
Armstrong, Shiro; Drysdale, Peter

Article

The Economic Cooperation Potential of East Asia's RCEP
Agreement

East Asian Economic Review (EAER)

Provided in Cooperation with:
Korea Institute for International Economic Policy (KIEP), Sejong-si

Suggested Citation: Armstrong, Shiro; Drysdale, Peter (2022) : The Economic Cooperation Potential
of East Asia's RCEP Agreement, East Asian Economic Review (EAER), ISSN 2508-1667, Korea Institute
for International Economic Policy (KIEP), Sejong-si, Vol. 26, Iss. 1, pp. 3-25,
https://doi.org/10.11644/KIEP.EAER.2022.26.1.403

This Version is available at:
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/316599

Standard-Nutzungsbedingungen:

Die Dokumente auf EconStor dürfen zu eigenen wissenschaftlichen
Zwecken und zum Privatgebrauch gespeichert und kopiert werden.

Sie dürfen die Dokumente nicht für öffentliche oder kommerzielle
Zwecke vervielfältigen, öffentlich ausstellen, öffentlich zugänglich
machen, vertreiben oder anderweitig nutzen.

Sofern die Verfasser die Dokumente unter Open-Content-Lizenzen
(insbesondere CC-Lizenzen) zur Verfügung gestellt haben sollten,
gelten abweichend von diesen Nutzungsbedingungen die in der dort
genannten Lizenz gewährten Nutzungsrechte.

Terms of use:

Documents in EconStor may be saved and copied for your personal
and scholarly purposes.

You are not to copy documents for public or commercial purposes, to
exhibit the documents publicly, to make them publicly available on the
internet, or to distribute or otherwise use the documents in public.

If the documents have been made available under an Open Content
Licence (especially Creative Commons Licences), you may exercise
further usage rights as specified in the indicated licence.

  https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

https://www.econstor.eu/
https://www.zbw.eu/
http://www.zbw.eu/
https://doi.org/10.11644/KIEP.EAER.2022.26.1.403%0A
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/316599
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.econstor.eu/
https://www.leibniz-gemeinschaft.de/


PISSN 2508-1640 EISSN 2508-1667 an open access journal 

East Asian Economic Review vol. 26, no. 1 (March 2022) 3-25  
https://dx.doi.org/10.11644/KIEP.EAER.2022.26.1.403 

ⓒ Korea Institute for International Economic Policy 

 
The Economic Cooperation Potential of  

East Asia’s RCEP Agreement* 
 
 

Shiro Armstrong† 
The Australian National University 

shiro.armstrong@gmail.com 

Peter Drysdale†† 
The Australian National University 

Peter.Drysdale@anu.edu.au 
1 

East Asia’s Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership (RCEP) came into force in 
2022 as the world’s largest free trade agreement. RCEP was concluded, signed and 
brought into force in the face of major international uncertainty and is a significant boost 
to the global trading system. RCEP brings Australia, China, Japan, South Korea and New 
Zealand into the same agreement with the ten member ASEAN group at its centre. It 
keeps markets open and updates trade and investment rules in East Asia, a major centre 
of global economic activity, at a time of rising protectionism when the WTO itself is 
under threat. The agreement builds on ASEAN’s free trade agreements and strengthens 
ASEAN centrality. One of the pillars of RCEP is an economic cooperation agenda which 
has its antecedents in ASEAN’s approach to bringing along its least developed members 
and builds on the experience of capacity building in APEC and technical cooperation 
under the ASEAN Australia-New Zealand Free Trade Agreement. There is an opportunity 
to create a framework that facilitates deeper economic cooperation that involves 
experience-sharing, extending RCEP’s rules and membership at the same time as 
strengthening political cooperation. The paper suggests some areas that might be best 
suited to cooperation — that is confidence and trust building instead of or before 
negotiation — and discusses how non-members may be engaged and the membership 
expanded. Options such as multilateralising provisions and becoming a platform for 
policy convergence and coordinating unilateral reforms are canvassed. 
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I. Introduction 
 
East Asia’s Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership (RCEP) agreement 

came into force on 1 January 2022 as the world’s largest free trade agreement covering 
close to a third of the world’s population, 30 per cent of global GDP and 28 per cent 
of global merchandise trade. RCEP negotiations concluded in November 2019 at a 
time of rising protectionism globally and trade uncertainty from the Trump 
administration in the United States. It was then signed on 15 November 2020 during 
the large pandemic induced economic downturn and within the context of continued 
geopolitical uncertainty between China and the United States, the world’s two largest 
economies and trading nations. United States – China trade tensions are a significant 
cause of the extreme pressure on the global trade regime.  

RCEP is centred on ASEAN and consolidates four ASEAN + 1 free trade agreements 
with Australia-New Zealand, China, Japan and South Korea. India walked away from 
the agreement in November 2019. The agreement simplifies the ‘noodle bowl’ of 
bilateral agreements in East Asia. India walked away from the agreement on the eve 
of the conclusion of negotiations in 2019, missing an opportunity to integrate India 
into regional value chains and the East Asian economy. 

RCEP brings the three large Northeast Asian economies into the same binding 
regional trade agreement for the first time (except for the China–South Korea free trade 
agreement). With ASEAN acting as the hub, it was possible to lock in new 
liberalisation and trade rules that help govern and deepen the China and Japan, and 
Japan and South Korea economic relationships. The three Northeast Asian economies 
were brought together in an agreement through the consolidation — and to an extent 
multilateralising — of their ASEAN + 1 free trade agreements.  

The agreement builds on the ASEAN + 1 agreements and includes improvements 
in market access and new rules. RCEP has often been compared to the Trans-Pacific 
Partnership (TPP) that was being negotiated in parallel. It does not go as far in its 
liberalisation commitments as TPP or its successor the Comprehensive and 
Progressive Agreement for Trans Pacific Partnership (CPTPP) and does not include 
disciplines on state-owned enterprises (SOEs) or chapters on labour or environment 
commitments. The commitments made in RCEP, however, are significant and will 
contribute towards integrating the East Asian economies. The ‘negative list’ approach 
in services exposes all sectors to foreign competition unless specifically excluded, and 
China committed to an investment ‘negative list’ for the first time, opening up all 
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sectors to foreign investment unless specifically excluded. Importantly, the simplified 
rules of origin in RCEP — as a single rule of origin — will help facilitate the growth 
of regional supply chains and help deepen economic integration in East Asia.  

Where the RCEP agreement falls short on initial commitments, or in areas where 
rules and norms do not keep up with developments, there is the possibility of progress 
in its economic cooperation agenda.  

One of the pillars of RCEP is an economic cooperation agenda that builds on the 
experience of capacity building in existing regional arrangements. The economic 
cooperation agenda will assist members to implement the commitments made in 
RCEP but it can also provide a framework that facilitates deeper economic cooperation 
and involves experience-sharing, the creation of a framework for extending rules and 
membership and political cooperation.  

With an RCEP secretariat, joint committees of senior officials and subsidiary 
committees, regular Ministers’ meetings and an annual Leaders’ summit around the 
ASEAN-led East Asia Summit meeting, RCEP differs from other free trade 
agreements. The three features that distinguish RCEP reflect its ASEAN origins and 
diplomatic philosophic strategy are: its inclusiveness and openness to new membership; 
its whole-of-region approach to integration; its ongoing economic cooperation agenda 
that marks it as a ‘living agreement’ able to address issues of shared interest and 
priority as they evolve.  

This paper reviews the main features of the RCEP agreement and examines some 
of the prospects for regional economic integration. It then describes what opportunities 
there are for the economic cooperation agenda, building on the experience of 
cooperation in ASEAN and APEC. The paper suggests some areas that might be best 
suited to cooperation — that is confidence and trust building instead of or before 
negotiation — and discusses how non-members may be engaged and the membership 
expanded. Finally options such as multilateralising provisions and becoming a 
platform for policy convergence and coordinating unilateral reforms are canvassed.  

 
II. Key Features of the Arrangement 

 
RCEP extends the ASEAN + 1 free trade agreements with each of ASEAN’s 

partners in the region significantly. Low or no tariffs are applied to a much larger 
proportion of intra-regional trade. It is comprehensive of about 90 per cent of trade, 
compared to 60 per cent in some of the bilateral ASEAN arrangements with regional 
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partners. Particular member countries, such as China, South Korea and Japan, did not 
have any free trade agreement among themselves prior to RCEP (except the low 
standard agreement between China and South Korea). Specifically, the RCEP 
agreement spans 20 chapters with provisions across trade in goods and services, trade 
facilitation, rules of origin, investment and intellectual property. The removal of tariffs 
and customs duties is accompanied by common rules of origin for all tradable goods, 
which allows originating goods from one member state to be considered as originating 
in a second member state. That common rule of origin allows ‘cumulation’ where 
products originating in one country can be further processed or added to products 
originating in another country, just as if they had originated in the second country. This 
is a significant advance on the bilateral rules of origin arrangements that apply in 
CPTPP. 

The agreement includes provisions that extend the scope for liberalisation in trade 
in services. The ‘negative list’ approach in services exposes all sectors to foreign 
competition unless specifically excluded. These market access, most-favoured-nation 
(to treat foreign suppliers at least as well as suppliers and investors of any other non-
RCEP country), national treatment (to treat local and foreign suppliers equally) and 
local presence provisions for services go beyond existing FTAs; at least 65 per cent of 
service sectors will be fully open. Measures protecting sectors of national security and 
technological importance are complemented by a chapter on transparency in public 
procurement, particularly in telecommunications. The section on public procurement 
goes beyond that of existing ASEAN + 1 arrangements and RCEP is the first 
agreement in which Indonesia, the Philippines and Thailand have made commitments 
of this kind (ADB, 2020).  

The chapter on investment goes beyond countries’ WTO obligations in several 
respects yet rejects an Investor State Dispute Settlement (ISDS) mechanism for 
resolving disputes. Foreign investors will receive most-favoured-nation access and 
national treatment. China and ASEAN have for the first time signed onto ‘negative list’ 
commitments on foreign investment in non-services sectors such as manufacturing and 
mining (Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, 2020). RCEP requires 
those Parties initially utilising positive listing (China, New Zealand and 6 ASEAN 
Member States – Cambodia, Lao PDR, Myanmar, Philippines, Thailand and Vietnam) 
to complete their transition to negative list services schedules no later than 6 years after 
RCEP’s entry into force and no later than 15 years in the case of Cambodia, Laos and 
Myanmar. The agreement also includes provisions that prevent ‘performance 
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requirements’ in respect of local content and technology transfer in exchange for 
market access.  

On the digital economy, RCEP sets out a framework for the digitalisation of trade 
and addresses cyber security, consumer and privacy concerns in e-commerce. These 
provisions are similar to those in the CPTPP in that they commit members to the 
protection of personal data and maintain the current practice of refraining from 
imposing customs duties on electronic transmission between member states. Although 
the agreement nominally prohibits members from preventing cross-border data and 
information flows there are strong national security and public policy carve-outs for 
doing so.  

Provisions to liberalise goods, services and investment are reinforced by provisions 
to eliminate non-tariff barriers and promote ‘mutual understanding’ between members 
about customs, technical standards and other regulatory barriers that might otherwise 
impose administrative or transaction costs on businesses.  

The trade gain within the region is conservatively estimated to be in the order of 
US$438 billion through to 2030 (Petri and Plummer, 2020). It is likely to be much 
higher. For countries not in the arrangement, the loss through trade diversion is 
estimated at US$48 billion (Petri and Plummer, 2020). Overall, that is a significant net 
global benefit from RCEP, but there are some countries and some industries outside 
the region from which trade will be diverted. 

Within the region, lower value-add producers in China will suffer as a consequence 
of the shift of production to lower labour-cost countries in Southeast Asia. But more 
sophisticated manufacturing and higher value-add exports from China should expand 
under the arrangement. There will be some big adjustments in production and trade 
over time, which will tend to follow where comparative advantage lies across the 
region and that will boost incomes and economic growth.  

RCEP was negotiated in parallel to the TPP agreement and has been compared with 
that agreement since both negotiations began (Hamanaka, 2014). The TPP was said to 
have higher standards than RCEP given the US-led push for stronger intellectual 
property protections, stricter rules on state-owned enterprises (SOEs) and other rules 
more suited to developed economies. After US President Donald Trump withdrew the 
United States from the TPP in 2017, the remaining membership salvaged the 
agreement in the form of CPTPP in the hope that the United States might join at a later 
date. The CPTPP included exemptions from those stricter rules for many countries yet 
retains measures on SOEs, labour and environmental standards that are not included 
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in the RCEP agreement. RCEP is liberalising for its members and committed its 
members to new rules where none existed before. Some of the provisions go further 
than the TPP. Estimates by Park et al. (2021) suggest the economic benefits from 
RCEP are likely to be double those of the CPTPP and the two agreements together can 
offset the costs to the region of the US-China trade war. Important features of RCEP 
are its phase-in liberalisation with built in support for less developed members, its 
economic cooperation agenda and its institutional base in ASEAN. The single rule of 
origin is more liberalising for supply chains than the TPP approach which was a set of 
bilateral tariff concessions — albeit with many countries committing to zero tariffs 
across all imports — with complicated rules of origin.  

While the RCEP agreement does not have some of the disciplines of other agreements 
such as CPTPP, it does represent a big commitment to economic liberalisation by the 
East Asian group. It allows developing countries in the arrangement to phase in their 
liberalisation over considerable periods of time, in contrast to many other free trade 
agreements, while it still ensures an endpoint of substantial liberalisation across a 
comprehensive range of goods and services. That approach recognises the wide range 
of economic development and market conditions found in member countries and helps 
countries meet commitments through cooperation rather than with the threat of 
punishment or sanctions. Indeed, RCEP provisions on government procurement, 
intellectual property and the digital economy signal the willingness of member states 
to commit to a shared ‘rule book’ for emerging areas of trade despite bilateral 
disagreements and intersecting FTAs.  

RCEP has modern architecture that is better suited to the region than the TPP, 
including on services and investment commitments, with built-in agendas, and 
innovative institutional arrangements. The establishment of an RCEP Secretariat, an 
annual Ministers meeting and the move away from traditional FTA (siloed) committee 
structures was coupled with a focus on outreach and broader engagement. An RCEP 
Joint Committee with subsidiary bodies usefully reflects the integrated and crosscutting 
nature of trade, investment, and global supply chains: Goods, Services and Investment; 
Sustainable Growth (Economic and Technical Cooperation, SMEs, and emerging 
issues); and Business Environment (cooperation and dialogue on Intellectual Property, 
E-Commerce, Competition, and Government Procurement). There are also provisions 
for the Parties to engage with business, experts, academia, and other stakeholders. 
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RCEP also reinforces ASEAN’s neutral broker role within the region. The agreement 
brings Northeast Asia into a single agreement, helping China, Japan and South Korea 
make progress in economic integration despite political tensions. The China-Japan-
Korea trilateral has persisted and made slow progress but the broader the framework 
that is centred on ASEAN has made it possible to have the three Northeast Asian 
economic powers to open their markets towards each other and to commit to new rules 
and disciplines. It is in this way that India’s participation in RCEP would have made 
its dealings with China easier — a sticking point politically — as it would have been 
able to manage the bilateral economic relationship in a broader context.  

Only four of the ten ASEAN members, Brunei, Malaysia, Singapore and Vietnam, 
are members of CPTPP with others including Thailand and Indonesia having 
expressed interest in joining. The risk of trade and investment being diverted for four 
ASEAN members towards CPTPP countries (Deardorff, 2014) is less of an issue with 
the conclusion of RCEP.  

 
III. ASEAN Centrality and Institutional Underpinnings  

 
RCEP is often and incorrectly said to have been China-led or China-centred: 

ASEAN is central to the agreement, which had its genesis in Indonesia and which 
relied on the leadership of Indonesia and ASEAN towards its conclusion. When 
ASEAN initiated RCEP, its core ambition was to protect and extend the centrality of 
ASEAN in Asia Pacific economic and political cooperation.  

ASEAN remains central to broader regional cooperation and institution building. 
The process of its economic integration underpins its centrality in Asian affairs. RCEP 
is important to ASEAN as it entrenches and expands its centrality in the management 
of economic and political security interests with its neighbours. Originally conceived 
for security purposes, ASEAN helps its member states manage relations with its big 
power neighbours, the United States, Japan and China. Better connecting existing 
regional economic and political cooperation arrangements will help ASEAN and its 
partners navigate and manage the present and future challenges to regional prosperity 
(Drysdale et al., 2022b forthcoming). 

Regional cooperation arrangements such as APEC, the ASEAN plus frameworks 
or the RCEP arrangement are not hardwired institutionally into ASEAN, but they were 
born of the same parentage and are genetically inseparable from the principles and 
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practices that sustain ASEAN’s success economically and politically (Drysdale, 2017). 
They are also tightly aligned with multilateral goals.  

RCEP was designed by ASEAN policy strategists to buttress regional trade reform 
and lift Asia’s growth potential in the global economy. At the time of its conclusion 
and ratification, RCEP was the only active, credible multilateral endeavour anywhere 
in the world positioned to deliver a significant push-back on the retreat from globalisation. 

ASEAN pursued ASEAN centrality mainly by establishing free trade agreement 
networks with its dialogue partners. RCEP is an extension of that framework which 
consolidates its free trade agreements and is a mechanism for securing it in the future. 
And it is strategically linked to the AEC Blueprint 2025 (Armstrong et al., 2019). 

With ASEAN at its core, the 15-member RCEP grouping is the first inclusive 
regional effort at a binding economic agreement. The non-legally binding and 
voluntary cooperation that has guided ASEAN integration until now has been a feature 
of cooperation in APEC as well. That mode of international cooperation has been 
replicated in the G20. Such a mode of cooperation builds confidence and consensus 
over time and encourages unilateral action in concert — or concerted unilateralism 
(Garnaut, 1996).     

ASEAN has practiced open regionalism that involves regional cooperation that does 
not come at the expense of economies outside of the region. The multilateralization of 
preferential tariffs in the ASEAN Free Trade Agreement (Hill and Menon, 2014) 
combined with the cooperation process has led to ASEAN’s successful integration into 
the global economy. The trade to GDP ratio for ASEAN is more than 100 per cent, 
down from a peak of around 130 per cent before the global financial crisis. Europe’s 
trade to GDP ratio is around 64 per cent, while the ratio for North America is below 
50 per cent. The outward oriented approach has led to intra-regional trade in ASEAN 
being much lower at around 24 per cent than Europe at 60 per cent or North America 
at roughly 40 per cent (Pangestu and Armstrong, 2021).  

The mode of cooperation in ASEAN has led to a sustainable integration process. 
There may be frustration about the slow pace of reform and integration within ASEAN, 
but the region has made substantial progress in economic opening and reform. The 
nature of the integration process which has been to go only as fast as domestic 
processes will allow, with regional consensus and no supranational authority or 
hegemon, has meant a mostly sustainable regional integration process suited to the 
political economy and circumstance of Southeast Asia.  
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RCEP’s institutional setting within ASEAN will reinforce its inclusive character 
and encourage its multilateral orientation and role. More immediately, RCEP provides 
a mechanism for routine economic dialogue among ASEAN and its regional partners.  

Like all ASEAN-led agreements, RCEP includes a chapter with institutional 
provisions that promote its evolution. The ASEAN Secretariat will provide the locus 
of coordination among members. There is provision for regular ministerial meetings, 
joint committees of senior officials and subsidiary committees. Officials are mandated 
to establish a secretariat for these purposes and provide technical support, which 
establishes a framework that can evolve and develop as required. 

The RCEP secretariat will likely become a platform from which this Asia-wide 
liberalisation and integration is managed, and a coordination mechanism for the 
economic cooperation process, which is a pillar of RCEP. It also has the potential to 
deal with, and manage, many economic processes such as those related to infrastructure 
investment, including China’s Belt and Road Initiative (BRI). Internationalisation of 
BRI is something that China should wish to encourage in this context. 

Regular ministerial level and leader level meetings of RCEP around the ASEAN 
plus summits will reduce political uncertainties and build a foundation for political 
cooperation. Indeed, the agreement stipulates that RCEP Ministers meet at least 
annually to consider matters concerning the agreement (RCEP Secretariat, 2020). 
These meetings are vehicles for dialogue among leaders. A Joint Committee will 
establish four subsidiary bodies: the Committee on Goods, the Committee on Services 
and Investment, the Committee on Sustainable Growth and the Committee on the 
Business Environment (RCEP Secretariat, 2020). While these bodies will oversee the 
implementation of the agreement, they will also provide an outlet for discussions about 
matters related to the economic and political architecture of the Asia Pacific. 

ASEAN’s institutional arrangements at the centre of RCEP are also important 
insulation for the agreement from today’s geopolitical competition across the region, 
especially given that China is a participant in the agreement. The pressure on US allies 
and partners to decouple their trade and especially technology from China has grown. 
China’s assertiveness in its dealings with the United States and internationally and its 
use of economic coercion, particularly in its regional neighbourhood — earlier against 
Japan and South Korea and recently more blatantly against Australia — have 
aggravated uncertainties about the nature of its rise. There is a growing attenuation of 
trust between China and other powers. The multilateralism that helps to restrain and 
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shape great power settlements and is essential to East Asia’s prosperity and security, 
is harder to sustain. 

RCEP is not simply another free trade and investment arrangement. It incorporates 
a cooperation agenda which is an essential element in building capacity for economic 
reform and mutually reinforcing regional development in Southeast Asia over time 
(Armstrong et al., 2019). A narrow conception of the cooperation agenda is the 
provision of capacity building to help the less developed RCEP members to implement 
commitments. A broader conception involves experience-sharing, economic and 
political cooperation and the creation of a framework for extending rules and 
membership. It incorporates elements which will see the partners continuing to deepen 
their economic integration. 

RCEP’s cooperation agenda has a political and security pay-off that will assist in 
ameliorating regional tensions and managing relations with bigger powers, like China, 
Japan, and perhaps eventually India (on economic and geopolitical issues such as the 
BRI for investment in connectivity and geo-strategic territorial issues). It facilitates 
collective leadership, ASEAN centrality, and strengthening the ASEAN institutional 
ecosystem and its dealings with those outside it, like the United States and Europe (in 
staking out Asia’s interest and claims to ownership in and support of the global public 
good of an open international economy). 

 
IV. Economic Cooperation Platform 

 
One of the pillars of RCEP is its economic cooperation agenda which has its 

antecedents in ASEAN’s approach to bringing along its least developed members. The 
cooperation agenda also builds on the experience of capacity building in APEC and 
technical cooperation under the ASEAN Australia-New Zealand Free Trade Agreement. 
At a bare minimum the economic cooperation agenda will assist members to 
implement the commitments made in RCEP. 

The inclusion of economic cooperation in RCEP as a key outcome is likely to be 
one of the main determinants of how important the agreement is in supporting 
economic growth and development in the region. There is opportunity to go well 
beyond capacity building and technical cooperation in RCEP to create a framework 
that involves experience-sharing, the creation of a framework for extending rules and 
membership, and political cooperation. 
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The cooperation agenda among members in RCEP provides an opportunity to 
demonstrate good intentions and a direction in economic reform and political 
accommodation. RCEP offers a valuable space for articulating and implementing the 
reforms and liberalisation to which China has committed, and which will extend 
market opening in China and lift its trade and economic performance. Doing so with 
commensurate market opening in key East Asian economic partners and with 
consistent rules will deepen regional economic integration.  

Reform and market opening will have more impact if extended multilaterally, 
beyond the RCEP membership. That is where RCEP and its cooperation framework 
provides a platform for trialling and demonstrating progress in reform, including to the 
United States, building consensus and rule-making, as well as multilateralising the 
new commitments and rules. There is an opportunity to phase-in most-favoured-nation 
provisions to RCEP. 

The opportunity is to help members make progress in areas that are not suited to 
negotiation such as cooperation on recovery from the coronavirus pandemic and 
regulation of the increasingly important digital economy. The economic cooperation 
framework also presents an opportunity to build cooperation on regional infrastructure 
investment, helping to manage China’s BRI, China-Japan cooperation and other 
initiatives in a multilateral context. RCEP is open to embrace the participation of non-
RCEP members, especially India, through the economic cooperation process, around 
particular agendas.  

The economic cooperation agenda in RCEP has the potential to bring large gains 
over time beyond the negotiated market access and rules commitments of a free trade 
agreement, if the cooperation framework is properly framed. The development of a 
strategic framework can help tackle broader reforms and build institutional capacity, 
mutual trust, and enhance economic policy deliberations and political cooperation 
among members. 

Economic cooperation can support implementation of the agreement and the 
realisation of the benefits of market access commitments, the domestic institution-
building required by rules commitments, and the ongoing engagement between 
member economies that is essential if a trade agreement like RCEP is to be a living 
and evolving framework for strengthened economic integration.  

East Asia has experience in building economic cooperation through ASEAN, APEC 
and the AANZFTA agreement. These arrangements include mechanisms that allow 
officials, and to a lesser extent businesses and other stakeholders, to interact routinely, 
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to build familiarity and understanding and ultimately to build trust. Structured economic 
consultations and cooperation on a continuing and regular basis will be a feature of 
RCEP that goes beyond the agreements that define traditional FTAs. 

For China, South Korea and other ASEAN members with a declared interest in 
joining CPTPP, the RCEP economic cooperation framework provides a platform 
similar to that which APEC in the past offered on the way to WTO accession for China. 
For example, the CPTPP members in RCEP have significant incentive to assist China 
in its commitment to SOE and other reforms. This will in time elevate the prospects 
for a Free Trade Agreement of Asia and the Pacific (FTAAP) to build an economic 
bridge across the Pacific and engage the United States.   

Not all aspects of economic integration can or should be negotiated between 
countries. Many behind-the-border issues are deeply embedded in domestic institutions 
and regulatory structures. To build community support to change them requires longer 
timeframes, capacity and understanding of their interlinkages with other policies.  

The implementation of RCEP commitments and deepening economic integration 
can help build understanding of how to deal with the barriers in each country to 
progressing domestic reforms, including trade and investment barriers, conflicting 
policy priorities, sensitivities, and preoccupations. RCEP’s economic cooperation 
agenda can help to socialise useful ideas and policy strategies that are not otherwise 
familiar to partners. Policy strategy convergence is an objective that can be achieved 
over time. Members of APEC built up common understandings over time of the 
importance of openness and progressively removing barriers to trade. Developing 
robust economic governance arrangements that converge around member interests is 
one important objective of the economic cooperation agenda. 

To deal with many issues that require cooperation across East and Southeast Asia, 
it is necessary to build thicker interaction at the policy level on political and economic 
cooperation. To make progress on issues including regional approaches to cross border 
infrastructure and energy transition requires detailed consideration and consultation 
among relevant experts and stakeholders, including the business sector, and deeper 
consultation and confidence building over time among regional countries. 

Issues such as the creation of stronger social safety nets and undertaking difficult 
reforms need to be promoted through sharing experience, capacity building and 
sometimes the use of peer pressure. 
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Engaging non-members 
 
The economic cooperation agenda will benefit from avoiding exclusion of the 

interests of non-RCEP members given the global interests of RCEP economies. A core 
focus of RCEP must be on the grouping’s membership but that should not exclude the 
participation of others where relevant and where agreement can be forged over time. 

RCEP’s potential openness to new members compared with other economic 
arrangements is one of its key strengths. The ASEAN philosophy of inclusiveness that 
has shaped the thinking behind RCEP gives more immediate priority to the important 
opportunities there are for embracing non-members where there is interest in its work 
on economic cooperation.  

This interest is most prominent in respect of India, to which the door of membership 
has been left open.  

RCEP members can define a protocol of engagement with India which keeps open 
a path for eventual Indian membership of the grouping but in the meantime actively 
promotes cooperation not only with India itself but also its neighbours in South Asia. 
Bangladesh among others have expressed interest in RCEP membership. That will 
help to keep markets open to Indian suppliers and ensure medical, food and energy 
supplies to India that help it manage the health and economic challenges it faces from 
the pandemic. As India is a potentially important producer of a vaccine and medical 
supplies, maintaining Indian openness to foreign investment and exports will be crucial 
in the global effort to fight the COVID-19 pandemic and sustain India’s recovery and 
long-term development. 

RCEP is a natural champion of open regionalism — regional cooperation that does 
not come at the expense of non-members and dedicated to global objectives — with 
structures that are open and flexible, that engage external interests. That cooperation 
can be extended without compromising on the core RCEP goal of deepening regional 
integration and help to entrench it. The RCEP grouping is systemically important 
enough to the global economy that its interests are best served with an inclusive 
approach that deepens trans-Pacific and trans-Asian economic integration.   

The economic cooperation agenda can be used flexibly to involve key non-member 
countries and economies around issues where economic cooperation is mutually 
beneficial. The cooperation around recovery from COVID-19, the digital economy, 
energy transition and infrastructure investment are not exclusive to RCEP members.  
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With RCEP recognised as part of the pathway towards the FTAAP in APEC, 
engagement of Taiwan that is a member economy of APEC and WTO member should 
be possible. Taiwan is an important part of the regional economy and East Asian 
supply chains.  

RCEP is positioned well to build understanding and confidence in economic 
integration through areas of mutual interest with non-RCEP countries that are in close 
proximity to the RCEP grouping. That can help socialise East Asian economic 
integration and the expansion of value chains across East and South Asia. That would 
prepare for possible eventual return of India to RCEP and facilitate expansion of 
membership in South Asia beyond.  

 
V. RCEP’s Global Agenda 

 
Multilateral cooperation and global institutions have never been more important 

than now. The global significance and impact of RECP is to buttress multilateralism 
and entrench institutions for multilateral cooperation at a time when they are under 
threat. RCEP’s institutionalisation can help in managing these dangers. The locus of 
RCEP in ASEAN in constraining big power behaviour that might damage and weaken 
the entire global trade regime is one aspect. Another is that in-built dialogue and 
cooperation among members makes the arrangement a potential vehicle for enlarging 
ASEAN’s and Asia’s voice on multilateral reform issues in global forums such as the 
WTO and the G20. 

RCEP could help in working through issues that require time to reach common 
ground. The active engagement of key Asian economies is necessary to build high-
level commitment for system repair and the consensus favouring multilateral solutions 
on which the RCEP settlement was promoted provides a useful foundation for pushing 
forward with reform of the global trading system. 

The following are potential agenda items for RCEP’s cooperation agenda consistent 
with regional priorities that will contribute to global public goods. ASEAN-centred 
and in the context of a binding agreement in RCEP, the agenda and mode of 
cooperation can be distinctly ASEAN in character and differentiated from cooperation 
in APEC.   

 
 
 



 The Economic Cooperation Potential of East Asia’s RCEP Agreement 17 

ⓒ 2022 East Asian Economic Review 

1. COVID-19 Recovery 
 
Asian economies are central to recovery from the COVID-19 crisis because of their 

weight and potential in the world economy. Asia can help lead the exit from the 
COVID-19 crisis and be a vital driver of the global economic recovery. RCEP reinforces 
this claim to economic leadership by pioneering the opening up of regional value 
chains and trade openness, both of which have been shaken by ongoing vaccine 
protectionism and supply chain insecurity that have slowed the global vaccine drive.  

Assembling the necessary scientific, medical and professional expertise to assist 
progress with the implementation of health, social and economic policy strategies will 
be important to constructive cooperation at all levels. Expert task forces engaging 
health, economic and business experts from each country established by the ASEAN-
led group can be helpful to providing advice and setting out pathways for governments 
and engaging with civil society groups.  

Collaboration among professionals is still needed to plan for countries’ opening 
borders. Participating governments can issue public health certification to their citizens, 
who can then travel under agreed quarantine guidelines to other participating countries. 
This program can be opened to any country willing to comply with the necessary 
public health requirements. 

 
2. Digital Economy 
 
The same platform can be used to support work to update rules for the digital economy. 

RCEP includes one chapter on the digital economy, which addresses multilateral rules, 
liberalisation of e-commerce customs duties on electronic transmissions and data 
localisation requirements. The provisions in RCEP are a good start but much more 
must be done. 

RCEP can play a critical role in exploring rules for new economic opportunities and 
security challenges opened by new technologies such as 5G telecommunications and 
the growing importance of digital trade. Multilateral rules in the WTO may cover trade 
in goods adequately but are mostly non-existent for a large proportion of international 
commerce in the 21st century as services, investment, data flows and new forms of 
technology proliferate. The patchwork of rules from smaller agreements leaves major 
gaps at best and causes economic fragmentation at worst. 
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The RCEP provisions on e-commerce and the digital economy are similar to those 
included in the CPTPP, with carve-outs for national security and public policy 
measures which may stifle the free flow of data and information. Despite being 
narrower in coverage than agreements such as the Australia-Singapore Digital Economy 
Agreement (DEA), the provisions reflect the extent to which RCEP agreement 
represents the current consensus between countries of varying size and levels of 
development (Findlay and Pedrosa, 2020). Given that most RCEP economies, excluding 
Cambodia, Indonesia, the Philippines and Vietnam, are part of the WTO Joint 
Statement Initiative, the Agreement is a window into how any future multilateral 
agreement on e-commerce could be framed (Findlay and Pedrosa, 2020).  

Despite their shortcomings, regional agreements with e-commerce provisions such 
as RCEP have a role to play in updating the global rules for the digital economy. The 
agenda in digital trade is rapidly evolving and a process of cooperation that builds trust 
and confidence among countries can contribute greatly to principles of engagement 
and eventually rules and norms backed by a multilateral regime. Ensuring that 
subsequent agreements pursue an open regionalism approach will guarantee this global 
perspective is reflected in the future governance regime for the digital economy in Asia 
and the Pacific (Armstrong et al., 2021).  

 
3. Energy Transition 
 
Although RCEP does not contain any specific environmental standards or provisions 

and climate change mitigation is outside the scope of the agreement, RCEP can use its 
economic cooperation agenda to boost access to green technologies and help build 
cooperation on transition to cleaner energy sources. The Asia Pacific is one of the most 
climate exposed regions in the world, with a patchwork of member economies having 
committed to the Paris Climate Goals. Australia, Japan, South Korea and China have 
all set ‘net zero’ emissions targets for 2050 or 2060, respectively. 

The agreement needs to play a critical role to encourage technical cooperation 
among RCEP members in renewable energy, fuel sources and research and 
development. Ongoing ministerial and technical discussions under the auspices of 
RCEP should be considered as an opportunity to expand formerly bilateral attempts at 
coordinating investment in alternative fuel sources. 

The agreement can lower trade barriers and standardise rules to encourage foreign 
direct investment in green technologies and renewable ventures. RCEP provisions on 
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government procurement, intellectual property and other non-tariff trade barriers can 
reduce uncertainties that might otherwise stymie the commercialisation of low-carbon 
technologies. This positive-sum framework will help facilitate the green transition 
without resorting to carbon tariffs or other trade barriers, which jeopardise the 
international trade regime, reduce efficiencies and are likely to be poorly targeted.   

The RCEP Ministerial and Joint Committee meetings can be used to standardise 
Environmental, Social Governance (ESG) regulations across East Asia and in global 
bodies such as the WTO. Although Asia is gradually adopting ESG regulations, 
mobilising private capital for green investments is still limited by a lack of common 
standards, dearth of quality information, and maturity mismatches, all of which raise 
the search costs of investment in green assets. 

Consistent regulation and standards for sustainable and green finance will facilitate 
the energy transition and help channel investment to more environmentally friendly 
projects with higher returns. Getting financial markets right across RCEP members 
can help intermediate the region’s savings for investment in the energy transition. 
Regional cooperation can help achieve common standards and regulations.  

RCEP should be careful to avoid the fragmentation of global environmental, social 
and governance and the complexity brought to green investment opportunities that can 
result around green finance and investment. Building on the EU–China development 
of a common green taxonomy, RCEP could provide multilateral pushback against the 
splintering of green governance and regulatory principles that have the potential to 
hinder cross-border technology flows and climate cooperation. 

 
4. Regional Infrastructure Investment and the BRI 
 
RCEP has the potential to provide a coordinated and consistent approach towards 

BRI or other international infrastructure and connectivity initiatives, that the Master 
Plan on ASEAN Connectivity 2025 and other ASEAN initiatives do not yet provide. 
The BRI has been conceived and implemented largely bilaterally with China as a hub 
and individual recipients as spokes, even though its ultimate aim is to further 
multilateral connectivity along and among participating economies. Alongside the 
benefits that China’s BRI has provided to recipient countries, there have been 
difficulties in its rollout globally with logistical, economic, political and financing 
challenges leading to scepticism and political pushback globally. This can be avoided 
through a more multilateral approach to BRI recipient countries. 
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A more cooperative and coordinated approach to BRI and cross-border infrastructure 
investment in East Asia will provide lessons and a model for sustainable infrastructure 
investment beyond the region. China and Japan are cooperating on infrastructure 
investment in third country markets; Australia, Japan and the United States have also 
initiated cooperative approaches that attempt to mobilize the private sector.  

RCEP could focus on issues around project assessment, sustainable debt, 
environmental impact and dispute mediation and resolution that are important to both 
providers and recipients of investment capital. A coherent and consistent ASEAN 
response to BRI would insulate the individual ASEAN members and the investment 
projects from perceptions of weak governance, reduce the likelihood of failed projects 
and deliver higher returns to Chinese investments and the recipient communities. That 
cooperation can easily expand to consistent approaches to cross-border infrastructure 
investment and the principles and the framework for cooperation can be multilateral.  

The RCEP grouping and its economic cooperation arrangements provide a congenial 
membership and framework to integrate the cross-border infrastructure investment 
issues into a broader connectivity agenda, with economies that provide capital, 
capacity to manage projects, and access to major financial markets and their disciplines, 
alongside a range of recipient countries with varying capacities to regulate and manage 
those investments. Many issues that surround the management of cross-border 
infrastructure include governance and capacity constraints that are not suited to 
negotiated outcomes. Instead, confidence and trust-building around a common set of 
interests can be pursued in a cooperation framework.  

China’s and Japan’s joint infrastructure projects in third country markets — including 
in Southeast Asia where many of the over fifty projects are located — is an example 
of how Chinese policymakers may be open to working to lift the quality infrastructure 
standards to those that Japan made explicit in the G7 and later G20, and onto which 
China has signed. Japanese experience of infrastructure investment abroad could be 
brought to bear on and help shape China’s BRI without Japan formally joining BRI 
(Armstrong, 2018). China-US strategic competition may mean cooperation in APEC 
is difficult, and not all ASEAN members are party to APEC. RCEP cooperation can 
aim to foster broader multilateral cooperation in APEC and elsewhere.  
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VI. Conclusion 
 
The huge growth of the Chinese economy has required substantial adjustments in 

other countries. Southeast Asia has made the most of the opportunities that a growing 
China has presented and has benefited from the expansion of global value chains that 
ASEAN’s Economic Community agenda helped realise. The Northeast Asian economies, 
such as Japan, South Korea and Taiwan, have become more closely integrated with 
the Chinese economy and that has helped drive the development of regional supply 
chains.  

Not all countries have managed the adjustment to the China shock as well as have 
countries in East Asia. In the United States, the impact of Chinese import growth, 
among other things like large-scale technological change, has put pressure on lower-
end manufacturing activities and employment. The policies and institutions needed to 
cope with these social and economic pressures have been inadequate to the task and 
provided fertile ground for unleashing the populist protectionist sentiment and politics 
that were given full rein under the Trump administration.  

The response to these changes and a withdrawal from globalisation are reflected in 
the surge in protectionism and a retreat from multilateralism. The conflicts and trade-
destroying strategies that have emerged completely ignore or circumvent the 
established rules of international trade, which evolved from Bretton Woods institutions 
and the WTO. While there are big gaps in the rules and new issues to be dealt with, 
strategies that effectively tear down the established rules corrode the open multilateral 
order. 

The weight and importance that Asia now has in the multilateral system recommends 
leadership to preserve and strengthen that global system must come from within that 
region. No one country can lead in Asia, which has several large powers with divergent 
interests. But Asian collective leadership is critical to global economic policy outcomes 
now and ASEAN is at its core. 

RCEP embeds structures for dialogue and cooperation at the highest level that have 
the potential to make collective Asian leadership in reinvigorating the global economic 
system a practical proposition. RCEP’s institutionalisation can help in managing these 
dangers. The nature of its structure and rules means that RCEP will further encourage 
the development of Asia-wide positions and strategies and strengthen their impact on 
the direction of global trade and commercial policy. 
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ASEAN centrality has been an organising framework for Asian economic policy 
cooperation over the past half century. The retreat of the United States from its 
leadership of the global economic order; the rise of China with its assertive stance on 
the South China Sea and its strategically challenging BRI; a ‘Quad’ configuration of 
Indo-Pacific powers around the United States, India, Japan and Australia; and the 
continuing North Korea crisis all present significant difficulties for ASEAN’s central 
role in the region. But RCEP helps restore the core role of economic integration to 
securing regional prosperity and political stability. 

This will not happen automatically without significant regional political will.  
Buttressing the multilateral economic order to create space for China, the United 

States and other large rising countries in South and Southeast Asia is a priority. But 
that is unlikely to succeed without strengthening and also building a security architecture 
around the alliance frameworks that embed mutual assurances about the use of political 
power across the region.  

RCEP provides a region-wide organisational framework for continuing the unfinished 
business of achieving security for the peoples of Asia through economic integration 
and development. The cooperation agenda in RCEP has the potential to engage 
countries beyond the core membership, facilitating the expansion of membership over 
time and ensuring RCEP is an outward oriented and inclusive arrangement. Deepening 
economic integration across the Pacific to the United States and across Asia to India is 
important for East Asia. The opportunity is also there to deepen economic cooperation 
in new areas beyond the negotiated agreement, including digital economy standards, 
energy transition, pandemic recovery and cross-border infrastructure investment. 
Finally, the first region-wide binding agreement that appears to take ASEAN and East 
Asia away from open regionalism with preferential provisions can use the cooperation 
agenda to multilateralise those preferences over time. RCEP’s economic cooperation 
framework can be deployed to encourage concerted unilateral action that strengthens 
multilateralism beyond East Asia.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 The Economic Cooperation Potential of East Asia’s RCEP Agreement 23 

ⓒ 2022 East Asian Economic Review 

REFERENCES 
 

Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade. 2020. “RCEP Regulation Impact 
Statement.” Attachment under the title, Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership 
Agreement. https://obpr.pmc.gov.au/published-impact-analyses-and-reports/regional-
comprehensive-economic-partnership-agreement (accessed March 24, 2022)  

Armstrong, S. 2018. “Japan joins to shape China’s Belt and Road.” East Asia Forum. 
https://www.eastasiaforum.org/2018/10/28/japan-joins-to-shape-chinas-belt-and-road/ 
(accessed February 21, 2022) 

Armstrong, S., Basri, C., Bery, S., de Brouwer, G., Drysdale, P., Huang, Y., Itoh, M., Quah, D., 
Somkiat, T., Smith, H., Taylor, J., Triggs, A. and J. Wang. 2020. “An Asian Strategy for 
Recovery and Reconstruction After COVID-19.” Asian Bureau of Economic Research. 
https://eaber.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/post_covid19_asia_strategy_1.pdf (accessed 
February 21, 2022) 

Armstrong, S., Drysdale, P. and S. Tay. 2019. “Collective Leadership for East Asia and 
ASEAN’s Trans-Asian Role.” In Tay, S., Armstrong, S., Drysdale, P. and P. S. Intal. (eds.) 
Collective Leadership, ASEAN Centrality, and Strengthening the ASEAN Institutional 
Ecosystem. Jakarta: Economic Research Institute for ASEAN and East Asia. pp. 33-48. 
https://www.eria.org/uploads/media/6.AV2040_VOL2_Collective_Leadership.pdf 
(accessed February 21, 2022) 

Armstrong, S., Maria, R. S. and T. Watanabe. 2021. “Towards an Asia-Pacific Digital Economy 
Governance Regime.” RIETI Policy Update, no. 092. Research Institute of Economy, 
Trade and Industry. https://www.rieti.go.jp/en/special/policy-update/092.pdf (accessed 
February 21, 2022) 

Asian Development Bank. 2020. “Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership: Overview 
and Economic Impact.” ADB Briefs, no. 164. Asian Development Bank. https://www. 
adb.org/sites/default/files/publication/664096/adb-brief-164-regional-comprehensive-eco 
nomic-partnership.pdf (accessed February 21, 2022) 

Deardorff, A. 2014. “Trade Implications of the Trans-Pacific Partnership for ASEAN and Other 
Asian Countries.” Asian Development Review, vol. 31, no. 2, pp. 1-20. 

Dee, P. 2010. “Chapter 2: Services Liberalization toward the ASEAN Economic Community.” 
In Urata, S. and M. Okabe. (eds.) Tracing the Progress toward the ASEAN Economic 
Community. ERIA Research Project Report 2009, no. 3. Economic Research Institute for 
ASEAN and East Asia. 

Drysdale, P. 2017. “ASEAN: The Experiment in Open Regionalism that Succeeded.” In Sta 
Maria, R., Urata, S. and P. S. Intal. (eds.) The ASEAN Economic Community Into 2025 
and Beyond. Jakarta: Economic Research Institute for ASEAN and East Asia. pp. 64-86. 
https://www.eria.org/5.1.ASEAN_50_Vol_5_Drysdale.pdf (accessed February 21, 2022) 



24 Shiro Armstrong and Peter Drysdale 

ⓒ Korea Institute for International Economic Policy 

Drysdale, P. and M. Pangestu. 2019. “RECP Leverages Political Security through Economic 
Security.” East Asia Forum. https://www.eastasiaforum.org/2019/10/06/rcep-leverages-
political-security-through-economic-security/ (accessed February 21, 2022) 

Drysdale, P., King, A. and A. Triggs. 2022a forthcoming. “Asia’s Economic and Political 
Security in a Shifting Global Order.” In Armstrong, S., Triggs, A. and T. Westland. (eds.) 
Navigating Economic Prosperity and National Security in East Asia. Canberra: ANU 
Press.  

Drysdale, P., Narjoko, D. and R. Sta Maria. 2022b forthcoming. “ASEAN and the Role of Asian 
Regionalism in Managing Asymmetric Power.” In Armstrong, S., Triggs, A. and T. 
Westland. (eds.) Navigating Economic Prosperity and National Security in East Asia. 
Canberra: ANU Press. 

Findlay, C. and E. Pedrosa. 2020. “Why RCEP is a big deal.” East Asia Forum. https:// 
www.eastasiaforum.org/2020/11/30/why-rcep-is-a-big-deal/ (accessed February 21, 2022) 

Garnaut, R. 1996. Open Regionalism and Trade Liberalization: An Asia-Pacific Contribution 
to the World Trade System. Singapore: Institute of Southeast Asian Studies.  

Hamanaka, S. 2014. “TPP versus RCEP: Control of Membership and Agenda Setting.” Journal 
of East Asian Economic Integration, vol. 18, no. 2, pp. 163-186. https://www.kiep.go. 
kr/gallery.es?mid=a20307000000&bid=0022&act=view&list_no=7847&act=view&list_
no=7847&cg_code= (accessed February 21, 2022) 

Hill, H. and J. Menon. 2014. “ASEAN Commercial Policy: A Rare Case of Outward-Looking 
Regional Integration.” ADB Working Paper Series on Regional Economic Integration, no. 
144. Asian Development Bank.    

Kalirajan, K. and Y. Liu. 2016. “Renewable Energy Trade within Regional Comprehensive 
Economic Partnership (RCEP) Countries: An Exploratory Analysis.” ASARC Working 
Papers, no. 2016/05. Australia South Asia Research Centre. https://acde.crawford. 
anu.edu.au/sites/default/files/publication/acde_crawford_anu_edu_au/2016-09/wp2016-0 
5_kalirajan_liu.pdf (accessed February 21, 2022) 

Natalegawa, M. 2013. “An Indonesian Perspective on the Indo-Pacific.” TheJakartaPost. 
https://www.thejakartapost.com/news/2013/05/20/an-indonesian-perspective-indo-pacific. 
html (accessed March 24, 2022) 

Pangestu, M. and S. Armstrong. 2021. “Chapter 2: East Asian Architecture of Integration.” In 
Kimura, F., Pangestu, M., Thangavelu, S. and C. Findlay. (eds.) Handbook on East Asian 
Economic Integration. Cheltenham, U.K.: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited. pp. 21-48. 

Park, C.-Y., Petri, P. A. and M. G. Plummer. 2021. “The Economics of Conflict and 
Cooperation in the Asia-Pacific: RCEP, CPTPP and the US-China Trade War.” East Asian 
Economic Review, vol. 25, no. 3, pp. 233-272. 

Petri, P. A. and M. G. Plummer. 2020. “East Asia decouples from the United States: Trade war, 
COVID-19, and East Asia’s new trade blocs.” PIIE Working Paper, no. 20-9. Peterson 



 The Economic Cooperation Potential of East Asia’s RCEP Agreement 25 

ⓒ 2022 East Asian Economic Review 

Institute for International Economics. https://www.piie.com/system/files/documents/wp 
20-9.pdf (accessed February 21, 2022) 

RCEP Secretariat. 2020. “Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership Agreement.” 
https://rcepsec.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/All-Chapters.pdf (accessed February 21, 
2022) 

 
 
First version received on March 1, 2022 
Peer-reviewed version received on March 21, 2022 
Final version accepted on March 24, 2022 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

© 2022 EAER articles are distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International 
License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and 

reproduction in any medium, provided you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, and provide a 
link to the Creative Commons license. 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


