japan to keep 

committing itself to the existing international order. This is and will be the case under the shaky 

US influence in the Trump era (Koga 2018). Overall, Japan’s diversified partnerships and 

stable contributions have made its a stabilizer in the region. 

c. Australia 

Australia is now a crucial but not pivotal power in the Indo-Pacific region despite being 

the most progressive supporter of the concept. Australia’s position in the Asia-Pacific 

international politics underwent considerable changes. Originally a colony of Great Britain, 

Australia is the only “white” country in Asia Pacific. However, WWII greatly altered its 

European mindset by creating close bond between its and the US. Since then, Australia’s 

importance in supporting the multilateral institutions and democratization in the region has 

gradually ascended, a trend that could be partially attributed to the increasing amount of trade 

between its and the Asia-Pacific countries. One of the most evident moves was Australia’s 

devotion to the creation of Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC). Moreover, Australia 
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has also been engaging ASEAN in multiple areas such as development and defense assistance. 

Overall, the Australian foreign policy is often characterized by ad hoc but incremental and 

practical steps to achieve strategic independence, which sparked in the concept of  “middle 

power” (McDougall 2001; Ungerer 2007; Beeson and Higgott 2013).  

In the last decade, Australia has attempted to create a desirable international environment 

on its own. After durable involvement in the Global War on Terror led by the US, the Australian 

government recalibrated its foreign policy by weighting more on the Asia-Pacific region. The 

reorientation was particularly accelerated under then Prime Minister, Kevin Rudd, a former 

diplomat able to speak Chinese and known for his familiarity with the East Asia politics. In his 

term, the government put more emphasis on the Asia Pacific, partly intrigued by the rise of 

China.36 As articulated in the 2009 Defence White Paper, “China is critical to stability in 

Northeast Asia and the wider region. Its approach to regional security in North Asia and the 

wider region, and how it interacts with our key strategic partners (the United States, Japan, and 

increasingly India), is fundamental to Australian interests” (Commonwealth of Australia 2009, 

95).   

                                                
36 However, Kevin Rudd was also known for his unexpected sabotage to the Quad in 2008. Earlier in 2007, the 

Quad members held the first four-way maritime exercise, MALABAR, which was viewed as the largest of its 

kind. The exercise, nevertheless, ignited China’s alarm of fearing the formation of an Asian NATO. The verbal 

rejection soon developed into diplomatic protests to the Quad members. Unexpectedly, Kevin Rudd’s 

government soon promised to suspend the engagement in such cooperation. This event dealt a heavy blow to the 

Quad, leading to a decade-long inaction. In contrast to Rudd’s vigilant point of view toward China later in his 

tenure, his withdraw from the Quad has been rather well-known. 
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Being aware of the economic potential of Asia Pacific, the successive administration 

further published a white paper titled “Australia in the Asian Century” (hereafter, 2012 White 

Paper). The white paper clearly expressed Australia’s top priority to develop deeper 

relationship with the largest market in the world, China and India (Government of Australia 

2012). Nevertheless, the relationship between Australia and China has not been smooth in the 

following years. 

Australia’s grand strategy impasse stemmed mainly from the 2009 Defence White Paper, 

which singled out the rise of China as a strategic challenge. Coming along with the anger was 

Australian government’s approval of Rebiya Kadeer’s visa. Despite Kevin Rudd’s implicit 

apology in the following joint statement (Rudd 2009), the relationship between Australia and 

China only prospered in the trade area. Although Julia Gillard attempted to tone down China’s 

threat in the 2012 White Paper and the 2013 National Security Strategy,37 its endeavor to grasp 

the strategic opportunity brought by the US Rebalance to Asia has largely triggered China’s 

protest, which was especially pointing to the regular rotation of the US troop in Darwin 

(Bloomfield 2016).  

                                                
37 This two document contrasts starkly with the previous documents. For example, in the 2013 National 

Security Strategy, titled as “Strong and Secure: A Strategy for Australia’s National Security,” the Gillard 

government restated its perspectives that China’s force modernization is a natural and legitimate development in 

the course of its ascending status. Despite the increasing sensitivities in the disputes, the Gillard government did 

not opt for an aggressive tone. Instead, the government took a rather soothing stance to encourage China to 

solve disputes in peaceful manners and to contribute to the international society with its rapid economic growth. 

For more see, Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet (2013). 
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Nevertheless, Australia did not fall prey to the US-Sino competition. In spite of the fact 

that Australia, New Zealand, United States Security Treaty (ANZUS) continued to be 

Australia’s most important base of strategic and defense cooperation, Australia attempted to 

locate itself in a broader geopolitical setting. Accordingly, Australia has been seeking strategic 

autonomy by proposing progressive grand strategy. One of the most important progress was 

the government’s official adoption of the Indo-Pacific region. Manifested in the 2013 Defense 

White Paper, the government recognized the emergence of two economies with the largest 

potential, China and India. The rise of these two markets enabled the formation of the arc 

extending from South Asia, through Southeast Asia, to Northeast Asia. Specifically, the US 

alliance system and multilateral institutions such as ASEAN and EAS remained the foundation 

of the region. The optimism was further fueled by the US strategic reorientation (Department 

of Defence of Australia 2013, 7–11; 2016, 68–70). In practice, Australia consistently 

contributed by conducting defense cooperation in order to build capacity and interoperability 

with partner states in the region. For instance, Australia has already assisted its neighbors in 

the South Pacific by strengthening its maritime capability through the Pacific Maritime 

Security Program (Department of Defence of Australia 2016, 126–28). 

In spite of obvious progress, Australia could not escape the global uncertainty after 2016. 

Anti-globalization and erosion of the rule-based international order have knocked on 

Australia’s foreign policy. 14 years after 2003, the Turnbull government issued a whole-new 
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foreign policy white paper. A hallmark as it might seem, the tone in the paper was rather 

undetermined when facing this worldwide setback. In turn, the government chose to 

concentrate on a single region, Indo-Pacific. Though there are multiple territorial disputes and 

challenges within the region, the region’s vibrant economic growth remains to serve Australia’s 

national interests. To remedy the uncertainty, Australia enlisted some of its options. Among 

them, the following actions shined: boosting defense engagement with the Indo-Pacific 

countries, pursue regional trade and investment arrangements, and supporting supplementary 

US-Sino relations (Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade of Australia 2017). 

In this point of view, Australia’s defense cooperation forwarded by the Indo-Pacific 

strategy goes beyond merely improving force structure with its allies and regional partners. 

Instead, a wider viewpoint could better explicate the reorientation toward the Indo-Pacific. 

Forging the network allies through security and defense diplomacy is the key point (Medcalf 

2014). To that end, strengthening the resilience by enhancing capacity and interoperability 

would be a necessary means. 

d. India  

India, a power of its own in South Asia and the Indian Ocean, has been known for the 

Non-Alignment Movement. The end of the Cold War injected new momentum into the 

movement by providing an enabling environment that either permits or motivates India to be a 

proactive geopolitical actor. The trend has never been more evidenced than before since the 
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current Prime Minister, Narendra Modi, took office. By transforming “Look East Policy” into 

“Act East Policy,” India’s geopolitical posture is no longer passive. Instead, she has become 

proactive participant in the regional geopolitics and multilateral institutions. 

“Look East Policy (LEA)” can be viewed as a product of uncertainty immediately after 

the end of the Cold War. The dissolution of the Soviet Union and the hyper globalization taking 

place afterward created immense pressure on India. Against this backdrop, in 1991, then Prime 

Minister Narasimha Rao launched LEA to capture the dynamics brought by the systemic 

transition. One major substance of LEA was to take advantage of the economic liberalization. 

Hence, India started to improve its relationship with ASEAN. In the following decades, India 

has indeed upgraded the relationship through regularizing India-ASEAN Summit, entering the 

Treaty of  Amity and Cooperation, and signing the ASEAN-India Free Trade Agreement in 

2009 (Haokip 2011). Altogether, LEA broadened India’s international stage without 

compromising the value of the Non-Aligned Movement, which actually enable India to better 

cooperate with ASEAN. 

Strategic factors were not totally absent in LEA. On contrary, strategic calculations play 

a major role in pushing forward India’s posture beyond South Asia. The end of the Cold War 

not only unleashed the economic potential across the region but also a new wave of power 

redistribution, a shared concern between India and ASEAN. China’s increasing presence in the 

South China Sea and ASEAN was one of the main factors that make India and ASEAN’s 
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strategic interests coincided, to balance China’s influence. With these background conditions, 

India thereafter strengthened its security cooperation with ASEAN members, including defense 

cooperation agreements and growing naval exercises (Naidu 2004). 

In contrast to the like-minded cooperation between India and ASEAN, India’s attitude 

toward other powers was more skeptical. For the US, the bilateral relationship was once sour 

because of the US sanction against the Indian nuclear in 1998. Though the relation was back 

on track after the US concentration on the Global War on Terror, the US-Indo relation remains 

relatively dormant (Kapur and Ganguly 2007). On the other hand, India’s approach to China is 

rather intricate. Both being a member of BRICS and the largest emerging market, the bilateral 

relationship has been tough given the disputed territory and the Tibet issues. However, India 

did not preclude engagement with China. Instead, India has been taking part in the Shanghai 

Cooperation Organization (Mansingh 1994; Singh 2011). Overall, India has maintained an 

equi-distance principle in its foreign policy. While being skeptic of the US, India remains 

vigilant in interacting with China (Blank et al. 2015, 206–8). 

Without deviating from the direction, India’s strategic interests and posture have, in fact, 

morphed under the current administration’s lead. In the past, India was to some extent stalled 

by its geopolitical impasse, including Himalaya in the north, the India Ocean in the south, and 

most importantly, Pakistan in the West. Despite its military dominance in conventional forces 

in South Asia, India was hardly a geopolitical player given its lack of intention to break the 
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strategic hindrance (Hilali 2001; Mitra 2003). India’s resting strategic attitude, however, 

changed considerably after Modi became the prime minister. Unlike his predecessors, Modi 

pursued a more active standing in India’s foreign policy. The watershed was his enunciation of 

“Act East Policy,” which carries the principle of LEA but is filled with more strategic 

substances. 

India’s Annual Report 2014-2015 suggested that the Act East Policy “has acquired 

political, strategic and cultural dimensions and now extends beyond the ASEAN. It placed 

additional priority on security, connectivity and regional integration” (Ministry of External 

Affairs of India 2015, vi). Despite the US Rebalance to Asia, ASEAN, rather than the US or 

China, was placed at the center of the Act East Policy.38 Precisely as Modi speech on the 2018 

Shangri-la Dialogue implied, “The ten countries of South East Asia connect the two great 

oceans in both the geographical and civilizational sense. Inclusiveness, openness and ASEAN 

centrality and unity, therefore, lie at the heart of the new Indo-Pacific. India does not see the 

Indo-Pacific Region as a strategy or as a club of limited members” (Modi 2018). Veiled by the 

colloquial manifestation is India’s enhancing strategic depth and width (Palit 2016). This is 

demonstrated not only by India’s active interaction with countries in Northeast Asia such as 

                                                
38 It is not say that the US or China are unimportant in terms of India’s strategic vision in the Indian Ocean. The 

rebirth of the Quad certainly has credible impacts on India’s maritime strategy. However, India envisages a 

rather different focus comparing to the other members in the Quad. The Indian Ocean was of geopolitical 

primacy. By improving the connectivity within the region, India was expecting a region centripetal around itself. 

Nevertheless, China emerged as another challenges, both because of the Belt and Road Initiatives (BRI) and 

increasing pressures brought by China’s force presence in the Indian Ocean. However, India’s military outreach 

was limited given its declining maritime forces. The shortcoming to some extent motivated India’s pursuit of 

multilateralism (Roy-Chaudhury anddeEstrada 2018). 
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Japan, which has already been India’s strategic partner. Also crucial is India’s deepened 

maritime security cooperation with ASEAN to establish mechanisms to address both traditional 

and non-traditional threats (Chaudhury 2018). 

India has been independent of the external strategic uncertainty in the sense that the 

strategic autonomy was kept by India’s non-aligned tradition and incremental steps toward 

higher cooperation. Even the new geopolitical concept, Indo-Pacific, does not alter the path of 

its own pathway. Instead, the concept was denoted with India’s own policy of “Security and 

Growth for All in the Region (SAGAR)” (Ministry of External Affairs of India 2019, 5–7). In 

general, while India might be constrained by the inherent external structure, the loose 

international institutions become an enabling condition for its to strengthen its influence 

beyond South Asia. 

Network Defense Cooperation: From Bilateralism to Minilateralism 

Against this backdrop, the regional power has been dedicated to strengthen or at least 

sustain the current institutional arrangement. As I have already mentioned in the previous 

section, the priority between regional powers is largely diversified, if not paralleled. Given the 

departures, the members of the Quad decided to go beyond the bilateral cooperation prevailing 

in the region while avoiding multilateral mechanisms to seek higher efficiency. Minilateral 
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dialogues gathering these like-minded countries accordingly are held to facilitate deeper 

cooperation.  

Before addressing the development of each dialogue, it is noteworthy that these meetings 

are established upon the foundation of the US hub-and-spokes system in East Asia. Even after 

the collapse of the Soviet Union, the Pacific Rim remained one of the most vibrant yet 

dangerous regions. The US Department of Defense had then been seeking options to 

supplement the long-standing forward-presence given the planned withdrawal. One of the 

major ways was to foster better military-to-military relations between its allies that could 

sustain both peacetime and wartime operations to deter potential aggressors (United States 

Department of Defense 1992). Nowadays, the withering and fluctuant US influence provide a 

strong impetus for the regional power to develop alternatives outside traditional alliance 

mechanisms. 

a. Spoke-and-Spoke Cooperation 

Cooperation between spokes can be disaggregated into three groups: Japan-Australia, 

Japan-India, and Australia-India. In the following paragraphs, I examined each of them to 

present the landscape of the bilateral defense cooperation between the members of the Quad. 

Japan and Australia have been two of the most important US allies in the Indo-Pacific 

region. Despite the grudge from WWII, Japan and Australia indeed scaled up their security and 

defense cooperation from intelligence exchange to active cooperation in either PKO 
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(peacekeeping operations) or HA/DR (humanitarian assistance/disaster relief). The two 

countries have already commenced their partnership in 1995. The partnership has since come 

in a long way to build blocks in the area of defense cooperation (Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

of Japan 1995). For example, they have shown their intention to deepen their cooperation in 

areas such as regional defense capability and regular exercises (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of 

Japan 2012). Other than the incremental steps such as working level and ministerial dialogues, 

they also signed several defense cooperation agreements.  

These agreements are, in fact, founded on the basis of the 2007 Japan-Australia Joint 

Declaration on Security Cooperation, in which both governments specified their shared value 

and commitment to developing coordinated strategic partnership. The declaration was further 

followed by an action plan that specifies the concrete steps to be taken. For example, in the 

action plan, Japan and Australia agreed to conduct information and technical exchange in either 

multilateral or bilateral mechanisms (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan 2007b; 2007c). The 

cornerstone further flowered into formal legal documents such as the 2010 Acquisition and 

Cross Servicing Agreement (ACSA), the 2012 Information Servicing Agreement (ISA), and 

the 2014 Transfer of Defence Technology and Equipment Agreement. In addition, as pointed 

out in 2018 Foreign and Defence Ministerial Consultations (“2+2”) and the 2019 bilateral 

summit, both sides have been negotiating the Reciprocal Access Agreement (RAA) and 

expected to conclude it as soon as feasible (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan 2018a; 2019). 
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Another set of relationships is the Indo-Japan’s cooperation. Despite achieving the 

“Global Partnership between Japan and India” in 2000 and the “Global and Strategic 

Partnership” in 2006, Japan’s relation with India only became burgeoning in the past few years. 

It was since Abe’s first visit to India in 2007 that both governments started to advance in terms 

of defense cooperation. The “Joint Declaration on Security Cooperation between Japan and 

India” in 2008 can be seen as a watershed for the bilateral cooperation. The declaration revealed 

specific areas in which the military of both sides will cooperate. They include regular 

consultations between defense and foreign ministers, military-to-military talks at senior 

officials level, and information sharing (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan 2008; 2009).  

These documents established a framework for further defense cooperation in which 

both sides are able to conduct exercises and exchange. In the past few years, informal 

cooperation was further elevated to formal agreements. In 2015, Japan and India conclude 

agreements on defense equipment and technology transfer and classified military information 

(Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan 2015a; 2015b). The signing of these agreements was a 

powerful supplement to the achievement of “Special Strategic and Global Partnership” in the 

same year. With a more recent decision to hold joint fighter jet exercises, both governments 

are also expecting to elevate the defense cooperation by negotiating ACSA (Sahori 2019). 

The defense cooperation between Australia and India was relatively dormant in contrast 

to the other dyads. Despite India and Australia’s firm relationship with the US, the security 
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relationship between India and Australia is less than outstanding or vibrant. Though they 

became strategic partners after publishing the Joint Declaration in 2009, their concrete agenda 

and arrangement for exchange did not take shape until achieving the “Framework for Security 

Cooperation between Australia and India 2014,” which lays out the action plan and 

cooperation area (Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade of Australia 2014). The 

framework was not only a scrap of paper. It has actually prompted regular interaction between 

Australia and India military. One of the most robust instances is the bilateral maritime 

exercise between them—AUSINDEX, which was realized in 2015 and regularized thereafter. 

In the joint statement in 2017, the two countries confirmed each other’s commitment to 

“peaceful and prosperous” Indo-Pacific, which upholds “democratic value, rule of law, 

international peace and security, and shared prosperity.” Regarding the strategic and regional 

cooperation, the partnership addressed mostly the problem of the stability of maritime order 

given the interrupted SLOCs and increasing disputes. Specifically, both committed to 

strengthening maritime safety through closer exercise and combating terrorism. Furthermore, 

they affirmed that shared commitment should be carried out through trilateral consultation 

with Japan; ASEAN centered mechanisms as EAS, ARF, ADMM+; and IORA (Ministry of 

External Affairs of India 2017); the position was later affirmed by Modi’s speech in the 

Shangri-la Dialogue. 
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Apparently, the cooperation between the spokes is fruitful. Along the defense 

cooperation, it could also be observed that both structural pressure and institutional feedback 

have contributed to the development of the relationship. While the commencement of the 

concrete cooperation was functional in nature, e.g.: HA/DR, the succeeding cooperation turned 

out with increasing emphasis on geopolitical concerns (Cook and Wilkins 2011; Ishihara 2013). 

Though some studies have contended that the structural pressures are the main drivers of the 

progress, this view might ignore the institutional dynamics within each relationship (U.S. 

House of Representatives Committee on Armed Services 2017; Capie 2015; Burgess and 

Beilstein 2018). From the joint statements after each dialogue and consultation, we can actually 

observe that these institutions created a sense of demand among states. Combining with the 

structural pressure, institutions regenerated themselves. The growth of minilateral cooperation 

proves the process. 

b. Minilateral Defense Cooperation 

From the record above we can already see closer ties between Quad members. From that 

point of view, it will not be exaggerated to claim the depth of the cooperation between spokes 

is largely enhanced in the past few years. However, as I will show in the next few paragraphs, 

the Quad members are also pursuing a more flexible and meanwhile reliable way to coordinate 

their actions in the Indo-Pacific. 
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First and foremost is the trilateral cooperation between the US, Japan, and Australia. The 

closer bilateral relationship between Japan and Australia finally upgraded to the trilateral 

consultation after the US launching the war on terror. While Japan passed the Anti-Terrorism 

Special Measures Law just a month after the terrorist attack, Australia also invoked its alliance 

treaty with the US to dispatch troops to Middle East. After then, the trilateral style of 

consultation between these three countries’ bureaucracies took place once in a while. While 

the general issues in Asia-Pacific were discussed, specific attention was paid to terrorism and 

North Korea (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan 2004).  

The trilateral talks, in 2006, made its way to the regular ministerial level, known as the 

Trilateral Security Dialogue (TSD), with three countries’ common interests in peace and 

stability in the Asia-Pacific region. Besides TSD, a defense-focus counterpart was also created 

to conduct regular consultation, the Security and Defense Cooperation Forum (SCDF). Both 

of them have continued contributing to the policy coordination by holding regular consultation 

and sideline meetings on major multilateral conferences such as ARF or EAS (Tatsumi 2015, 

37–46). Furthermore, the trilateral military exercise has gone beyond the trio. Rather, it is 

gradually developed toward a “three-plus” mode that it continues to welcome non-TSD/SCDF 

members to take part in military exercises. For example, France and Korea have already held 

maritime exercises with TSD members (United States Department of Defense 2015b; Kelly 

2019b; 2019a). 
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The other configuration of consultation was remarkably less stronger than TSD and SCDF 

but has been boosted by changing geopolitical landscape. The US-Japan-India trilateral 

ministerial meeting only started to take place since 2015. However, it immediately gets some 

strengths by welcoming Japan to the US-Indo Malabar Exercise in the next year (Parameswaran 

2015). On the other hand, the official dialogue between India, Japan, and Australia is also in 

its embryonic phase comparing to their counterparts in which the US is involved. The first 

senior official meeting was initiated in 2015 while the ministerial meeting was kicked off by 

India in 2018 (Parameswaran 2015; Pubby 2018). The statements released by these two 

meetings both pointed out that China’s increasingly aggressive posture in South China Sea is 

a major concern of all parties concerned. Similarly, the meeting featured mostly the themes 

shared by the dialogues above, which are maritime security and the rule-based order.  

Thus far, we can arguably say that the emergence of the “Indo-Pacific” strategy is no 

coincidence. Instead, it’s a convergence of accumulating policy cooperation and coordination. 

However, cooperation has not been without a problem. The first operational cooperation 

between the US, Japan, Australia, and India took place after the 2004 Indonesia tsunami. These 

four countries formed a core group that carried out HA/DR. Later in 2007, four countries jointly 

operated in Malabar Exercise, it was for the first time the name, “the Quad,” was used to called 

the tremendous cooperation. Yet Australia ceased to take part in the exercise from the next 
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year.39 Since then, the four countries had nearly no joint forum or operation but sparse calling 

for a larger region vision (Medeiros et al. 2008, 44–45).  

However, the Quad seems to reclaim the stage after nearly a decade. During the 2017 

APEC conference, the US President Donald Trump called for a free and open Indo-Pacific. 

What makes it noteworthy is that senior officials from each country gathered at the side of the 

conference to discuss how to uphold the rules-based international order and respect for 

international law. The discussion focused three major themes: North Korea, freedom of 

navigation and maritime security, and countering terrorism (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of 

Japan 2017). 

The content of the consultation became even more clear in 2018. While the respect 

sovereignty and international law, as well as the freedom of navigation and overflight, were 

unchanged, sustainable development also became one of the main themes. The overarching 

goals were sorted as development and connectivity; good governance; regional security, 

including counterterrorism and nonproliferation; and maritime cooperation. Furthermore, they 

reaffirmed “ASEAN centrality” in the Indo-Pacific region and specified East Asia Summit and 

ASEAN Regional Forum as indispensable role (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan 2018b). 

Overall, from TSD to the Quad, the narrative has been coherent: to maintain the liberal, 

rule-based international order, with a substantive focus on maritime security, nuclear 

                                                
39 For Kevin Rudd’s own defense for the decision, see Rudd (2019). 
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proliferation, and anti-terrorism. Apart from the early feature on security and defense, the 

content of the Indo-Pacific partnerships has expanded toward the one with infrastructure and 

governance. 

Conclusion 

In general, the defense cooperation in the Indo-Pacific region aims to enhance the 

reliability of the rule-based international order, which in the past is largely underwritten by the 

hub-and-spoke alliance system and the US predominance in the region. However, the regional 

international structure has been facing rapid changes brought by the rise of China. Accordingly, 

the US leading position in the region was called into question. The situation was exacerbated 

by the US undetermined commitment in the region, especially after Donald Trump became the 

President of the United States. Upon his criticism toward treaty allies and trade agreements, 

the supposedly stable factor, institutionalized security cooperation under the alliance system 

was fundamentally challenged.  

Furthermore, what came alongside was regional powers’ goal to seek strategic autonomy. 

In other words, they are attempting to decentering from the US while strengthening their 

commitments to the existing system (Wilkins 2018). Specifically, the attempts were made 

possible by endowing to the development of defense cooperation. By cultivating the military-

to-military exchange, the Quad members not only increase their capabilities but also bolster 

each other’s’ dependence on the existing security architecture. In addition, defense cooperation 
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between the Quad members has taken various forms. While formal treaties are mainly 

dominated by bilateralism, the substantive and consultative security and defense cooperation 

nonetheless go beyond bilateral restriction. Instead, minilateralism has gained increasing 

importance by supplementing the hub-and-spoke system as well as bridging partners (Tow 

2019).  

Recall the varying situation defined by the structural and institutional variables. The 

Quadrilateral Defense Cooperation in the Indo-Pacific Cooperation can be viewed as effort to 

move from precarious rivalry to international stability, in which all stakeholders should be able 

to live with the status quo instead of seeking the change of existing arrangement. Within the 

scope of the Quad, we can observe all members are intending to adjust the hub-and-spoke 

system by transforming to a spoke-to-spoke version. In this case, they are also revisionist power 

in spite of preferring like-minded leadership to the dubious challenger. The analysis can 

summarized in Figure III.2.  
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In sum, this section has demonstrated how states within a rigid international structure and 

loose institutional pathway could do to reduce the uncertainty in the international environment. 

However, this is not the only situation by which states pursue stability. States living in enabling 

international structure and rigid institutional pathways will also strive to obtain greater stability. 

In the next section, I examine the EU Common Security and Defense Policy, a case with strong 

institutions but permissive international structure. 

 

Consolidation through 

DCA Minilateralism 

Hub-and-Spoke System 

Existing Bilateral Cooperation 

Japan, Australia, India: Seeking strategic 

autonomy and decentering from the US 

Waning Leadership of the US 

Revisionist Challenge of China 

Chin 

Figure III.2: Context of the Indo-Pacific Defense Cooperation 
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Chapter IV: Case Study – EU CSDP 

The EU Common Security and Defense Policy 

The European Union (EU) has not only been known for its exemplary economic and 

political integration but also its recessive failure of security and defense integration. Although 

the EU has experienced outstanding era of political integration, its memory of security 

integration is bitter – until the past five years. In the past five years, despite heavy blows from 

the Brexit and 2014 Ukraine Crisis, the EU has, in turn, started to pursue a more proactive and 

comprehensive framework to enhance the capability of the EU as a whole. Some questions are 

worth proposed. First and foremost, why did it fail before rather than now? What leads to recent 

success in contrast to past failure? What is the content of current policies that enables the 

member states to cooperate under the EU’s security and defense framework? The following 

paragraphs will pick up these questions by order by delivering a brief historical review. 

To answer these questions, it would be necessary to review the following developments. 

First, the development of CSDP should be carefully examined. Except for the external shock, 

the role of NATO has to be clarified not least because of the general confusion of the 

institutional overlapping but because of the institutional bargaining between NATO and CSDP 

being decisive in determining the mandate of CSDP. Second, by narrowing down the scope 

from the institutions to states, I investigate how these external constraints and opportunities 
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influence the calculations of the main actors in the making of CSDP. I will particularly focus 

on Germany and France because these two countries have been supporting different paths 

toward the European defense. Finally, based on the outcome of the bargaining, the initiatives 

of CSDP in the past few years will be examined. As I will argue later, these initiatives are 

choices adopted to strengthen member states’ commitment to CSDP as well as assuring the US 

its abandonment. 

The Evolution of CSDP 

Today, a large portion of European defense cooperation takes place within the Common 

Security and Defense Policy (CSDP). CSDP is the main body in charge of the political aspects 

of the security and defense affairs within the EU. In practice, the European Defense Agency 

(EDA) plays a key role in coordinating the tasks bestowed by CDSP. Intuitively, the structure 

and mandate could seem redundant to international relations students studying NATO. After 

all, the EU has been benefitted from NATO’s deterrence and posture during the Cold War. 

However, the gradually changing attitude of the US, as well as rapid evolution of the 

international environment, has in the meantime dampen the role of NATO; a trend thereby 

requires the EU to take on new initiatives in order to continue the supply of collective security. 

This context provides an overarching way to comprehend the formation of CSDP as well 

as the defense cooperation occurring within. One of the earliest efforts to establish a European 
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defense force was the Western European Union (WEU) in 1948, which was a de facto alliance 

aimed to prevent the return of a militarized Germany. The establishment of WEU materialized 

the earlier failure to construct the European Defense Community, which aims to build a security 

and defense pillar of Europe. In the decades afterward, WEU was mostly used as a forum to 

coordinate the defense policy on the European continent. Nevertheless, in the wake of 1980s 

debates on the missile deployments, WEU was reactivated to prompt the European Community 

(EC) extension to the security and defense area. It was since then that the security and defense 

issues became to receive renewed attention.  

Multiple severe challenges came right after EC’s determination to forge a common stance 

on the security issues. The challenges set out with the fall of the Berlin Wall. This tremendous 

change of European politics required EC to come up with new political framework to deal with 

the challenge brought by the end of the Cold War. Thereafter, alongside the creation of the 

European Union (the EU) was the birth of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), 

authorized by the 1992 Maastricht Treaty.40 Unfortunately, right before birth of this embryonic 

project, EC was hit with immediate setbacks posed by the Yugoslavia crisis. Another setback 

came from the 1991 Gulf War, in which the Europeans were again aware of their lack of 

                                                
40 CFSP’s institutions was later strengthened by the Amsterdam Treaty of 1997, by which the EU created the 

post of the High Representative for the CFSP. Again, the failure of CFSP was more than clear in the Bosnian 

Crisis. The EU was unable to deploy its force efficiently given the political hindrance. The solution or 

intervention did not take place until the US decided to step in. In such a case, the EU’s commitment seems 

nothing more than a blank check (Gonzalez and Hoffmann 1999). 
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common security standings against pressing issues. To some extent, they were observers but 

not participants in issues they are stakeholders (Howorth 2014, 4–6).  

The Europeans were not left in awe and without actions. Instead, they decided to develop 

the European Security and Defense Identity (ESDI) within WEU in order to commit further to 

the European security and defense. The principle was: separable but not separate. The rationale 

behind this was to establish a corresponding framework to deal with contingency such as those 

occurring in Yugoslavia. However, what is the idea behind the aforementioned principle? Put 

it frankly, the EU demanded to borrow forces from NATO, which was known as the combined 

joint task force (CJTF). By employing such a framework, ESDI enabled the EU to conduct 

military operations without transgressing national command while at the same time duplicating 

institutional structures such as NATO (Barry 1997). Nonetheless, this is not the end of the story. 

the EU’s words were not matched by their deeds. Despite there earlier absorption of WEU’s 

assets and mandates, ESDI remained a concept without clear goal. 41  Pursuing strategic 

autonomy, thereby, turned out to be absent from the agenda of European security. 

Yet, such indeterminacy is not always the case. Lightning of the blue was the Saint-Malo 

Declaration in 1998. Quite abruptly, then United Kingdom’s Prime Minister, Tony Blair and 

France President Jacques Chirac jointly issued the declaration to voice their support for a 

                                                
41 It is not to say that ESDI was practically out of usage. Instead, the invention of ESDI actually catalyzed 

further cooperation between WEU and NATO, including information sharing agreements and facilities sharing 

procedures. However, based on the Petersberg Declaration of 1992, WEU’s mission scope limits to only low-

level operations such as evacuation and peace-making (Western European Union Council of Ministers 1992). 

Together, the EU’s commitment to pick up security and defense issues seriously was widely doubted (Bailes 

1999). 
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stronger security and defense framework in the EU. The declaration called upon the EU to take 

further actions to strengthen her capability and resources to fully implement the provisions 

relevant to CFSP. In addition, the envisaged the incorporation of WEU into the EU to fully 

consolidate the EU security and defense while avoiding creating an alliance within another 

alliance, that is, NATO (France and the United Kingdom 1998). The declaration ignited a wide 

debate regarding the pathway by which the EU could progress toward greater security 

autonomy. The concerns were addressed in the 1999 European Council meeting in Cologne. 

Recognizing the necessity to “have the capacity for autonomous action, backed up by credible 

military forces, the means to decide to use them, and a readiness…” (European Union 1999a, 

Annex III).  

The 1998 Declaration was literally a wake-up call. Soon after the Cologne Meeting, the 

1999 Helsinki Meeting gave the formal birth of the common European Security and Defense 

Policy (ESDP).42 This time, the institutional structure is further enhanced by establishing 

political and military bodies such as the Political and Security Committee (PSC), the Military 

Committee (MC), and the Military Staff (MS). All of these bodies were aiming to increase the 

readiness for the EU-led operations (European Union 1999b). 

How, then, did ESDP become CSDP? The process was realized by the signing of the 

Treaty of Lisbon and going beyond rebranding. Instead, after the failure of sealing a European 

                                                
42 Originally, the synonym for the common European Security and Defense Policy would be CESDP. 
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constitution, the EU turned to a more extensive reform of itself by agreeing on the Treaty of 

Lisbon in 2007. The reform includes the establishment, or reformation from ESDP to CSDP, 

as well as additional posts to facilitate the operation of CFSP (European Union 2007). On the 

other hand, the Treaty of Lisbon was not the only document supporting the consolidation of 

EU security and defense. Two additional amendments in 2009 also made considerable 

contributions; they are the Treaty on European Union (TEU) and the Treaty on the Functioning 

of the European Union (TFEU). These three treaties together as the Consolidated Version of 

the Treaty on European Union authorized the establishment of the permanent structured 

cooperation (PESCO). Under the Article 42(6) and Article 46 of TEU, member states with 

higher capabilities and commitment can voluntarily notify their intention to the EU in order to 

strengthen their defense capacities with one another on the multinational level. In particular, 

by joining PESCO, states could benefit from the harmonization between forces as well as 

interoperability (European Union 2012). 

Nevertheless, the implementation of CSDP would be hardly conceivable without the 

European Defense Agency (EDA), which was created in 2004 to take charge of coordinating 

the EU defense cooperation. One of the main functions of EDA is to realize the policy put 

forward by CSDP. Practically, EDA connects member states by providing a shared platform 

for armament procurement, development cooperation, and personnel training. In other words, 

previous discussions regarding enhancing defense capacity could be largely attributed to EDA. 
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By introducing intergovernmentalism through the adoption of a common code of conduct, EDA 

reduces the transactional costs of security and defense cooperation by convening government, 

military, and industry. Furthermore, its Steering Board also serves as a regular venue for 

defense ministers to hold a discussion of the harmonization between member states (Howorth 

2014, 91–96). 

The discussion above provides some background information to understand the internal 

issues of CSDP. Amidst the trace of the development, the pursuit of autonomy shines. The 

Saint-Malo Declaration illuminate a path toward greater European defense. However, like the 

other international institutions, CSDP can be widely challenged by the external environment, 

which is especially the case when issues at hand involve NATO. In addition, in the last decade, 

uncertainty has increased not only in the CSDP-NATO relations but also in the broader context 

such as Russian threats and the Brexit, both required the EU to step up improving the 

adaptability of CSDP. In the next section, I further discuss the structural and geopolitical 

challenges faced by CSDP. 

Challenge and Threat to CSDP: Competing Interests and Options 

There are several challenges prompting a stronger CSDP: 2008 Financial Crisis, the US 

shifting pivot, and the ongoing unrest after 2014. Each of them has, directly or indirectly, 
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motivated the EU member states to contribute more to the defense area. However, the cleavages 

between members remain in spite of the benefit provided by CSDP. 

a. Increasing Uncertainty in Europe 

The geostrategic landscape altered considerably from 2008. The Global Financial Crisis 

delivered a strong blow to the global economy. The worldwide crisis gave birth to the European 

Sovereign Debt Crisis. In a series of defaults, the EU had no choice to force austerity in several 

of its members. The financial burden reduced the available resources for public sectors such as 

public health.43 The challenge was no less severe in the realm of security and defense. 

One of the foremost impacts of the financial crisis on security and defense was the cut of 

military expenditure. According to NATO’s press release, the growth rate of aggregate defense 

expenditure from 2009 to 2014 has remained under zero. Though the growth rate after 2014 

began to turn positive, the growth was marginal (North Atlantic Treaty Organization 2016a). 

As a whole, the 2008 Financial Crisis weakened the financial boost for defense cooperation 

between the EU members. Individually, the effects, however, were diverging across member 

states. While larger states’ military expenditures were almost constant, medium and smaller 

states mostly decided to cut their spending in defense.  

Arguably the situation would look just fine given the continuing support from major 

countries. Nonetheless, this would create additional pressure on defense cooperation within 

                                                
43 For more on the 2008 Financial Crisis and the impacts afterward, see Lane (2012); Nelson and Katzenstein 

(2014). 
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CSDP; most of the tasks were managed by EDA which depends largely on member states' 

voluntary contribution.44 Given this situation, there were growing gaps between member states 

in terms of their commitment to smaller countries’ decisions to spend less on security and 

defense. The impasse casted further doubts the capability and development, both of which 

require tremendous investment (Mölling and Brune 2011; Larivé 2014, 88–100). 

However, there are indeed winners during and after the crisis. Oddly, it was the victim of 

the crisis who became the winner; EDA was benefitted from the crisis in the long run because 

the crisis actually lit the supranational activism toward greater integration. Member states need 

more than strategic proposal—they need platforms to jointly materialize the focal points they 

envisage. Based on NATO’s most recent press release, most of the European states have 

increased their military spending. Together, the aggregate growth rate amounted to 4.19% and 

5.21% relatively in 2018 and 2019 (North Atlantic Treaty Organization 2019). How can one 

explain such a trend? Indeed, growing financial pressures forced the EU member states to shift 

their pathway to defense cooperation. The transformation was engendered by a German-

Swedish discussion paper, known as the “Ghent Initiative” (German-Swedish Food for 

Thought: European Imperative Intensifying Military Cooperation in Europe). The main idea 

derived from the discussion is spreading costs and sharing outcomes. Germany and Sweden 

                                                
44 Based on Article 41 of the Consolidated version of the Treaty on European Union, the budget of EU bodies 

could be roughly separated into two major parts: operational and non-operational. If the spending belongs to the 

former, then the spending could be charged to the EU budget. Otherwise, the spending would have to be charged 

to member states by the scale of GDP. With such regulation, EDA has limited operational expenditure. That is, 

most of its financial resources would have to rely on member states. Given this drawback, EDA could be said to 

be influence largely by the financial crisis (Mölling and Brune 2011). 
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recommended a bottom-up approach, with EDA’s coordination, to boost the defense 

cooperation between the EU members. By doing so, the member states would have the 

opportunities to cooperate and lower the cost in the meantime (The Federal Republic of 

Germany and the Kingdom of Sweden 2010). This development enables PESCO to go forward 

under EDA’s facilitation. 

Nevertheless, the progress was not without hindrance. Given the fact that the participation 

was still largely constrained by member states' political will, the fundamental problems remain 

intact. For example, as the Ghent Initiatives indicated, the member states have to conduct their 

own national analysis and accordingly determine the area and level of actions they aim to take. 

Put in another way, the framework is essentially decentralized; multilateralism in security and 

defense cooperation thereby was of decreasing relevance. Against this backdrop, instead, 

bilateralism and minilateralism are taking place between member states to achieve different 

goals. For instance, there are several trilateral cooperation mechanisms such as the Benelux 

Group, the Weimer Triangle, and the Nordic group—each aims at dealing with their own 

priorities. In the foreseeable future, the problem would only be worse because of the 

protectionist nature of the defense industry (Larivé 2014, 102–8; Müller 2016). 

On the other hand, the deteriorating situation in East Europe revitalized European’s threat 

perception (Jakobsen 2018). The balance of power among the major players on the European 

continent is rather stable without any power entertained preeminence. This can be corroborated 
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by Figure IV.1. In the coordinated pie chart. We can readily observe that even Russia has been 

categorized as one of the greatest sources of threats. Its military power did not take over the 

other major power in Europe. Instead, Russia’s military expenditure considerably declined in 

2017 and 2018. From this case, we can arguably exclude military power as the sole source of 

military threats. What, then, distinguish Russia’s aggression from the other sources of 

instability? 

 

Figure IV.1: Distribution of Power among Main EU Players, 2007-2018 
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Hybrid warfare stands in the center of the debate. Despite Russia’s limited military 

capability, Russia has instead sought non-traditional means to achieve its end. Knowing its 

limited odds in prevailing in conventional warfare, Russia instead attempted to create a new 

form of conflict that blur the boundary between peace and war. One of the clearest concepts 

was provided by the so-called “Gerasimov Doctrine,” The concept was invented by the Russian 

General Staff Gen Valery Gerasimov. 45  While the concept remains debated, the central 

concept of warfare is rather clear. It is an all-out approach to winning a conflict. Rather than 

seeing wars as an activity only involving engagement between military, Gerasimov took into 

different phases of initiating conflicts. Against this backdrop, what matters does not limit to 

those militarized conflicts but also includes the phases before conflicts. By undermining the 

internal cohesion of rivalries, non-military measures create considerable advantages (Bartles 

2016). 

An example of the feasibility of such warfare was presented in the 2014 Ukrainian Crisis. 

During the crisis, it can be observed that Russia employed a wide array of measures including 

economic sanctions and political blackmail. Furthermore, in 2015 the situation was worsened 

by the Crimean separatist movement. Despite a large proportion of Russian population in the 

                                                
45 What I indicate here is the way European strategic community understood Russian’s military behavior 

instead of inferring the existence of such a concept within the Russian strategic community. In fact, there has 

been clarification pointing out that the so-called “Gerasinov Doctrine” has never been a doctrine. Instead, it is at 

most a construct of the Western military assessment. However, the concept stills possess considerable analytical 

value in that it takes the political warfare seriously as a phase of preparing for warfare. By doing so, the 

boundary between war and peace is still clear. However, there is an imperatives to distinguish political 

entrepreneurs as a sort of military operations (Galeotti 2018). 
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region, the autonomy of the Crimean government was significantly challenged. “Little Green 

Men”—dubbed by the Western media, controlled the Crimean Parliament.46 Soon after the 

occupation, the parliament passed the decision to hold a referendum, even without required 

votes. Later that year, the conflicts in Eastern Ukraine projected extended chaos to entire East 

Europe. The conflicts caught additional attention in international society after the crash of the 

Malaysian Airlines Flight 17. Together, the turmoil in East Europe has created even greater 

uncertainty after 2014. 

In the face of such a stark image, CSDP as an instrument for the European security remains 

largely dormant. Lacking appropriate leadership and abundant overlapping institutions together 

revealed the absence of a larger strategic framework that could guide the EU members to take 

action against malign operations in the East (Averre 2016; Zarembo 2017). In addition, the 

Ukrainian Crisis exposed the operational dissonance between CSDP and NATO given their 

different definitions in terms of mission scope (Veljanovska 2015).  

From this point of view, the hindrance ahead of a stronger CSDP does not entirely dwell 

within itself. Rather, it has the other drawbacks to address. NATO, apparently, forms a lion 

share of CSDP’s dilemma. Furthermore, the relation between CSDP and NATO is further 

complicated by the uncertainty emerge with the frailing US leadership. 

b. The Trio: NATO—CSDP—US  

                                                
46 “Little green men” is a group of militarized personnel without insignia. Since they operated during a period 

of chaos, the difficulty of identification further strengthen the deniability of any possible countries that might in 

charge of their deployment. 
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The transatlantic relations in security and defense areas have not been so smooth after the 

Cold War. As the previous section demonstrated, the European security and defense 

cooperation had long been a talk shop without concrete actions. When facing contingencies, it 

is usually the US rather than a highly coordinated European force that takes the lead in 

operations. Stronger security and defense cooperation was apparently what the US would like 

to see. 

However, such supports have undergone some changes. In the past, the US expressed 

strong support only for ESDI but not CSDP in order to prevent a challenging institution against 

NATO. As the former US Secretary of State Madeleine Albright warned, 3Ds (delinking, 

duplicating, and discriminating) will not be allowed. 47  While some might take this as a 

bureaucratic problem, it is actually a political one that inhibits further cooperation between the 

EU and the US given the conventional wisdom that the EU and the US are mutually dependent 

on managing security affairs. In this context, the coexistence of NATO and CSDP were not 

supplementary but competitive, sometimes conflictual given both sides fear of abandonment.  

 In addition, one central problem continues to hinder cooperation. That is the burden-

sharing issue within NATO. The EU has been criticized by the US that the member states of 

                                                
47 In her speech to the North Atlantic Council, Albright made it clear that “[a]ny initiative must avoid 

preempting Alliance decision-making by de-linking ESDI from NATO, avoid duplicating existing efforts, and 

avoid discriminating against non-EU members. We all agree that we need to finish ESDI based on Berlin 

decisions by the April Summit” (Albright 1998). In this point of view, the development in the following decades 

has clearly deviate from this principle given the fact that EU has endowed greater political and operational 

capacities after the Helsinki meeting in 1999. Despite the fact that CSDP remains closely linked to NATO, the 

establishment of MC and MS has clearly correspond to some of NATO’s function.  



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

DOI:10.6814/NCCU202000065

  Case Study – EU CSDP 

 

121 

 

the former do not adequately contribute to NATO which thereby suffers from the “free-riding” 

problem.48 The warning was starkly issued by the former US Secretary of Defense Robert 

Gates. In his valedictorian speech in Brussels, he described a dim and dismal future of NATO; 

NATO will suffer from the European member states’ marginal contribution (Gates 2011).49 

The concerns were further exacerbated after Donald Trump became the president. Earlier in 

his presidential campaign, he tweeted, “My statement on NATO being obsolete and 

disproportionately too expensive (and unfair) for the U.S. are now, finally, receiving 

plaudits!”50 This view has been consistent in the following months in which he relentlessly 

suggested the necessity of adjusting the contribution to NATO. Indeed, the critique is valid if 

we take a brief overview of the military expenditure of NATO’s members. The US has the 

most military expenditure comparing to its allies in NATO. While some might question the 

scale of countries, the military expenditure as shares of GDP tells the same story. Only a 

handful of countries spends over 2% of their GDP on defense.51 

                                                
48 Earlier quantitative studies have been carried out to seek factors that determine the changing level of NATO 

members. It turned out that the change of military doctrine was one of the decisive condition that trigger 

member states’ decision to increase their expenditure in respond of the declining spending of their counterparts. 

In this case, it was the adoption of “flexible response,” in which the US decided to let its European partners to 

take the lead in conventional warfare, that brought about the increasing contribution by its allies (Murdoch and 

Sandler 1984). 
49 The disproportionate contribution to NATO could be partly explained by the changing nature of military 

operations. During the first half of the Cold War, it was the nuclear warfare that dominates military operations. 

Nevertheless, the adoption of flexible response shifted the force structure to one requiring more conventional 

force rather than strategic nuclear weapon. Hence, the public goods—nuclear weapons—will be less in need. 

Furthermore, given the increasing demand of counter-insurgency and peacekeeping, the combination of such 

operations with conventional military would together increase the spending of specific countries—especially the 

larger countries (Hartley and Sandler 1999; Oneal 1990). 
50 Trump, Donald (2016). Twitter. Retrieved from 

https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/714095595888238592 
51 The chart is adapted from SIPRI Military Expenditure Database, which covers from 1949 to 2018 in the most 

updated version. In the chart below, I did not include all NATO allies. For example, I drop Iceland given the 

missing value in the dataset. 
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Figure IV.2: Military Expenditure and Military Expenditure as GDP Share in Europe, 

2007-2018 
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Yet the critique might be misplaced. Quite contrary to the public image toward Trump’s 

relentless outcry, his team and policy have generally demonstrated persistent, and sometimes, 

increasing support for the US treaty allies. Furthermore, the US has an obviously larger scope 

of strategic interests in contrast to its European counterparts (Kroenig 2017; Posen 2018). What 

turns out then is rather a series of unstable images that confused the US allies. While he 

demonstrated his toughness in several areas such as trade negotiation and pressuring North 

Korea, signals he released are mostly chaotic. It is such a flip-flopping style that complicates 

the threat perception (Yarhi-Milo 2018).  

Coming along with the geostrategic development was the change of the NATO-CSDP 

paradigm. Now, the US opts for the mode of “leading from behind.”52 The strategic norm was 

especially clear in the Libya crisis. With an unprepared, half-hearted Europe, NATO, instead 

of CSDP, was mostly in charge of the operations in Libya (Howorth 2013). From the vantage 

point, the US was arguably reducing its predisposition to intervene in contrast to the attitude 

of the Bush Administration. On the other hand, the US has been diverging its strategic focus to 

the other areas. That is, the Rebalance of Asia was an indispensable pillar at least after 2011 

(Larivé 2014, 71–73).  

                                                
52 The jargon first appeared in a well-known article regarding the personality of then US President, Barack 

Obama and the diplomatic efforts of enabling operations in Libya. What the US completed in the period was not 

isolationist as the jargon might seem. Instead, the Obama administration circumvent the unilateral image of the 

US and redirect the support to the Arab League in order to get enough endorsement in the United Nations and 

thereby provided permissive conditions to the following operations. Overall, it is an approach to let the US allies 

commit. However, others contend that, the US was not truly leading. Instead, it was passing the buck given 

Obama’s belief of necessary retreat as well as the absence of domestic support. For more, see Lizza (2011a; 

2011b); Cohen (2011); Krauthammer (2011). 
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Against this backdrop, two main strands of problems emerge one institutional and the 

other structural. CSDP, obviously, suffered from the competing view regarding its mandate, 

operational scope, and relations to NATO. The highly binding effect of the EU multilateralism 

is both wedge and constraint, if not obstacle, for the EU to advance the efficiency or to clarify 

the role of CSDP. On the other hand, the US has attempted to reduce its role of forward-leading. 

While the US has declining interest to continue contribution as in the old days, CSDP has to 

work through multilateralism to figure out a more sustainable way for durable defense 

cooperation (Dorussen, Kirchner, and Sperling 2009).  

Fortunately, the EU has recognized the fast-changing strategic context and respond with 

a new series of actions. In 2016, the EU published the EU Global Strategy (EUGS) to articulate 

its vision over the strategic landscape. In this document, we can obviously see the EU fraught 

with the fractionalized internal and external challenges that required its member states to 

coordinate with resilience (Wagner and Anholt 2016). Facing the uncertainty brought about by 

Trump and crises, the EU reaffirmed their commitment to defense integration to achieve 

strategic autonomy. For instance, when it comes to security and defense, EUGS stressed the 

importance of capacities building. Such a vision would be realized through strengthening the 

credibility of CSDP; EDA would be a pivotal role and platform to convene and synchronize 

the strategic planning, procurement, and R&D activities.  
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Specifically, EUGS reaffirmed the importance to reach “20% of defence budget spending 

devoted to the procurement of equipment and Research & Technology” and “35% of total 

equipment spending in collaborative procurement” (Europea n Union 2016, 44–49). Ever since 

the revelation of this roadmap, the EU and NATO have taken steps forward to greater 

cooperation. As the 2016 and 2018 Joint Declaration suggested, the threats from the East and 

the South have significantly prompted both sides to increase their military mobility and 

counter-terrorism. Most importantly, in accordance with EUGS, both the EU and NATO 

identified and addressed threats posed by hybrid warfare (North Atlantic Treaty Organization 

2016b; 2018) 

However, the EU is still heavily influenced by the international structure and geopolitics. 

Regionally, the EU is facing a raveling pressure within itself. Competing view on the approach 

to security and defense prevents the EU as whole to figure out a coherent pathway toward 

defense cooperation; a dilemma makes it only more dependent on NATO (Howorth 2017). The 

concern was further aggravated by the UK’s decision to pull out from the EU; the EU 

accordingly lost one of the major contributors to its defense cooperation. Globally, China’s 

expanding posture in East Asia drew a large portion of the US foreign policy. Along with the 

global financial crisis, the EU clearly has less to count on the US in NATO despite its 

preeminence in it. Furthermore, Russia’s influence remains a decisive factor. The Crimean 

Annexation in 2014 significantly prompted another round of debates within the EU.  
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The dim prospect was illuminated in the Franco-German joint position papers drafted 

relatively by then foreign ministers and defense ministers. Underlining the uncertainty brought 

by the Brexit, both France and Germany was prompted to demonstrate their commitment 

amidst uncertainty. Specifically, they called for “comprehensive, realistic and credible Defence 

in the European Union,” to implement EUGS, PESCO, and other initiatives. Moreover, they 

considered necessary the establishment of an annual European Security Council, of which main 

goals are ensuring the EU as a decisive global actor and a security union (Ayrault and 

Steinmeier 2016; Barker 2016; Le Drian and von der Leyen 2016). However, the two countries 

are not totally like-minded. In the next section, I discuss how competing views influence the 

development of CSDP. 

c. Germany 

Germany has long been an active supporter of multilateralism within the European 

defense cooperation, in which it and France lead. Yet, coming along with Germany’s reticent 

contribution is its reservation in favor of NATO than CSDP (Gross 2007). Europeanization of 

Germany’s security and defense affairs was often regarded as a tool for sustaining Atlantist 

relations as well as holding back domestic pressures. In both cases, it was NATO rather than 

CSDP (or ESDP as it once was) that assume the burden (Bohnen 1997). CSDP, to Germany, 

was not ready for major tasks—until recently. 
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Germany has been under increasing pressure given its contradicting policy in contrast to 

the other EU member states. For example, Germany had been considering conscription as a 

means to suppress militarism through replacing professionalized military by keeping only 

necessary level of force. In this perspective, Germany was wholeheartedly supportive of 

conscription. Nevertheless, the overall trend across the region was opposite. Most of its 

European counterparts are prone to abolish conscription in favor of conducting complex 

missions and concentration of scarce resources (Wagner 2005; New York Times 2011). The 

policy was implemented until 2011, a point at which Germany was suffering from financial 

difficulties. The decision explicated the hardship of striking a balance while maintaining the 

constitutional goals. 

In addition, Germany’s ambivalent attitude toward greater European defense cooperation 

could be partly because it is uncomfortable to participate in out-of-region military missions. 

Given this mindset, Germany focused on institutional building rather than interventionist or 

proactive personnel dispatching. What turns out then is the belief that CSDP and NATO can 

be complementary to each other. However, as the previous sections demonstrated, this is 

exactly the representation of the European allies’ reluctance given their focus on institutions 

than actions (Kempin and Mawdsley 2013). Part of the reluctance could be explained by 

Chancellor Angela Merkel’s continuous domestic challenge from electoral pressure and rigid 
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administrative limitations (Jacobs 2012; Dyson 2014). Yet, the stance gradually shifted toward 

a more proactive one after several international events. 

The change of stances can be observed after a series of impetus during 2014. Among them, 

the Ukraine Crisis appeared to play a major role in bringing Germany to the forefront of 

European cooperation. In the 2014 Munich Security Conference, some of the German officials 

unveiled distinct activism in contrast to the past. In the opening remark, the former Federal 

President of Germany, Joachim Gauck, admonished that “it is precisely at times when the 

United States cannot keep on providing more and more that Germany and its European partners 

must themselves assume greater responsibility for their security” (Gauck 2014). “Violent 

conflicts have moved closer to Europe’s borders,” then-Foreign Minister Frank Walter 

Steinmeier said, “here in our own continent they’re back, indeed, as we see in Ukraine” 

(Steinmeier 2014). With the same discourse, then-Defense Minister Ursula von der Leyen 

made it clear that “…to sit and wait is not an option. If we have means, if we have capabilities—

we have the obligation and we have the responsibility to engage” (von der Leyen 2014). In 

such vein, Germany clearly has a more progressive mindset that it once have during the early 

post-Cold War period. Accompanying the words, then, was Germany’s choice to play a 

constructive role in the Ukraine Crisis. On one hand, it sought to de-escalate tensions between 

Russia and the West through diplomacy. On the other hand, Germany maintained its reticent 
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but steady posture in contrast to the other volatile response by its Western counterparts (Hyde-

Price 2015). 

The position taken in the Munich Security Conference was continued and expressed in 

the 2016 White Paper on German Security Policy and the Future of the Bundeswehr (hereafter, 

the 2016 White Paper) in accordance with earlier insistence on institutional building but greater 

ambition. For instance, in the 2016 White Paper positioned CSDP as a tool to frame a common 

foreign policy for the EU. Beyond this, the White Paper put forward an even larger ambition 

of establishing a common European Security and Defence Union. In particular, the aim would 

be achieved by utilizing PESCO and all available EU frameworks. However, it should not be 

taken as tantamount to building a new organization. Instead, the new proposition would remain 

as “NATO’s European pillar.” 53  Ultimately, CSDP would require further structural 

enhancement, integration of civilian and military capabilities, and consolidation of the 

European defense industry (Federal Ministry of Defence of Germany 2016, 69–73). Generally, 

Germany’s approach after the Ukraine Crisis was still centered on capability development, but 

with enhanced activism. 

                                                
53 The concept was also mentioned in the White Paper in terms of the European capability development. It is 

concept mainly guided by the Framework Nations’ Concept (FNC) that was proposed by Germany in 2013 and 

adopted by NATO in the next year. The concept was facilitated by several leading nations which leads different 

groups. The motivation of forming such groupings was to achieve greater multinational cooperation without 

forcing states without risking uncertainty stemming from the gaps of capabilities. Furthermore, it provides 

smaller countries with pragmatic options to opt into the project that could complement their goals in the sub-

region. In the long run, different groupings together will accumulate to an integral military. Essentially, the 

concept still works around an alliance (North Atlantic Treaty Organization 2014). For more, see Palmer (2016); 

Glatz and Zapfe (2017); Frisell and Sjökvist (2019). 
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In sum, Germany’s approach to reducing international uncertainty gravitates to the 

institution itself. By strengthening the existing institutions, Germany demonstrated its 

commitment toward the current order. The adherence is particularly clear when considering 

Germany’s concerns over NATO. Despite recognition of the importance of developing CSDP, 

Germany did not risk undermining the preeminence of NATO in terms of European security. 

In this sense, even facing serious geopolitical challenges such as the Brexit and the Ukraine 

Crisis, Germany is mostly coherent to the path it takes. In this sense, the strategic autonomy of 

CSDP is rather realized by exerting its clout within the institutions instead of a wild card outside 

the existing arrangement (Deschaux-Dutard 2019). The approach of increasing power, then, is 

mostly taking place within institutional context rather than pure realpolitik in the international 

arena. 

Nevertheless, the approach might not convince all stakeholders. France, an indispensable 

play of achieving greater European defense, apparently, is not into the blueprint laid out by 

Germany. To France, as the recent news indicated at the time of writing, NATO is experiencing 

“brain death” (BBC 2019). Strategic autonomy can only be achieved by self-reliance. 

d. France 

France’s approach—strategic autonomy—to the European defense has been rather steady. 

Ever since the era of former President de Gaulle, France has insisted on its own security and 

defense posture. This is especially evident during de Gaulle’s tenure, during which France 
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withdrew from NATO’s force structure and kicked NATO’s headquarter out of its soil.54 The 

strategic choice, however, has changed in the past decade. To make a brief statement, France 

has its own vision of European defense on the base of its own foreign policy instead of 

European foreign policy. 

Despite the somewhat isolated standing in NATO, France has always been actively 

advocating for greater European security and defense. As the previous paragraphs suggested, 

France and the UK’s joint statement in 1998 motivated one of the most important progress for 

European defense cooperation. France's commitment toward the European defense cooperation 

was made even clearer in the wake of overlooking benefits in the Middle East (Pesme 2010). 

In 2009, France terminated its departure from NATO. “We have to stop deluding ourselves that 

by burying our heads in the sand, we are capable of protecting anything,” then-president 

Nicolas Sarkozy stated on a defense conference (Balmer 2009).  

However, France’s changing pathway was not drastic at all as it might appear. Instead, as 

the word choice made in the 2008 Defence White Paper, it was a renovation instead of return 

to the NATO-France relations. France has never truly left (Sarkozy 2008, 304). The decision 

marked a more proactive approach toward European defense cooperation. Nevertheless, CSDP 

played a limited role given Sarkozy’s Atlanticist mindset by which his European security and 

                                                
54 The relation between France and NATO was actually sour during the Cold War. Because of de Gaulle’s 

belief and pursuit of an “independence state” by which France can strategically act on her own, France declined 

multiple offers given by the US and NATO. Against this backdrop, France partially withdrew from NATO. 

Despite the act, France was still formally and politically connected with NATO. It was until 2009 did France 

returned NATO under then President Sarkozy’s leadership. For more, see Howorth (1996); Moravcsik (2000); 

Trachtenberg (2011). 
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defense policy are mostly hinged on NATO (Rieker 2013).55 Moreover, France had reduced 

its participation in several CSDP missions to Africa and the Middle East. Even the interventions 

were done in the name of France than the EU (Watanabe 2015). 

The prospect of CSDP, in terms of French strategic priority, was improved under the 

former President François Hollande. In contrast to his predecessor, Hollande’s approach to 

European defense cooperation could be deemed as pragmatist. Part of the change can be 

attributed to the changing context comparing to 2008. In the 2013 French White Paper of 

Defence and National Security (hereafter, 2013 Defence White Paper), France, in the wake of 

the Global Financial Crisis, acknowledged the swift change of international economy as well 

as the budgetary constraints. Against this backdrop, France stressed the feasibility and urgency 

to revitalize CSDP in order to generate solutions within the EU framework. France emphasized 

the role of EDA to identify priority and opportunities to develop common strategy and 

capability (Hollande 2013, 62–65; Watanabe 2013).  

Accordingly, the constraining background has gradually become the baseline of France’s 

attitude toward its allies and defense cooperation. Given the fact that France has engaged in 

multiple theaters, France was in fact under considerable financial pressures. Hence, in contrast 

to its once flexible choice of intervention or allies, France is now accepting the necessity of 

                                                
55 Sarkozy indeed demonstrated his intention to accelerate and strengthen CSDP. In his very first foreign policy 

speech, he unveiled his vision of Europe as a “global policy player”—which will be achieved through forging an 

independent Europe and the renovation of NATO. It was against this backdrop did Sarkozy proposed an updated 

European Security Strategy (Sarkozy 2007). Nevertheless, the activism failed to flower in form of any tangible 

progress. For more, see Solana (2008). 
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allies and cooperation within Europe (Pannier and Schmitt 2019).56 In particular, France has 

pointed out in the 2017 Strategic Review of Defence and National Security that strengthened 

CSDP will be conducive to foster a shared strategic culture within Europe, with the 

implementation of PESCO and the European Defence Fund (EDF) (Ministry of Defence of 

France 2017). 

France, under the current President Emanuel Macron, further proposed the European 

Intervention Initiatives (EI2) to bolster the bilateral defense cooperation. By setting up a new 

initiative as such, Macron aimed at cultivating shared strategic culture between capable states 

and reaction capacities. Furthermore, by establishing a forum implemented by France itself, 

France successfully bypassed the EU. In the short term, such an approach is likely to erode the 

importance of CSDP and the relevant EU bodies. Nonetheless, it will be advantageous to CSDP 

by creating a sort of division of labors; CSDP on capability development and EI2 on operational 

entrenchment (Howorth 2018; Nováky 2018; Ministry of Defence of France 2019). 

From such a point of view, we can already observe that defense cooperation under CSDP 

remains largely limited given the competing views and approach between major players such 

as Germany and France. Nevertheless, it does not follow that CSDP is irrelevant. Contrarily, 

CSDP has attained centripetal importance given the overall demands for further capabilities as 

                                                
56 An alternative trigger could be the terrorist attacks in Paris on November 13, 2015. After the attack, France 

invoked the Article 42(7) of TEU, by which member states can request assistance from the other member states. 

The request was responded with a wide array of aid, including those seeking diplomatic and military 

engagement in Syria (European Parliament Think Tank 2016). 
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well as budgetary constraints. The role of CSDP, then, became clear in the sense that it acquired 

a different role from NATO or the so-called “European Army.” We can legitimately consider 

it as a platform not only for assigning costs to illuminate commitment to principled institutions 

but also for aggregating or multiplying capabilities. 

Defense Cooperation in the Era of EUGS 

Clearly, there are indeed some departures between the form of defense cooperation 

envisaged by Germany and France. While the former remained aloof to direct operation, or 

more precisely, intervention, it has nevertheless aimed for a more inclusive CSDP. France, in 

contrast, was in favor of a smaller but stronger group capable of carrying out military operation, 

exactly the roadmap for EI2. Despite the contradiction, they have achieved some consensus. 

EUGS has given rise to the new era of defense cooperation. European states are now 

pursuing smarter and flexible defense spending in a multinational, cross-level approach 

(Rasmussen 2011). One of the main initiatives taken to forward the defense cooperation is the 

adoption of “Pooling and Sharing (P&S)” derived from the German-Swedish Ghent 

Framework. The formal adoption of P&S gave rise to more economic and efficient defense 

cooperation between member states.  

Before then, despite incorporating PESCO in the legal binding documents such as the 

Consolidated Version of the Treaty on the European Union, the EU was undergoing a steady 
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decline in terms of military expenditure. In addition, without systemic coordination between 

military research and development among member states, projects participated by several 

member states’ usually resulted in tremendous duplication and hence, waste of money.  It was 

against this backdrop did P&S become well-received. Then a newly adopted plan was a major 

step forward by which states decided to lend, to share, to pool their capability with the other 

EU member states (Howorth 2014, 84–89).  

P&S was further formalized in 2012 when EDA developed a “Code of Conduct on Pooling 

Sharing.” The objective was made clear as “minimising the number of variants of the same 

equipment, to optimise potential savings, improve interoperability, and rationalise demand” 

(EDA 2012). Ever since the formal adoption of P&S, concrete progress has been made. An 

earlier example includes the establishment of the “Air to Air Refueling” with endorsement 

from the Organization for Joint Armament Cooperation (OCCAR) and EDA itself. The project 

facilitated the harmonization and optimization of the facilities owned by member states (EDA 

2013). However, P&S is essentially a project of making better use of existing resources instead 

of expanding them.  

Another problem is that PESCO remained clauses in documents but not actions in reality. 

PESCO was only partially achieved under the previous framework (Biscop and Coelmont 

2011). Fortunately or not, the changing context recognized by EUGS provides a wedge to break 

the stagnation. After passing EUGS, the EU passed the “Implementation Plan on Security and 
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Defence” to specify the priorities in the era of EUGS (EDA 2016). The progress was brought 

even further by France and Germany. Despite their competing attitude and approach, their 

coordination has given rise to the formal adoption of PESCO. On July 13, 2017, the 19th 

Franco-German defense and security council discussed a wide array of bilateral defense 

cooperation. In the bilateral summit, Macron and Merkel both agreed to take advantage of 

PESCO to let “core groups”—mainly France and Germany—to advance the European security 

and defense cooperation (Chase 2017; DW 2017; Lazarou and Friede 2018). Ultimately, the 

consensus resulted in the formal adoption of PESCO in November of the same year. 

Concrete plans to implement PESCO were organized around the “Capability 

Development Plan (CDP)” produced by EDA, a document exhibits common opportunities and 

challenges to make further recommendations to the EU members. Taking CDP as baseline, the 

EU further established the Coordinated Annual Review on Defence (CARD), and the European 

Defence Fund (EDF). First, CARD will be enforced under EDA to conduct an overall 

assessment on a national basis. The aim of CARD is “to develop, on a voluntary basis, a more 

structured way to deliver identified capabilities based on greater transparency, political 

visibility and commitment from Member States” (EEAS 2017). CARD, at this level, monitor 

and review the progress promised by member states.57  

                                                
57 After the trial run, EDA conducted an assessment over the result of CARD. The outcome was not particularly 

significant. Despite overall increase in research and investment, the disparity between member states was large. 

Furthermore, it turns out that the military expenditure was still far away from 2% of GDP in most member 

states. Nevertheless, it does demonstrate that states were benefitted from the information provided by EDA and 

CDP (EDA 2018). 
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Second, under the legally binding requirement of PESCO, states taking part in PESCO 

will have to provide National Implementation Plan (NIP) to report its implemented 

commitment as well as sharing its future plan for defense program. The revelation of 

information as such will then endow EDA with the ability to organize or to provide 

opportunities to member states for further cooperation (EEAS 2019).  

Subsequently, the EU, by establishing EDF, will be able to provide funding to the program 

under PESCO, coordinated by EDA. EDF consists of two parts: “research window” and 

“capability window.” The former will be mainly supported by the EU budget while the latter 

financed from the member states to address individual priorities. The EU has already planned 

the budget of EUR 90 million from 2018 to 2020 on the research window alone to facilitate 

research addressing common concerns. On the other hand, EDF is also assisting with the 

construction of a “Financial Toolbox.” Through the toolbox, the participants in PESCO would 

be able to streamline acquirement and accelerate collaborative acquisition (European 

Commission 2017). In this sense, EDF cogently incorporates the mode adopted by P&S. It 

should be further noticed that member states, despite funding provided by the EU and 

monitoring from EDA, member states maintained full control over the projects in the 

framework of PESCO. 

Overall, we can see CSDP as “pooled capability,” in contrast to the conventional wisdom 

of “pooled sovereignty.” Unlike the previous efforts that intend to bring together member states’ 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

DOI:10.6814/NCCU202000065

The Origins of DCA 

 

138 

 

military mandate to create a “European army,” the current approach to foster closer ties 

between member states is, in fact, binding the member states through providing funding and 

platforms to increase member states’ military capability. In that sense, CSDP’s approach works 

by benefitting member states individually while rewarding the EU defense cooperation as a 

whole. So far, there has already been an EU budget envelope of EUR 590 million on defense 

cooperation. In the coming budgetary term, the EU will further step up by providing EUR 13 

billion to incentivize the joint development and acquisition (European Commission 2018).  

Conclusion 

While political schisms still play a disruptive role in the defense cooperation developed 

in recent years, it turned out that the EU states are making efforts to consolidate CSDP, or more 

generally, the EU defense cooperation. Even though the two locomotives continued to be 

entangled by discords, there is indeed concrete evidence showing that France and Germany are 

gravitating and compromising toward common ground on defense cooperation (Billon-Galland 

and Quencez 2017; Biscop 2018). While Germany attained its goal of a more inclusive CSDP, 

France can expect more development of capability. The driver behind such a development 

could be seen as a mixed result reflected by EUGS (Brattberg and Valášek 2019). External 

stimulations such as the Brexit, the Crimean annexation, and the terrorist attacks have together 

instilled a sense of urgency within the EU. Also, two main drivers, France and Germany are 
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getting more progressive in terms of their approach to advance CSDP and relevant defense 

cooperation (Koenig and Walter-Franke 2017). 

In reviewing the EU’s progress toward defense cooperation, we can see how structural 

pressure has prompted changes in both institutions and states. Sequentially, the development 

of CSDP represents a process that old institutions become focal points for states to create new 

institutions; none can be explained without referring to each other (Hofmann 2011). States are 

both informed and constrained by institutions. For instance, under the restriction of NATO, the 

development of CSDP encountered diverging perspectives within the EU. In addition, the 

inability of existing defense cooperation framework also casts a shadow on member states’ 

willingness to devote into an upgraded defense cooperation program. The observations are 

summarized in Figure IV.3. 

 

PESCO equipped with 

CARD and EDF 

Ambivalence between CSDP and NATO; 

EU’s existing defense cooperation 

Germany and France’s diverging 

approach of updating EU’s defense 

cooperation 

EU’s declining influence; 

Russia’s annexation and aggression 

Chin 

Figure IV.3: Context of CSDP’s Defense Cooperation 
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Nonetheless, it does not mean that states are without autonomy. Rather, in the face of 

uncertainty, states are indeed making efforts to alter the arrangement and structure of the 

international arena. By showing their commitment to enhancing its capability, as demonstrated 

by Germany and France, CSDP became a platform through defense cooperation that provides 

stability. Against this backdrop, CSDP’s innovation with the idea of P&S appeared to be a 

strong response to the increasing uncertainty given the rigid institutional path and ambiguous 

structural pressure. Enhancing collective defense capability under PESCO, accordingly, 

became a plausible strategy under spiral competition.
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Chapter V: Conclusion 

The Origins of DCA: Structure or Institution? 

As the title of the section questioned, what motivates the formation of DCAs? How can 

we properly explain the trend? The theoretical framework in Chapter 2 suggested that two 

factors could be responsible for the impetus of bargaining a new DCA: one structural and the 

other institutional. Can each of them alone account for the formation of DCA? Given this 

question, we can derive two tentative proposition. First, DCAs are created when there are 

structural changes and geopolitical risks. Second, DCAs are created when existing institutions 

are questioned or challenged. I examined these two arguments in the following paragraphs. 

Can structural pressure explain the formation of DCA? The two cases above offered 

diverging answers. In the case of the Indo-Pacific region, increasing structural pressure against 

the members of the Quad indeed motivated them to strengthen defense cooperation. For 

example, we might not see a closer US-Japan or Japan-Australia defense cooperation if there 

were no challenges from China. However, the implication from CSDP yielded a quite different 

image. Indeed, the US indeterminacy and the Brexit posed great challenges to the power 

structure of Europe.  The balance of power continued to be in favor of the EU even in the face 

of Russia, which was experiencing declining military expenditure. Nevertheless, CSDP still 
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kept up its pace to bolster current security architecture. The structural factors alone seemed 

incapable of explaining the whole picture of increasing DCAs. 

On the other hand, does the institutional pathway predicted flourishing DCAs? Within the 

Quad, there are indeed growing trends of security and defense coordination. However, they do 

not necessarily amount to signing DCAs. More often, military-to-military cooperation remains 

informal. In terms of either bilateralism or minilateralism, it was actually the formalization of 

defense cooperation between the Quad members turns out to be abnormal. In such cases, the 

institutional explanations do not turn out to be a well-fitted predictor for the formation of DCAs. 

On the other hand, CSDP is highly institutionalized and rigidly delimited by multiple previous 

documents. It is almost unavoidable to see an even more institutionalized CSDP to clarify the 

boundary between NATO and itself. Given such a competition between institutions, the 

formation of DCAs appears to be necessary given their limited ability to tie hands and prospects 

to improve odds over enemy in the future. However, the signing of DCAs remains a great 

instrument to provide signals and commitments to bolster current institutions. 

Thus far, we can observe that neither international structure nor institutional pathway 

along can suffice to explain the formation of DCA.58 However, each of them delivers a unique 

portion of the whole picture. On one hand, the international structure generates a momentum 

                                                
58 Some readers might argue that institutional explanations are inherently stronger for the EU-related 

institutions as the structural explanations might perform for the Indo-Pacific alliances. I do not reject such a 

claim. However, I aim for more generalizability within theories. Furthermore, my claim is solely about 

structural explanations or institutional explanations. Instead, as the second chapter of this thesis implied, my 

claim is rather one of rationalism. By so doing, structural and institutional factors inform states’ preference in 

favor of certain options and outcome. 
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within itself and international institutions so that states are forced to adjust their own policy. 

On the other hand, each state’s own policy change contributes to the change of the regional 

structure and architecture. In terms of DCAs, its formation could be hardly explained by either 

structural or institutional factors alone. Rather, their interaction motivates the formation of 

DCAs. DCAs, furthermore, are not the end of the story. Their formation further strengthens 

existing security and defense architecture. That is, they are regenerating. 

However, we should further ask, why do states opt for DCAs rather than alliances as a 

path for regeneration? This question can be answered by the institutional concerns. As observed 

in both cases, the US remains a strong hub despite waning credibility. One of the least 

preferable options for it is the creation of new alliances. Interestingly, such a point of view was 

concurred by its regional partners. For instance, the 3Ds cautioned by Madeline Albright 

suggested a strong predisposition against the making of new alliances. Also, regional powers 

in the Indo-Pacific also chose cooperative declaration than alliances to elevate their security 

relationship. Obviously, the institutional bargaining plays a critical role in the making of DCA. 

To put this observation in the language of process tracing, neither structural pressure such 

as distribution of power or geopolitical pressure, nor institutional pathway such as the existence 

of previous institutions or dependence on institutions are sufficient conditions to predict the 

formation of DCAs, not to mention the even harder threshold of necessity. Still, these 

competing explanations do not undermine each other. They are rather mutually complementary 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

DOI:10.6814/NCCU202000065

The Origins of DCA 

 

144 

 

than undermining. In both cases, we can see that states used DCA as a way to harden the 

regional architecture against uncertainty. In such a scenario, both structural pressure and 

institutional pressure play important roles; they are congruent pieces of evidence. 

Another aspect of DCAs is the cost required to sign them. DCAs distinguished from the 

other international agreements in the way that they entailed considerable costs, in form of both 

tying hands and sinking costs. In general, a more colloquial way to understand the making of 

DCAs is to see them as “investing.” Recall the definition of tying hands. Actors’ hands are tied 

because they are likely to be punished if deviating from the current pathway. Sinking costs, on 

the other hand, represent the costs sunk that are unable to improve the future payoff. In a strict 

sense, DCAs can hardly be categorized into either category.  

This aspect of DCAs, however, does not contradict to the joint explanations provided by 

international structure and institutions. Put it shortly, states are structurally deterred from 

leaving current institutional paths. Partly, states’ propensity to use DCAs to reduce uncertainty 

demonstrated the fact that they perceived the external constraints and accordingly form 

distinguished preferences. Such evidence accordingly turns the credible commitment 

explanations of DCAs into congruent support to the other explanations. The exact reason why 

the explanations converge, as I contend, is state's source of preferences. States' preferences do 

not appear ex nihilo. Assuming them with arbitrary presumptions tells far less than by 

considering the broader context. Examining the layered context of the international relations 
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accordingly provides greater explanatory power in the origins of DCAs. While the international 

structure largely dictates and initiates states decision-making process, we cannot easily dismiss 

the impacts of institutions and competitors’ calculation. The causal sequence can be 

summarized in Figure V.1. 

 

In sum, this thesis has examined states’ structurally informed and institutionally mapped 

decisions amidst strategic interactions. Beyond the explanations above, this thesis sheds further 

light on strands of international relations studies. In the next section, I indulge myself with 

some space to discuss the implication of this thesis. 

Discussion and Implications 

The defense cooperation in the Indo-Pacific region and the EU shares common patterns. 

First, they are becoming less dependent on a single guarantor such as the US. Instead, they opt 

to pursue a network woven by closer defense cooperation. On the other hand, despite the 

importance of vocal commitments from the political arena, states are actually devoting more 

to the functional aspects in terms of security and defense cooperation. In particular, the 

Uncertainty emanated 

from both exogenous 

shocks and institutional 

constraints 

Countering 

Uncertainty: Initiation 

of strategic bargaining 

Creating DCAs: Tying 

hands and showing 

commitments 

Figure V.1: Causal Sequence of DCA Creation 

 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

DOI:10.6814/NCCU202000065

The Origins of DCA 

 

146 

 

“defense” part of the cooperation is gaining more weight than ever (Simón, Lanoszka, and 

Meijer 2019). 

Global and Regional Politics 

This thesis is largely predicated on the awareness of global influence on regional politics. 

As I contended in the previous chapters, seldom do countries have the ability to exert 

meaningful influence beyond the region in which they dwell. Furthermore, states are inherently 

bounded by the locations and geography. Such limitations could be conditioned by states’ 

propensity to utilize or make up for their “hard-wired” material nature. 

In this point of view, the regional security complex theory lends considerable leverage to 

my research. The theory’s focus on regional interaction and security externalities provide keen 

insights into the formation of one region but not the other. By theorizing the formation of DCAs, 

I demonstrated that geopolitical pressure is not entirely materialistic nor deterministic. States 

do have the ability to challenge and alter the geographic landscape by their collective vision to 

forge a new discourse (Buzan and Wæ ver 2003, 65–73). The formation of the Indo-Pacific is 

presented here exactly like a perfect example of the regional security complex, in which 

competing strategic interests brawl with each other to attain favorable arrangements. This thesis 

extends the argument further by providing two additional insights. The first is the transition 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

DOI:10.6814/NCCU202000065

  Conclusion 

 

147 

 

from one region to another region, e.g.: the Asia-Pacific to the Indo-Pacific. The second is the 

consolidation of a region, e.g.: the growth of CSDP. 

On the other hand, the evidence from the Indo-Pacific and European regional politics 

yields yet another implication. That is, anarchy and hierarchy coexist in regional politics. 

Moreover, they compete with each other. While most of the international relation theories 

assumed international hierarchy, the assumption by itself does not exclude the possibility of 

hierarchy. Relational power as such often exerts a certain level of influence on somewhat 

subordinate states (Lake 2009). For instance, among the Quad members, the US influence over 

the Indo-Pacific regions is still predominant given the foundation of the hub-and-spoke system. 

Though the Quad members have sought alteration of the alliance system to spread the risk of 

being abandoned, they follow the baseline order underlying the system (Bisley 2019). To some 

extent, it is exactly the efforts to challenge that exhibit the legitimacy of the existing order. The 

same situation works in the EU. In the EU, despite competing view over the orientation of the 

European defense and security, NATO still occupies the heartland of the debated. The existence 

of the Atlantic mindset largely swayed the pathway of the debate. In either case, the US 

apparently maintains its authority over the regional power. Hierarchy accordingly became a 

wedge within the regional anarchy. 

However, what does the regional security complex tell in terms of DCAs? Or the other 

way around, what do DCAs mean for the regional politics under the global influence? DCAs 
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are perfect tools to confer further legitimacy toward wider regional architecture. If we take a 

deeper look at the relations between DCAs and alliances, we can readily observe that DCAs 

are mostly hinged on blocs formed by alliances. In this sense, DCAs indeed represent an effort 

to enhance the capabilities of relationships such as alliances or strategic partnerships. Equally 

important, however, is states’ recognition toward their DCA partners.  

Convergence and Diffusion 

It is widely contended that international institutions will bring states’ foreign policy closer. 

Alternatively, they are more likely to cluster given their converging social network. In either 

way, information and options filtered by institutions play an important role during bargaining 

international institutions, in an environment of uncertainties. 59 

Nevertheless, contrary to conventional wisdom, institutionalization does not necessarily 

lead to policy convergence. This phenomenon is corroborated in the two case studies above. 

Despite their close positions within the social network—in this case, the EU and NATO, 

Germany and France have only limited overlapping vision toward the future of the European 

                                                
59 Existing literature of policy convergence inspected the mechanism through which emulation and learning 

take place. Social network analysis, for example, considers states’ position within social network and argues that 

states with closer position are more likely to adopt similar policy. Accordingly, policy convergence occur 

because of peer pressure and socialization. Both of which provides states impetus and information regarding 

certain sorts of policies. On the other hand, other scholars has studied how international organizations facilitate 

policy diffusion and convergence. The inter-organizational communication, in such cases, provides international 

organizations a means to improve their rules and procedures. In this point of view, states still matter in the way 

that they provide international organizations information required for moderating designs of international 

organizations. Still other take a more sociological perspective by which states are either induced or coerced so 

that in the long run they legitimate specific policies. For more, see Ikenberry and Kupchan (1990); Acharya 

(2004); Cao (2012); Sommerer and Tallberg (2019). 
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defense. For example, France and Germany, despite increasing cooperation facilitated by 

CSDP and EDA, continue to diverge in the way they devise their national security and defense 

strategy (Pannier and Schmitt 2014). In such a case, to fully develop the potential of CSDP, 

Germany, and France would need a stronger and converging consensus in terms of their vision 

toward the strategic autonomy of the EU. Without proper political and strategic coordination, 

only limited progress will be achieved, especially in face of uncertainty brought by the Brexit 

(Kempin et al. 2017).  

On the other hand, the evidence derived from the Quad in the Indo-Pacific yielded a rather 

different implication. In that case, it appeared that structural pressure delivered mainly by 

China’s increasing military presence and the US uncertain leadership played a decisive role to 

urge regional powers to adopt vigilant foreign policies. Essentially, the phenomenon 

demonstrated the selection effects generated by the international structure (Waltz 1979, 35:91–

93).  

However, it does not imply that international institutions do not matter at all. Rather, as 

Chapter 2 suggested. International institutions actually filter the options and information 

available to the Quad members. Without regional security architecture such as alliances and 

multilateral arrangements, it is more likely that confrontations such as the standoff between 

China and the Philippines will take place more often, which was apparently not the case for the 

Quad members. States immersed and committed themselves to the existing international 
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institutions. Meanwhile, the pathway taken locked the Quad into a loose but regular 

consultation with each other. 

DCAs, in such a vantage point, could be deemed as converging efforts to bolster the 

security institutions under similar international pressure. Furthermore, it is exactly the existing 

architecture that guides them toward the signing of DCAs. 

Costs and Commitment 

This thesis also argues that states' efforts to consolidate existing institutions entail some 

costs for states. Without endowing enough resources into institutions being maintained, states' 

commitment to security architecture can be hardly credible. Furthermore, despite no formal 

inference, this thesis also demonstrated how DCA prevents states from reneging or abandoning. 

To see this, we can see DCA as instruments of revealing states’ commitment to the current 

institutions. DCAs assert its influence by the following mechanism. First, it revealed the 

information about each actor. For example, the defense cooperation in the Indo-Pacific tends 

to include information sharing or regular consultation. This practice is likely to reduce states' 

preference for reneging on commitments it made because they might put themselves at risk 

after revealing private information capability or resolve to other parties (Powell 2006). On the 

other way around, states might be benefitted from sharing information to prevent unwanted 

risks. In other words, the opportunity costs of reneging are too large to shoulder. Secondly, 
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signing DCAs can express states’ commitment through the costs they have endowed. In the 

case of CSDP, Germany’s relatively stable military expenditure could hardly tell something if 

observed alone. However, by connecting the spending with broader context—CSDP and 

PESCO, the spending showed not only signal its preference for collective security but also its 

commitment to institutions to be strengthened. Such an action was made even more credible 

after formalizing and legalizing defense cooperation, e.g.: PESCO and EDF (Morrow 2000).  

What can we ask if we extend the implication above? An interesting question to be asked 

should be: does informality abhor commitments? Not necessarily. The existence of overlapping 

institutions, be they formal or informal, has revealed information regarding states’ capability 

and type in various ways. As we can see in previous chapters, defense cooperation does not 

always have to be formalized. More often, they started with informal coordination and 

collaboration. Defense cooperation agreements, in other words, only account for limited parts 

of defense and security cooperation between states. In either the Quad or CSDP, regular 

military exercises have been conducted to enhance defense cooperation and taken as a signal 

to honor the commitment to certain defense cooperation. Kevin Rudd’s withdraw from the 

Malabar Exercise and India’s distrust over Australia can be viewed a case that shows the costs 

of reneging. 

More importantly, when bargaining defense cooperation or DCAs, states are certainly 

bargaining over bargaining power in the future. Bear this in mind: DCAs are not simply 
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lumping states’ capability; DCAs aim at increasing state’ capability. Given this function, it 

would unrealistic to regard DCAs as a static instrument. Instead, they entail dynamic 

commitment problems given the possible transition of capability (Debs and Monteiro 2014). 

Some readers might start to doubt the potential commitment problems incurred accordingly. 

However, it should be noticed that, as I repeatedly indicated, DCAs do not appear ex nihilo. 

Lower or higher, narrower or broader, DCAs tend to emerge from a preexisting framework. 

Hence, commitments were actually made to rather a larger scheme rather DCAs per se. 

Research and Policy Prospects 

This thesis mainly focuses on the internal dynamics of defense cooperation. Future 

research should further include how challengers could be integrated into the network 

established among alliances. More intricate inquiries should accordingly state the balance by 

which the networks centered on different major powers coexist with one another.  

In this study, the role of challengers in each case is passive, more like background 

information. Permissive or prohibiting conditions as they are, they do not possess agency in 

the international structure or institution building. This self-constraint is adopted because of my 

focus on the cooperation within and commitment to existing institutions. Without a doubt, the 

limitation overlooks considerable information in international politics. As a matter of fact, there 

are numerable dyads of cooperation between countries that are hostile to each other. DCAs as 
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a source of behavioral context, then, should have additional effects on challengers (Goddard 

2018; Buzan 2019; Dian and Meijer 2019). 

Including them will shed further light on the role of DCAs. Whether DCAs could be 

deemed as a source of deterrence or signaling to challengers could further extend existing 

literature on alliance politics. On the other hand, this study focuses only on security institutions. 

Nonetheless, a wider array of issue-linkages should be considered. In this thesis, I only consider 

a narrow set of issues including security, defense, and national positions. However, as some 

cases implied, trade issues also matter in terms of signaling.  

Further, DCA as an emerging tool should be able to be used with the other statecraft. For 

example, scholars of security studies might be interested in how DCAs can interact with 

coercive diplomacy. In the past, scholars discussed extended deterrence, nuclear deterrence, 

and conventional deterrence. However, the security environment has changed considerably 

nowadays. With increasing techniques and tools, to what extent does convention wisdom lend 

its insights to deterrence and compellence in international politics. So far, there have been 

voices advocating for strengthening alliances and domestic institutions (Mazarr 2015; Freier 

2016; Green et al. 2017; Hicks et al. 2019; Dalton et al. 2019). DCAs, as I argued, are exactly 

efforts to strengthen existing security institutions. How these two strands of literature 

incorporate each other would be an exciting development to be expected. 
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In terms of policies, DCAs are truly feasible and desirable goals that we should pursue. 

As the general trend reveals, there are fewer newly emerge alliances in the past few decades. 

In turn, DCAs have arisen as one of the main forms of security cooperation between states. 

Given states’ dependence on existing institutions, DCAs should continue to play a pivotal role 

in achieving bilateral or multilateral cooperation. The tendency would be particularly strong 

given DCAs focus on capability building instead of specifying strategic goals. Through lens as 

such, DCAs are actually more neutral; and expected to be more easily accepted by states. Hence, 

working-level dialogues or industrial exchange should not merely follow the flag. Instead, they 

should go hand-in-hand with governments. 

The formation of DCAs in some regions also presented another trend of regional 

geopolitics. That is, we should not narrowly set our view on any single state. Today’s 

international politics is neither comparable to the Cold War nor the unipolar moment right after 

the end of the Cold War. It is, however, not a world of multipolarity. The world is still 

predominated by a single superpower, the US. What turns out in the case studies above is the 

increased predisposition of rising and middle powers to alter or challenge the existing 

international order. Is there a new Cold War? I doubt it. Consolidation of blocs and institutions 

shall not be arbitrarily seen equal to confrontation. Moreover, a dense network of international 

security has gradually overtaken the landscape of international politics. 
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The origin of DCAs deserves more attention. Arming by aligning with others, exchanging 

with others, cooperating with others is an old but constant feature of human society. “After all,” 

John Mearsheimer admonished, “for every neck, there are two hands to choke it” (2001, 31). 

Be that as it may, there are trillions more to break even two strong hands.  
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