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      Introduction

      This free course explores the relationship between China and the United States and analyses whether China’s rapid rise will
        lead to greater cooperation or conflict with the US. The answer to this question will have profound implications for both
        countries and the wider international system. The free course introduces some of the contemporary issues in China–US relations
        and provides historical background on the evolution of relations between the two countries. It introduces and applies some
        key ideas drawn from the discipline of International Relations relating to interdependence, to assess the prospects for the
        future trajectory of relations between these two major powers. 
      

      In covering this ground, you will be introduced to a wide range of terms, ideas and concepts, some of which may be quite new
        to you. However, it gives a taste of what studying international relations involves and one way of approaching the crucial
        task of understanding China–United States relations. 
      

      This OpenLearn course is an adapted extract from the Open University course DD313 International relations: continuity and change in global politics.
      

    

  
    
      Learning outcomes

      After studying this course, you should be able to:

      
        	show knowledge of the history of relations between China and the United States

      

      
        	describe problems of conflict and cooperation arising within the contemporary relationship between the United States and China

      

      
        	provide definitions of a range of concepts used in International Relations, including interdependence, relative and absolute
          gains, positive-, negative- and zero-sum games 
        

      

      
        	demonstrate some of the ways the study of conflict and cooperation in the international system is analysed by applying simple
          conceptual models, including defining different forms of interdependence; zero-, positive- and negative-sum games; and relative
          and absolute gains.
        

      

    

  
    
      1 China–United States in international history 

      In this section, you will read about the China–US relationship and how it has changed over time. It sets out some historical
        context by looking at the fluctuations in China’s relations with the international system over several centuries and with
        the United States. 
      

      The international system is in a profound period of change. The rise of China and other large developing countries is posing
        a series of major challenges for analysts and politicians to grapple with. In one sense, change is not new in the international
        system – other periods have seen the rise and decline of great powers. The balance of power between European powers in the
        nineteenth century differed markedly from the international system in the 1930s, or in the 1950s and 1960s when the world
        was split during the Cold War between two competing capitalist and communist blocks. That bipolar world gave way in the 1990s
        to a period in which expert and media opinion focused on the dominance of the United States. Nor is this the first time that
        questions of China’s place in the international system have become important. However, the rise of China today does pose a
        series of new challenges as an international system shaped above all by Western states faces a potentially huge shift in influence
        towards the East. 
      

      In terms of everyday lives in the West, while consumers have benefitted economically from goods ‘made in China’ the prospect
        of China becoming the world’s largest economy also generates uncertainty and insecurity, even fear. Indeed, many periods of
        major change in international politics have been accompanied by significant political and economic upheavals, conflict and
        war. China’s own relationship with other countries, especially the United States, has fluctuated over the years. Whether China’s
        rise today results in greater conflict or new kinds of international cooperation is a critical question of our times. 
      

      
        1.1 Narratives of China’s rise

        At the centre of this change is China’s relationship with the United States, which will be a key dynamic in the coming century.
          The turbulent relationship between China and the West in the past, and China’s rapid rise, make this a tense process of ‘agonised
          mutual adaptation’ (Shi Yinhong, cited in Foot, 2006, p. 83). In part this involves a complex policy agenda for China and
          the United States ranging across a number of difficult issues, from trade and investment to military security and human rights.
          However, while the details of each issue matter, judgements about the character of the relationship as a whole are also important.
          They provide strategists and analysts with signals about the nature of international relations as they unfold in the twenty-first
          century. Will what is now often referred to as the Group of Two, or ‘G2’, develop cooperation across a broad range of issues
          so as to provide the basis for an accommodation between the existing order and new powers? Or will they find that mutual suspicion
          and conflicting interests make for a much more conflict-ridden international order? 
        

        
          [image: ]

          Figure 1 The China–United States relationship will be a key dynamic in the twenty-first century

          View description - Figure 1 The China–United States relationship will be a key dynamic in the twenty-first ...

        

        Contemporary commentators often make bold and far-reaching claims about China’s rise. It is often said that the rise of China
          (and of an ‘Asian century’ more generally) is a radical development with enormous consequences for international relations
          in the twenty-first century. China’s rise is also presented as a process of a closed society becoming more open and integrated
          into the international system. The relative position of China and the United States is sometimes presented as the latest in
          a permanent cycle in international politics of the inevitable rise and decline of great powers. Rival interpretations present
          China’s rise as bringing either ever greater cooperation or increasing danger of more conflict in international affairs. 
        

        The next section looks at whether the historical record supports any of these contemporary claims.

      

      
        1.2 The Chinese Imperial era

        It is important to bear in mind that the history of China’s relations with other countries, including the United States, has
          always been a key factor shaping the international system. The following brief overview provides some historical background
          to contemporary debates but also suggests that China’s distinctive history reveals a more complex picture than some of these
          narratives imply. Don’t worry about taking in all the detail or dates, just focus on the main lines of the story or narrative.
          Table 1 summarises some key dates in Chinese history and in its international relations.
        

        
          Table 1 China timeline

          
            
              
                	Time
                	Key periods
                	Key events
              

              
                	1368–1644
                	Ming dynasty
                	1402–1424 Yongle Emperor, Zhu Di 
              

              
                	1792–1911
                	Feudal decay in China, rise of 
European colonialism
                
                	
                  1792 British envoy Macartney kowtows; 

1840s–1850s The Opium Wars and advent of unequal treaties; 

1899–1900 Boxer Rebellion
                  

                
              

              
                	1911–1937
                	Nationalist rule under Sun Yat-sen and Chiang Kai-Shek
                	
                  1911 Fall of the Chinese Empire, advent of Chinese Republic; 

1931 Japanese invade Manchuria; 

1934–1935 The Long March; 

1937 Japanese invasion; 
                  

                
              

              
                	1937–1945
                	Fighting between China and 
Japan
                
                	1945 Defeat of Japan
              

              
                	1949–1953
                	Communist revolution, Chiang Kai-Shek retreats to Taiwan
                	
                  1949 Founding of People’s Republic of China (PRC); 

1950–1953 Korean War
                  

                
              

              
                	1953–1964
                	Mass collectivisation and 
rural industrialisation
                
                	
                  1953 First Five-Year Plan; 

1953–1955 Taiwan straights crisis, United States threatens nuclear strike on China; 

1954 Taiwan–United States mutual defence treaty; 

1955 Bandung Conference (the Asian-African Conference); 

1960–1961 Famine; 

1960 Split with Soviet Union;  

1964 China successful atomic test
                  

                
              

              
                	
                  1966–1976

                
                	
                  Cultural Revolution, radical 
political campaigns
                  

                
                	
                  1969 China–Soviet Union border conflict; 

1971 Rapprochement between United States and China;  

1972 China takes UN Security Council Seat, Nixon visit to China; 

1975 Support for Khmer Rouge in Cambodia;

1976 Mao Zedong dies
                  

                
              

              
                	
                  1978 to current day

                
                	
                  Reform era: economic liberalisation and 
opening up to international economy
                  

                
                	
                  1978 Deng Xiaoping assumes leadership; 

1979 War with Vietnam; 

1979 Full US recognition of PRC; 

1989 Tiananmen Square Massacre, fall of  Berlin Wall; 

1991 End of Cold War; 

1996 Free elections in Taiwan; 

1997 China reclaims Hong Kong; 

1999 NATO accidentally bombs Chinese embassy in Belgrade; 

2000 United States normalises trade relations with China;  

2001 China joins World Trade Organization; 

2005 US Secretary of State Robert Zoellick urges China to be a ‘responsible stakeholder’ in international affairs; 

2007 China increases defence spending by 18 per cent; 

2008 China becomes United States’ largest creditor; 

2010 China becomes world’s second largest economy, overtaking Japan; 

2011 US strategic ‘pivot towards Asia’
                  

                
              

            
          

        

      

      
        1.3 China’s Past

        China was once the most developed civilisation in the world and at times was interested in developing relations with other
          societies based on tribute and trade. Most notably under the third Ming emperor, Zhu Di (1360–1424), China not only engaged in trade with other countries
          in fine china, spices, minerals, cloth and gunpowder, but also initiated expeditions to explore the oceans and to map the
          seas through astronomical innovation. These expeditions engaged in exchange of flora and fauna and included scientifically
          trained metallurgists to seek out new sources of mineral wealth. The collapse of the reign of Zhu Di in 1424 – combined with
          famine, economic stagnation and the effects of constructing large fleets of hardwood ships – led to a new era where contact
          with the outside world was minimised and non-Chinese were regarded as barbarians. Some accounts even suggest that the coasts
          of China were cleared of people to avoid the effects of contact with the outside world. 
        

        
          [image: ]

          Figure 2 Zhu Di (1360–1424), often called the Yongle Emperor (left), and an illustration of Chinese maritime design, from
            Zheng He’s treasure fleet, compared with a European vessel at the same time (right)
          

          View description - Figure 2 Zhu Di (1360–1424), often called the Yongle Emperor (left), and an illustration ...

        

      

      
        1.4 Western Advance

        Gradually, however, the outside world sought access to the resources of the interior of Asia while also seeking to generate
          new lucrative markets, although the vastness of China and its large population ensured that East Asia did not succumb to colonisation
          to the same extent as other parts of the world. In 1792, the British envoy, Lord Macartney, in seeking an audience with the
          Chinese Emperor, Qianlong, was required to kowtow before the emperor. Britain, the most economically developed and most powerful
          European country was seen as an inferior state by the Chinese Empire. Macartney did kowtow, but only on one knee, signalling
          the start of a struggle between Western states and China.
        

        Within seventy years, the much weaker and, by then, archaic Chinese fleet was ‘reduced to matchwood’ by Britain’s iron-clad
          steamers and heavy armaments (Pagden, 2001, p. 67). China was then subjected to unequal treaties through which Western states
          extracted privileged rights over Chinese territory to secure valuable resources which were paid for, in the British case,
          by opium from its Indian colony. These unequal treaties remained in place until the Second World War, by which time China
          was embroiled in a civil war and British leadership in the international system had given way to US dominance. 
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          Figure 3 1792 satirical cartoon of Macartney’s kowtow 

          View description - Figure 3 1792 satirical cartoon of Macartney’s kowtow 

        

      

      
        1.5 The twentieth century

        After the Russian Revolution in 1917, Western powers were concerned to restrain the influence of communism. China became embroiled
          as an unwilling participant in US strategies to contain this influence. The United States supported the formation of the nationalist
          political regime that replaced the monarchy in China in 1911, anticipating that this could generate a society that shared
          the social ideals of Western states and create new markets. However, a significant communist insurgency arose, in part financed
          by the Soviet Union. US diplomats, influenced by Edgar Snow’s eulogising image of communist leader Mao Zedong in A Red Star over China (1937), saw the communists as a progressive movement seeking to modernise China and helped convince US President Roosevelt
          to view Mao as a populist leader who could be sympathetic to the United States. They also saw all Chinese forces as posing
          a threat to Japan, the United States’ rival at that time. Similarly, the Soviet Union had ties to both nationalists and communists
          in China, seeking to protect its vulnerable Siberian territories and Asian trade routes from Japan.
        

        In 1931 the Japanese attacked Manchuria, an area of China, leading to an all-out invasion in 1937 that weakened the Chinese
          nationalist government and military. Following the surrender of Japan at the end of the Second World War in 1945, Chinese
          communists and nationalists resumed the civil war, culminating in communist victory. At first, Maoist China remained close
          to the Soviet Union and became embroiled in the Cold War between the United States and the Soviet Union. However, over time,
          differences with the Soviet Union emerged and in 1959 they became competitors in the international system offering two different
          models of communism. China was viewed by successive US presidents from Dwight Eisenhower to Lyndon Johnson as part of the
          wider ‘communist threat’; a view reinforced by China’s acquisition of nuclear weapons in 1964. China’s involvement in the
          Korean War (1950–1953) pitted Chinese troops directly against US forces and their allies, resulting in a stalemate that continued
          to divide North and South Korea well into the twenty-first century. In the 1950s and 1960s internal developments dominated
          China, which led to widespread, mass famine and the extensive purges of the Cultural Revolution. However, China was also a
          key participant in the 1955 Bandung conference, which not only laid the basis for the emergence of the Non-Aligned Movement, but also addressed the issue of China’s relations with Asian and African countries. China also supported a number of anti-colonial
          struggles in the 1950s and 1960s.
        

        Though now a sovereign state, China’s place in the international system remained contested: China’s seat in the United Nations
          (UN) system was occupied until 1971 by the nationalists who were in their last foothold of the island of Formosa, now Taiwan.
          (The existence of Taiwan as a separate country from mainland China remains a source of international tension.) However, in
          the 1970s, a thaw in China–United States relations allowed the United States to put pressure on the Soviet Union and gave
          China a counterbalance against a potential Soviet threat. The United States was also heavily involved in the Vietnam War,
          seeking to prevent a communist movement (supported by the Soviet Union) coming to power, and China saw the conflict as a means
          to limit increasing Soviet influence in North Vietnam. Seeking geopolitical advantage and rivalry in the region and globally
          was an intrinsic part of these changes in relations for both China and the United States.
        

        A period of détente between China and the United States was symbolised by President Richard Nixon visiting China in 1972 and
          engaging in negotiations with Chairman Mao. The Chinese government sought full UN status in 1971 and became a member of the
          UN Security Council. It is arguable that the eventual withdrawal of US forces from South East Asia was made more palatable
          to the United States with China acting as a more neutral counterbalance to Soviet communism in the region. Full diplomatic
          recognition of China by the United States eventually came in 1979 (Foot, 2006). 
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          Figure 4 Nixon meets Mao in 1972 (left) and a New Yorker cartoon of the new friendly relationship (right)
          

          View description - Figure 4 Nixon meets Mao in 1972 (left) and a New Yorker cartoon of the new friendly ...

        

        Nevertheless both the United States and China continued to pursue their own regional interests and strategies. The United
          States maintained a string of strategic military bases and supported friendly governments in Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, the
          Philippines and Thailand. Similarly China engaged in regional intervention assuming, like the United States, that its interests
          demanded regional stability and friendly governments or client states in the immediate vicinity. For its part, China supported
          the Khmer Rouge in Cambodia in the 1970s and encouraged their border harassment of Vietnam. It engaged in a long conflict
          with Vietnam after the United States had departed in 1975, continued to support the communist regime in North Korea, and developed
          close ties to non-communist but resource-rich Burma.
        

      

      
        1.6 Recapping history

        The following two activities will help you to recap and assess key aspects of the history of China–US relations.

        
          
            Activity 1 

          

          
            Approximately 10 minutes

            
              This brief overview will have given you some sense of the changing place of China in the international system and its relations
                with the United States. Make a few notes to identify evidence from this section to back up (or challenge) any of the ‘bold
                claims’ mentioned in the first paragraph of this section. The claims mentioned were:
              

              
                	China’s rise is a new development

                	China is moving from being a closed society to a more open one

                	China’s rise and US decline is part of a constant cycle of great powers

                	China’s rise will bring either more cooperation or more conflict. 

              

            

            View discussion - Activity 1 

          

        

        
          
            Activity 2

          

          
            About 30 minutes

            
              As you have seen, China and the United States share a long history of interaction which has fluctuated as their power has
                varied and as areas of cooperation and conflict have come and gone. To help consolidate your knowledge of that history, this
                slideshow provides a brief summary of some of the main events in the history of China–United States relations. It will give
                you some more background if you’ve never studied China before, in the stories and backstories of China–United States relations.
                The slideshow is not a comprehensive history but identifies some key points in modern Chinese history and points to some of
                the shifting dynamics of China–United States relations and the critical moments when the dynamics and power relations shifted
                between the two states.
              

              
                
                  Video content is not available in this format.

                

                Slideshow: A short history of China–United States relations

                View transcript - Slideshow: A short history of China–United States relations

              

              Watch the slideshow and listen to the commentary. Then make some notes in the box below in answer to the following questions.

              
                	 In what ways did the changing relationship between China and the West in the nineteenth century impact on China’s contemporary
                  international relations? 
                

                	 What were the key moments of cooperation between China and the United States in the twentieth century?

              

            

            1
  
  
  
  
  
 
 
 
      
2
            

            View discussion - Activity 2

          

        

      

    

  
    
      2 China and the United States in the twenty-first century

      At the start of the twenty-first century China is seen by some analysts as poised to become the world’s next superpower, joining,
        or perhaps even usurping the United States at the apex of global power. Estimates vary, but most see China’s economy overtaking
        the United States in terms of its overall size at some point. It is ‘at the centre of a tectonic shift in the balance of economic
        power in the international economy’ (Bromley, 2009, p. 149). Defence spending in China has been rising rapidly since 1990
        and on some estimates will equal that of the United States by around 2035 (The Economist, 2012). China has already overtaken the United States as the largest emitter of greenhouse gases. Such changes, coupled with
        the impact on Western economies of the economic crisis of 2008 and the rise of other large developing countries like India
        and Brazil, signal a potential historic turning point in world history. Indeed, by 2060 the economies of the developing world
        are predicted to outweigh the economies of the developed world for the first time since the industrial revolution (OECD, 2012).
        While such projections are inherently fallible, as actual growth rates are often significantly different from those forecast,
        for some commentators, the political implications of these changes will be profound – a future in which international politics
        will no longer be dominated by the United States and the West. 
      

      In economic matters, China and the United States have developed dense and extensive linkages. Total trade in goods and services
        between China and the United States (US imports from China plus US exports to China) amounted to over US$550 billion in 2011
        (US Census Bureau, 2013) with China being the United States’ largest supplier of imports and its third largest export market.
        For many years, China has been a major creditor for the United States, holding substantial US debt. While some take such linkages
        as signs of burgeoning cooperation, others focus on the conflicts such relationships generate: the United States fears its
        trade deficit with China is a source of weakness; China fears potential US protectionism. 
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        Figure 5 Predicting the future? How The Economist in 2011 and 2012 estimated the dates at which China would catch up with the United States in (a) economic (Source: The Economist 2011) and (b) military fields (Source: IMF, SIPRI, in The Economist, 2012)
        

        View description - Figure 5 Predicting the future? How The Economist in 2011 and 2012 estimated the ...
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        Figure 6 China’s military strategy: analysts focus on its ability to deter US military activity within the ‘first island chain’
          (from the Aleutian Islands in the north to Borneo in the south) and the ‘second island chain’ (from Japan in the north to
          Papua New Guinea in the south). Disputed territory including Taiwan, the Spratly Islands and the Diaoyu/Senkaku Islands are
          noted on the map.
        

        View description - Figure 6 China’s military strategy: analysts focus on its ability to deter US military ...

      

      In foreign policy matters, issues around human rights and the treatment of religious and ethnic minorities, as well as the
        disputed positions of Taiwan and Tibet, have been flashpoints in China–United States relations. China’s criticism of US foreign
        policy in the Middle East and elsewhere and disagreements on the UN Security Council in which both are permanent, veto-carrying
        members, have created tensions at times. China’s fraught relationship with some of the United States’ closest allies in South
        and East Asia – Japan and South Korea among them – also raises military and security issues that are not easily handled. While
        both share common interests in stability in the region, China’s increasing military expenditure and US support for Taiwan
        (which China claims as part of its own territory), create much space for suspicion and distrust. China’s claims to territory
        held by Japan and Vietnam (the Diaoyu/Senkaku and Spratly Islands, respectively) and rights in the South China Seas, are also
        potential flashpoints. In both China and the United States, analysts are grappling with questions about the extent to which
        the future relationship will be founded on cooperation or conflict.
      

      
        2.1 China: managing ‘peaceful rise’?

        China’s recent rise was kick-started by a shift in its development strategy in 1978 when China’s leader, Deng Xiaoping, initiated
          a process of reform of the state-planned socialist economy. This saw the gradual but far-reaching move from a relatively closed
          economy, in which state control was extensive, to a more open and market-based economy, which allowed the development of private
          property and foreign trade and investment. Although intended to strengthen the socialist economic system, in practice liberalisation
          of the economy often ran ahead of official policy. Formal political recognition of private property, the admission of business
          owners to the Communist Party and rapid and extensive integration into the international economy led many observers to regard
          China’s economic model as capitalist, despite continued Communist Party control of the political system. Although China experienced
          many years with high growth between 1960 and 1978 – estimated to average 5.3 per cent per year – rates fluctuated wildly.
          Growth began to accelerate in the 1980s and from the early 1990s a period of consistently high growth began, averaging over
          10 per cent per year between 1992 and 2012. Signs of slightly slower growth towards the end of this period led some to question
          when, or if, China would overtake the United States.
        

        
          	Q: What has been China’s foreign policy response?

        

        China’s phenomenal economic growth prompted extensive debates among Chinese policymakers, academics and think tanks about
          China’s overall foreign policy strategy. The period after the onset of economic reforms was dominated by the Chinese leadership’s
          need to achieve ‘comprehensive national strength’, with the legitimacy of Communist Party rule fundamentally dependent on
          China’s successful development (Foot, 2006, p. 84). Until the mid-1990s this resulted in a foreign policy aimed at the avoidance
          of external conflicts, encapsulated in former leader Deng Xiaoping’s instruction to: 
        

        
          Observe developments soberly, maintain our position, meet challenges calmly, hide our capacities and bide our time, remain
            free of ambition, never claim leadership.
          

          (Deng Xiaoping, cited in Foot, 2006, p. 84)

        

        For observers such as Martin Jacques, this was merely the continuation of the centuries-long Chinese practice of focusing
          on maintaining internal rule rather than pursuing external expansion (Jacques, 2012). 
        

      

      
        2.2 Policy debates

        However, in the context of burgeoning external relationships, extensive debates about China’s place in the international system
          developed. According to Chinese foreign affairs specialist Zhu Liqun (2010), China’s debates focused on three related aspects
          of China’s relationship to external powers:
        

        
          	judgements about the overall international context, configuration of power and the direction of processes of change, or ‘Shi’
          

          	China’s identity and responsibility in the international system

          	the appropriate strategies China should pursue. 

        

        Opinions in China range across a number of positions in all three areas. However, a strong contrast can be drawn between two
          broad perspectives. 
        

        The first perspective, albeit a minority view, evaluates the overall context for China as hostile, with China’s chief responsibility
          being its national interest defined in terms of its internal developmental needs and stability (Zhu, 2010). In terms of strategy,
          while some look for a long-term accommodation with the United States, they see this outcome as far from probable and don’t
          rule out the possibility of major conflict or a Cold-War-style stand-off. Some even fear that the United States will seek
          actively to constrain or indeed reverse China’s development (Foot, 2006). At the farther reaches of Chinese nationalist opinion,
          are views such as those held by the authors of the best-selling book Unhappy China, published in China in 2009. These authors argued for an aggressive Chinese policy to assume world leadership and rectify
          historical wrongs perpetrated against China (Zhu, 2010). 
        

        Opposing these views is what Zhu calls the ‘neo-internationalist’ perspective, which emphasises a Shi defined by ‘peace and
          development’ (in contrast to the ‘war and revolution’ of the pre-1979 era) and the need for China to engage fully and cooperatively
          with other states. Official policy statements make frequent references to the potential for ‘win–win’ international relationships,
          emphasising China’s peaceful rise and development, and mobilising historical figures like Zheng He (Admiral of China’s Treasure
          fleet under the Emperor Zhu Di) to stress China’s peaceful, cooperative heritage (see Section 1). Senior Chinese Communist
          Party advisor Zheng Bijian summarised the perspective:
        

        
          [China will] transcend the traditional ways for great powers to emerge, as well as the Cold War mentality that defined international
            relations along ideological lines. China will not follow the path of Germany leading up to World War I or those of Germany
            and Japan leading up to World War II, when these countries violently plundered resources and pursued hegemony. Neither will
            China follow the path of the great powers vying for global domination during the Cold War. 
          

          … China does not seek hegemony or predominance in world affairs. It advocates a new international political and economic order,
            one that can be achieved through incremental reforms and the democratization of international relations. China’s development
            depends on world peace – a peace that its development will in turn reinforce.
          

          (2005, p. 24)

        

        From this perspective there is much greater potential for cooperation with the United States even if that necessitates a process
          of ‘agonized mutual adaptation’ (Shi Yinhong, cited in Foot, 2006, p. 83).
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          Figure 7 China joins the World Trade Organization in 2001

          View description - Figure 7 China joins the World Trade Organization in 2001

        

      

      
        2.3 United States: constructive engagement?

        In an interesting mirror image of China’s debates, US analysts debate the character of the emerging relationship and the advisable
          courses of action to take in response to China’s rise: should China be seen as a potential strategic partner or strategic
          competitor (Bromley, 2009)? 
        

        One view, held particularly by those concerned about a decline in US power, sees China’s rise coming at the expense of the
          United States in terms of economic strength and competitiveness, military strength and political influence in the world. This
          is a zero-sum view (discussed in Section 3). The priority of this interpretation is for the United States to try to utilise
          remaining areas of US strength, including military power, to ‘contain’ China’s rise for as long as possible (Mearsheimer,
          2010). In arguing that ‘China cannot rise peacefully’ realist scholar John Mearsheimer claimed: 
        

        
          it is not too late for the United States to reverse course and do what it can to slow the rise of China. In fact, the structural
            imperatives of the international system, which are powerful, will probably force the United States to abandon its policy of
            constructive engagement in the near future.
          

          Mearsheimer (2001, pp. 401–402)

        

        In fact, concerns about external challenges and fears about decline have been around for a considerable length of time in
          the United States. After the Second World War, the United States was the world’s leading economy, military power and the only
          state to possess nuclear weapons. Despite retaining its huge military advantage over all other states, others have joined
          the nuclear ‘club’. Perhaps most obviously, the United States’ relative economic leadership has declined as worldwide economic
          recovery and growth since 1945 has eroded its supremacy. In this context, China’s rise very sharply poses long-standing concerns
          about how to defend US security and national interests as power and influence are reduced.
        

        While not denying the United States’ relative decline – ‘The United States’ “unipolar moment” will inevitably end’ (Ikenberry,
          2008, p. 23) – other analysts see greater potential for ‘constructive engagement’ with China, pursuing cooperation and mutual
          benefits. In this view, China’s increasing integration into the world economy and expanding range of ties to countries around
          the world offer the opportunity to encourage a process whereby China is gradually incorporated into a Western-created international
          system:
        

        
          China does not just face the United States; it faces a Western-centered system that is open, integrated, and rule-based, with
            wide and deep political foundations. The nuclear revolution, meanwhile, has made war among great powers unlikely – eliminating
            the major tool that rising powers have used to overturn international systems defended by declining hegemonic states. Today’s
            Western order, in short, is hard to overturn and easy to join … If the defining struggle of the twenty-first century is between
            China and the United States, China will have the advantage. If the defining struggle is between China and a revived Western
            system, the West will triumph.
          

          (Ikenberry, 2008, p. 23)

        

        This line of argument emphasises two key points. First, that capitalist economic growth in other parts of the world was a
          key aim of US strategy in the post-Second World War period because such growth was seen to deliver mutual benefits. China’s
          economic rise here is in fact in line with US interests. Second, the United States and the West actively promoted key institutions
          of international politics – the UN, North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO), WTO, International Monetary Fund (IMF) and
          the World Bank among them – which are seen to be of collective benefit to the international community, helping to foster peace,
          cooperation and order. In this argument, China has strong incentives to join existing structures of international politics,
          rather than seeking to overturn them. 
        

        The mix between a concern to defend US interests and ideals, and to pursue potential areas of cooperation with China, is reflected
          in some official US statements. For example, in a speech during a 2009 visit to Japan, President Obama stated:
        

        
          in an interconnected world, power does not need to be a zero-sum game, and nations need not fear the success of another. Cultivating
            spheres of cooperation – not competing spheres of influence – will lead to progress in the Asia Pacific. Now, as with any
            nation, America will approach China with a focus on our interests. And it’s precisely for this reason that it is important
            to pursue pragmatic cooperation with China on issues of mutual concern … That’s why we welcome China’s effort to play a greater
            role on the world stage – a role in which their growing economy is joined by growing responsibility. … So the United States
            does not seek to contain China, nor does a deeper relationship with China mean a weakening of our bilateral alliances. On
            the contrary, the rise of a strong, prosperous China can be a source of strength for the community of nations. … Of course,
            we will not agree on every issue, and the United States will never waver in speaking up for the fundamental values that we
            hold dear – and that includes respect for the religion and cultures of all people – because support for human rights and human
            dignity is ingrained in America. But we can move these discussions forward in a spirit of partnership rather than rancor.
          

          (Obama, 2009)

        

        
          	Q: What are the key factors that analysts see as leading to cooperation or to conflict?

        

        Such debates on both sides of the China–United States relationship reveal real complexity for strategists and policymakers.
          On the one hand, overall strategies – China’s policy of ‘peaceful rise’ or the US policy of ‘constructive engagement’ say
          – rest on general assessments about the overall character and future direction of the relationship and general views about
          the nature of international relations. On the other hand, the extensive and varied range of areas in which the two countries
          interact mean that any such generalisations are likely to be contested by those who wish to emphasise more specific areas
          of conflict or mutual interest. 
        

        In order to develop your understanding of these competing arguments, and to develop your analysis of the impact of China’s
          rise, it’s necessary to delve a little deeper. The next section introduces some key analytical tools that scholars of international
          relations use to examine different kinds of interaction and the prospects they hold for cooperation and conflict.
        

      

    

  
    
      3 Analysing cooperation and conflict

      In the previous sections, you have read overviews of the evolving relationship between China and the United States and some
        of the contending views on each side of that relationship as to the potential for cooperation and conflict. You will have
        noted a range of terms used to describe this relationship: win–win, zero-sum, interdependent, unipolar, hegemonic and so on.
        These words are part of the language of international relations and appear in both everyday international political discourses
        and in more abstract academic debates about international politics. 
      

      This section changes pace somewhat and takes a more analytical look at the evolving areas of cooperation and conflict between
        China and the United States. It begins to unpick some of those debates by taking a closer look at the kinds of international
        relationships that exist in the world, by characterising those relationships as different ‘forms of interdependence’. This
        is not the only way in which you can analyse China–United States relations or international relations more generally and it
        proceeds by making a number of assumptions about how to understand the world, some of which you may come to question. Nevertheless,
        this is an important approach to international relations and one that is closely connected, as you have already seen, to real-world
        political debates. 
      

      
        3.1 Interdependence, absolute and relative gains

        Most analysts agree that the China–United States relationship is interdependent. 

        
          	Q: What is meant by ‘interdependence’ and what are the different patterns, or forms of interdependence, that arise in international
              relations?

        

        In some usages, the word ‘interdependence’ is taken to imply a relatively benign view of international relations; different
          states are interconnected in multiple ways (through economic relations, shared environmental concerns and so on) and therefore
          share mutual interests which they can pursue together. However, it is more accurate to say that interdependence means mutual dependence, where the ability of any state to pursue its aims is dependent not only on its own actions but on the actions of others.
          This is an important point to recognise because it highlights the fact that every country in the world has to actively manage
          its external relationships; the outside world is not something that can be ignored. 
        

        In pursuing their aims, states therefore have to take other states’ likely aims and actions into account, and they will expect
          other states to do the same. Such situations are described as ones of strategic interdependence. There is nothing necessarily
          benign or even-handed about such situations. Indeed, it is by looking at the different forms of existing interdependence that
          the relationships of power between states, and the potential and nature of cooperation and conflict in international relations,
          can be explored. As Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye put it in Power and Interdependence: 
        

        
          Interdependence, most simply defined, means mutual dependence. Interdependence in world politics refers to situations characterised
            by reciprocal effects among countries … [but] we must be careful not to define interdependence entirely in terms of situations
            of evenly balanced mutual dependence. It is asymmetries in dependence that are most likely to provide sources of influence
            to actors in their dealings with one another.
          

          (Keohane and Nye, 1977, pp. 7 and 9)

        

        So, because China and the United States are linked in so many ways in political, military, economic and cultural matters,
          they have to take each other into account and each is dependent on the other, but the degree of dependence may be very uneven
          and vary from issue to issue. 
        

      

      
        3.2 Assumptions

        This discussion relies on making some assumptions about international relations. One key assumption is talking about what
          states do and their relations with each other. Another is to interpret states’ actions and policies in relation to their aims and what they gain from a particular relationship or event. These are all simplifications of reality. Nevertheless, let’s continue with our
          focus on states – the United States and China primarily – and what they seek to gain or achieve in their international relationships.
          
        

        To begin this task it’s necessary to note a number of key things about what states are trying to achieve in their international
          relationships, what are sometimes termed state preferences. 
        

        
          	Q: What is it states are seeking to achieve, what are their aims? 

        

        The governments who represent states may at times seek to achieve a range of different things through their external relationships:
          opportunities for their export industries, securing supplies of raw materials, developing larger armed forces, managing cross-border
          migration or crime, promoting particular values such as human rights or religion, and so on. In pursuing these aims, states
          face a complex world in which other states are also pursuing their own preferences. Because of this, they cannot pursue all
          their aims at once and certainly are unlikely to be able to achieve all their goals. As a result, they have to make choices
          as to which aims are most important: they have to rank their preferences and in all likelihood exchange the achievement of
          gains in some areas against losses in others.
        

        Many analysts, including those working within the tradition of realism, argue that vital security interests will ultimately come top of political agendas because ensuring states’ own security
          is their primary responsibility. For example, if China’s or the United States’ key security interests are seen to be at stake
          in a dispute involving Taiwan or Japan, then this will become more of a priority than the benefits they might derive from
          economic relationships. Other analysts, including some working within the tradition of liberalism, argue that states pursue different combinations of aims at different times. Here, US policy towards China would see security
          concerns sitting alongside the pursuit of economic gains from beneficial trade relations. Understanding what states are seeking
          to achieve and how they rank their priorities is an important step in understanding the nature of their interdependence.
        

      

      
        3.3 Absolute gains

        A second issue relates to whether states only focus on how, or if, they themselves benefit from a particular situation or
          whether they worry about how other states are faring. To address this question, scholars of international relations distinguish
          between absolute gains and relative gains. If states pursue absolute gains, then they measure their own gains or losses independently of the gains or losses of another state. For example, in assessing
          a proposed trade deal with China, the United States would simply ask, ‘Will we be better off than we would be without it?’
          By contrast, if states pursue relative gains, then they judge their own gains in relation to how much other states gain or lose. On such a trade deal here the United
          States will ask, ‘Are we gaining more or less than China from this deal?’
        

        Let’s take an example to illustrate the distinction. Much debate about China–United States relations focuses on the comparative
          growth rates of the two economies. Table 2 shows annual increases in gross domestic product (GDP) for China and the United
          States between 1990 and 2010. Although many factors determine these growth rates, growth in each country is important to the
          other: China’s growth helps stimulate growth in the United States, while the United States is a vital market for China. 
        

        
          Table 2 GDP annual increase (%) selected years

          
            
              
                	Year 
                	China annual increase in GDP %
                	United States annual increase in GDP %
              

              
                	1990 
                	 3.8
                	1.9
              

              
                	1995 
                	10.9
                	2.5
              

              
                	2000 
                	 8.4
                	4.2
              

              
                	2005 
                	11.3
                	3.1
              

              
                	2010 
                	10.4
                	3.0
              

            
          

          (Source: World Bank, n.d.)

        

        If you read through the two columns of data you will notice two things: both countries have experienced economic growth in
          each year; and China has grown much faster than the United States. 
        

        
          	Q: If each country were pursuing absolute gains would they judge this record to be a satisfactory one or not? If each were
              pursuing relative gains, would they judge this record to be a satisfactory one or not?

        

        A focus on absolute gains by the United States would only need to focus on the United States column and would see this record
          as a positive one: the economy has grown in each year and is wealthier at the end than at the beginning of this period. They
          may wish that growth rates were nearer the levels achieved by China, but it is still a positive record. A focus on relative
          gains, however, would require a comparison of the two growth rates and lead to a more pessimistic conclusion: China is doing
          better than the United States and therefore its economy is growing faster and reducing the United States’ economic leadership.
          As Figure 5 predicts, this means that at some point China would overtake the United States in terms of the size of its economy.
          If China focused on relative gains it would view the record of growth positively, for the same reason. Whereas a focus on
          absolute gains might lead to an assessment that there are substantial shared interests between the two, a focus on relative
          gains would lead to an assessment on the part of the United States that the interests of the two are opposed. 
        

        These areas of discussion – what states are seeking to achieve, how they order their preferences, and whether they pursue
          relative or absolute gains – are linked. You will come back to this a little later because they are crucial for judging some
          key aspects of China–United States relations. 
        

      

      
        3.4 Forms of interdependence: zero-sum, negative-sum and positive-sum games

        In this section, you will focus on situations of interdependence on the assumption that states are pursuing absolute gains,
          and only look to increase their own gains, whether that is a rise in national income, increased military capabilities or some
          other goal. You will come back to situations where states pursue relative gains in Section 3.8. 
        

        
          	Q: What does the pursuit of absolute gains imply for cooperation between states?

        

        Even in situations where states pursue absolute gains, interdependence can give rise to a number of different forms of interaction
          between states and different ways in which states might exercise power. In some approaches to the study of international relations
          these different forms of interdependence are characterised as ‘games’. International relations scholars use three different
          scenarios to identify different kinds of possible relationship, or outcomes from interaction:
        

        
          	positive-sum interactions, where the sum total of gains (gains of both parties added together) is positive
          

          	negative-sum interactions, where the sum total of gains (gains of both parties added together) is negative
          

          	zero-sum interactions, where the gains of one exactly match the losses of the other, so the sum total of gains (gains of both parties added together)
            is zero. 
          

        

        Each implies different possibilities for cooperative relations such as agreements on trade liberalisation, arms control, or
          environmental issues. 
        

        Continuing with the assumption that states are pursuing absolute gains, positive-sum interactions offer the best hope for
          cooperation because there are positive gains (benefits) to be had. Win–win situations, where both parties gain from a relationship
          or a new agreement, on trade for example, are the most obvious example. When President Obama speaks of China’s collaboration
          in ‘jump-starting’ economic recovery, or in limiting nuclear proliferation, he is alluding to these kinds of shared gains
          where both parties benefit from a set of actions. However, positive-sum interactions can also include situations where one
          party gains and the other loses, so long as the sum total of gains is positive (the gains of the first outweigh the losses
          of the other). Here cooperation is still possible, though it may require the state which gains to offset the losses of the
          other.
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          Figure 8 Pursuing absolute gains? US President Obama meets China’s leader Hu Jintao in 2011

          View description - Figure 8 Pursuing absolute gains? US President Obama meets China’s leader Hu Jintao ...

        

        Negative-sum interactions are where total losses are negative. Lose–lose situations, where both parties lose, are never likely
          to be the intended outcome of state policy. However, situations such as a trade war (where each state imposes tariffs limiting
          trade with the other), war (where each state fails to achieve its military objectives in the manner hoped for), or arms races
          (where each state ends up spending vast sums on military build-up with no appreciable gain to their security) are all examples
          that might be characterised as negative-sum outcomes. A worsening of relations between China and Taiwan, as happened in the
          1950s and again in 1996, leading to a Chinese military build-up and a US response, could be seen as a lose–lose situation:
          the costs of such action are high and neither ends up more secure than they were initially. Misperception and miscalculation,
          where the reactions of the other state are not as expected, or the costs of a chosen course of action are much higher than
          anticipated, can play an important role in creating negative-sum situations. Negative-sum interactions can also exist where
          one side makes gains but these are more than offset by the losses of the other, so that the interaction makes sense for one
          side only. Obviously, these interactions can’t be the basis of cooperative interaction.
        

        Finally, zero-sum interactions are those in which the gains of one exactly match losses of the other. These are inherently
          conflictual situations because the interests and gains of one party are at the direct expense of the other. It is argued that
          negotiations to combat climate change often turn into a zero-sum conflict. As China became the world’s largest emitter of
          greenhouse gases, the United States and other Western states insisted it take on its fair share of the burden. China and other
          developing countries argued that the problem had arisen because of the levels of consumption over many decades in Western
          countries. The US response was that China was growing rich by feeding this very Western consumption. Each wants the other
          to take a greater share of the burden of reducing carbon dioxide emissions in a situation where China doing more means the
          United States has to do less, and vice versa. Here, a gain for one is a loss to the other; turning climate change negotiations
          into a zero-sum conflict (Rachman, 2010, p. 268). You will return to discussion of zero-sum conflicts in Section 3.8. 
        

      

      
        3.5 Picturing Interdependence

        It can be useful to depict these different forms of interdependence graphically as in Figure 9. Such graphs can be used to
          represent snapshots of international relationships in different areas and can also be used to outline possible outcomes from
          international negotiations. You do not have to use this kind of graphical representation to tackle these issues but some people
          find them a succinct way of summarising different kinds of relationships. See if you find it helpful.
        

        Forms of interdependence

        
          [image: ]

          Figure 9 Forms of interdependence: positive, negative and zero-sum

          View description - Figure 9 Forms of interdependence: positive, negative and zero-sum

        

        Let’s work through this figure giving some examples of different forms of interdependence. Start by looking at the top right-hand
          quadrant. The vertical axis measures the benefits China gets from, for example, trade with the United States (gains increase
          as you move up the line) and the horizontal axis measures the benefits the United States gets (gains increase as you move
          right along the line). Any point in the top right-hand quadrant is positive-sum, and as both China and the United States are
          benefitting, the gains are positive for both. These are the win–win situations referred to above. As independent states, neither
          is forced to trade with the other so it would seem trade is beneficial to both states. In China’s case, burgeoning trade with
          the United States was a crucial component of the economic reform period. Even if the benefits from trade are as unbalanced
          as many in the United States claim, it remains in many analysts’ views a positive-sum game. 
        

        Now look at the bottom left-hand quadrant. Here both countries make net losses, both lose. These are lose–lose situations.
          You have seen already that security relations have the potential to descend into a negative-sum game. Both countries have
          allies in the region who can act independently and at times unpredictably. Both the United States and China could be dragged
          into negative-sum conflicts they might otherwise wish to avoid through such alliances. For example, both Taiwan’s development
          of long-range missiles and North Korea’s acquisition of nuclear weapons create the potential for negative-sum conflicts should
          they lead to a wider conflagration. 
        

        The diagonal line on the diagram, running at 45° from top left to bottom right, depicts outcomes where gains by one state
          are matched exactly by losses of the other state: zero-sum outcomes. The case of climate change was mentioned above as one
          example when negotiations can take on a zero-sum character where a gain for China leads to a loss for the United States, or
          vice versa.
        

        The section of the top left-hand quadrant above and to the right of the zero-sum line is also positive-sum, where China’s
          gains are greater than the losses of the United States, as is the section of the bottom right-hand quadrant above and to the
          right of the zero-sum line, where US gains are bigger than China’s losses. The sections in these two quadrants below and to
          the left of the zero-sum line are both negative-sum even though in the top left-hand quadrant China gains (US losses are bigger)
          and in the bottom right-hand quadrant the United States gains (Chinese losses are bigger).
        

        
          
            Activity 3

          

          
            Approximately 10 minutes

            
              To check your understanding of the diagram in Figure 9, identify where on the diagram you would position some key moments
                from the history of China–United States relations. Make sure you can explain your reasoning for this. You might choose the
                Korean War, the Nixon rapprochement with China, normalising trade relations in 2000, or tensions over disputed territory in
                South East Asia or some other moment. 
              

              When you have finished this activity, check your answer 

            

            View answer - Activity 3

          

        

      

      
        3.6 Power 

        
          	Q: If relations between China and the United States are at least in part cooperative, what role does power play in the relationship?

        

        This is a complex issue and you will only touch on it in general terms here. For the purposes of this discussion, let’s take
          an interpretation of power as the ability to get another actor to behave in a particular way or to agree to a particular outcome
          that they wouldn’t have done in the absence of the exercise of that power. This is often called coercive power. 
        

        Even in positive-sum, win–win situations where both parties gain, the actual division of the gains may be subject to bargaining
          between states. In such situations, the state that can gain most without cooperating will have the most influence over the
          division of gains from cooperation. This is because they can more credibly threaten to walk away from the relationship. In
          bargaining situations, this is known as the fall-back position: what any party could gain without agreeing to a deal. If a state can gain much without a deal they will be in a stronger
          position than a state that can gain little without it. Put a different way, the state that stands to gain most from any negotiation
          in relation to their fall-back position, is in the weaker position. As noted by Keohane and Nye (1977) (Section 3.1), most
          relationships of interdependence are asymmetrical, the ability to impose costs or realise benefits are uneven, and that allows
          some states to exert greater influence than others.
        

        Power can also play a part in such situations if one party is able to impose costs or offer benefits to the other, thus creating
          an incentive for it to cooperate. The United States’ ability to get China to cooperate on issues like nuclear proliferation,
          say, may require concessions or threats of sanctions on other issues. Alternatively, if one state threatens to walk away from
          a deal over trade, or environmental protection, the other, more powerful state can impose costs on it in the form of sanctions
          of one kind or another. However, the exercise of power in these kinds of instances also involves costs to the powerful state.
          Deploying military force or imposing trade sanctions, say, involves costs to the party that is taking these actions. The ability
          to exercise coercive power in this sense requires a careful weighing up of costs and benefits. 
        

      

      
        3.7 Relative gains

        So far you have been exploring the forms of interdependence that arise when states pursue absolute gains. What does the picture look like if you change one of our assumptions and instead think about states pursuing only
          relative gains? In this situation, states evaluate their own gains not in absolute terms – are they better off than they were before
          – but in relative terms – do they gain more than the other party? 
        

        Some analysts argue that states will often forego quite substantial absolute gains because they are more concerned about their
          relative position vis-à-vis other states. In China–United States relations this might mean that potential benefits to each
          country’s economic growth might be sacrificed if one or both countries focused only on their relative gains. Or potential
          gains in one arena (trade, say) might be set aside because of concerns about the other increasing its relative position in
          another arena (the security field, say). 
        

        
          	Q: Why might states focus on relative gains?

        

        There are two main reasons put forward. First, realists argue that the primary goal of states in the international system
          is to ensure their own security and that they have to rely on self-help to do this. They will therefore be concerned about
          the distribution of power across the system as a whole. As Joseph Grieco puts it: 
        

        
          Driven by an interest in survival, states are acutely sensitive to any erosion of their relative capabilities, which are the
            ultimate basis for their security in an anarchical, self-help international context.
          

          (1993, p. 127)

        

        The consequence, Kenneth Waltz maintains, is that

        
          even the prospect of large absolute gains for both parties does not elicit their co-operation so long as each fears how the
            other will use its increased capabilities. … a state worries about a division of possible gains that may favour others more
            than itself. That is the first way in which the structure of international politics limits the co-operation of states.
          

          (1979, pp. 105–106)

        

        Second, states will be concerned that interdependence, if sufficiently asymmetrical, will create a level of dependence on
          (or vulnerability to) other states that might allow those other states to dominate them by threatening to exploit their dependence.
          Both China and the United States have long-standing concerns over access to resources, especially oil supplies that relate
          to this kind of worry. Each fears this creates a vulnerability that could be used against them. 
        

        For both these reasons, realists argue that states ‘spend a lot of time estimating one another’s capabilities’ (Waltz, 1979,
          p. 131). Although focusing primarily on military capabilities, economic capabilities also come into the picture because they
          can provide the basis for developing a bigger or more effective military force. 
        

      

      
        3.8 Zero-sum interactions

        The obvious and most important thing to note about the pursuit of relative gains, so far as the potential for cooperation
          is concerned, is that it turns every interaction into a zero-sum relationship. This is because it makes the estimation of
          gains a ratio. As you saw in Table 2, if China’s GDP increases faster than US GDP then the gap between the two, the US relative
          advantage, has been lessened: China’s gain is a US loss. The same is true of military spending – if China can increase its
          military spending faster than the United States, it can reduce its inferiority in this area. In such situations, if states
          only focus on relative capabilities, then the scope for cooperation is very limited; states will only jointly agree to changes
          that maintain the existing relative position vis-à-vis the other. 
        

        Even many realists don’t maintain that states focus only on relative capabilities but that in sensitive relationships – facing
          a powerful and antagonistic rival, say – concerns about relative gains will feature more strongly in states’ calculations.
          In relations with states that are seen as less of a threat, such concerns may be given less weight and states may be freer
          to pursue joint absolute gains. Arguably, most international relationships are neither ones of pure conflict (zero-sum pursuit
          of relative gains) nor pure cooperation (pursuing mutual absolute gains) but a more complex mix of the two. And the balance
          between the two may change over time, as arguably is the case in China–United States relations.
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          Figure 10 Will relative gains for China in the security field undermine potential cooperation over economic matters?

          View description - Figure 10 Will relative gains for China in the security field undermine potential ...

        

      

      
        3.9 Summing up

        While in Sections 1 and 2 you read some general accounts of the changing relationship between China and the United States
          and the prospects for cooperation and conflict in that relationship, in Section 3 you studied how to set out some of the different
          kinds of interaction that arise in international relations, including China–United States relations, in a more formalised
          way. 
        

        In this exploration of interdependence you have seen that:

        
          	states might pursue absolute or relative gains

          	in pursuing absolute gains, where states are only interested in how much they themselves benefit, you have seen that interactions
            might be either positive-, negative- or zero-sum and you will have noted some examples of each
          

          	even in pursuit of absolute gains in a positive-sum game, power is an important factor in determining outcomes

          	any exercise of power involves costs as well as benefits. 

        

        In the following sections you will be able to apply some of these terms to particular aspects of contemporary China–US relations.
          
        

      

    

  
    
      4 Contemporary issues: strategic and military 

      
        [image: ]

        Figure 11 US Secretary of State John Kerry meets with Chinese President Xi Jinping at the Great Hall of the People in Beijing,
          China, 13 April 2013
        

      

      In this section and the next you will practice analysing issues of interdependence, cooperation and conflict by applying the
        ideas you have encountered in Sections 1–3 to a range of issues in China–United States relations. These sections are intended
        to consolidate and to extend your knowledge of China–United States relations from Sections 1–3. In this section you will assess
        military and strategic issues in China–US relations.
      

      ‘There are increasing signs that the United States and China are on a collision course. Some scholars see this course as following
        the historical pattern by which a declining power refuses to yield to a rising power, and war ensues.’ (Etzioni, 2013)
      

      In the previous section you observed the shifting relations between the United States and China. The historical record shows
        that sources of conflict can be military, political, economic or cultural. At the same time, China and the United States have
        allied themselves and worked together when their mutual interests have aligned.
      

      China–United States relations in military and strategic terms cover a wide field. In this section you will look at points
        of potential conflict and cooperation involving: 
      

      
        	bilateral issues – those that exist just between the US and China 

        	triangular issues – involving China, the United States and other actors.

      

      
        [image: ]

        Figure 12 Bilateral and triangular issues, and their impact on climate change

      

      
        4.1 The United States ‘pivot’ to Asia

        
          [image: ]

          Figure 13 Hillary Clinton speaks on the US role in the Asia Pacific, Cook Islands, 2012

        

        China’s rise and a reassessment of US priorities led the Obama administration to announce in 2011 a ‘pivot’ to Asia. In a
          much-publicised article in Foreign Policy magazine, US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton spelled out the new policy priority:
        

        
          As the war in Iraq winds down and America begins to withdraw its forces from Afghanistan, the United States stands at a pivot
            point. Over the last 10 years, we have allocated immense resources to those two theaters. In the next 10 years, we need to
            be smart and systematic about where we invest time and energy, so that we put ourselves in the best position to sustain our
            leadership, secure our interests, and advance our values. One of the most important tasks of American statecraft over the
            next decade will therefore be to lock in a substantially increased investment – diplomatic, economic, strategic, and otherwise
            – in the Asia–Pacific region.
          

          (Clinton, 2011, p. 56)

        

        
          
            Activity 4

          

          
            About 20 minutes

            
              
                Listen to this short excerpt from a report from BBC Radio 4’s World Tonight programme recorded in 2013. The report is from
                  the BBC's Washington correspondent, Paul Adams, and is introduced by Ritulah Shah. As you listen, make notes in the box below
                  on the following questions.
                

                
                  
                    Audio content is not available in this format.

                  

                  World Tonight: Paul Adams 
                  

                  View transcript - World Tonight: Paul Adams 

                

                
                  	In what ways do contributors to the report portray the relationship in terms of cooperation?

                  	What are mentioned as key problems and areas of conflict in the relationship?

                

              

            

            
              

              Provide your answer...

              View discussion - Untitled part

            

            
              
                Now listen to this extract from the subsequent studio debate between US and Chinese analysts. The discussion is chaired by
                  Ritulah Shah and features Chinese academics Wang Yizhou and Jin Canrong, and US analysts Paul Haenle and Ian Bremmer.
                

                
                  
                    Audio content is not available in this format.

                  

                  World Tonight: Studio debate
                  

                  View transcript - World Tonight: Studio debate

                

                
                  	 Note down what is said about the role of domestic politics and the views of political leaders.

                  	 What contrasts in views can you note about the potential for cooperation and conflict?

                

              

            

            
              

              Provide your answer...

              View discussion - Untitled part

            

          

        

      

      
        4.2 Catch-up and relative gains

        As we saw in Sections 2 and 3, the issue of Chinese military strength is a key one in relations between China and the United
          States. China’s military budget is rapidly increasing. Combined with an increasingly strident nationalist discourse, this
          has caused concern among China’s neighbours and within US political circles. You also saw a projection of China’s military
          capability (reproduced below). As with all projections, it is based on a number of assumptions, in this case assumptions about
          economic growth and the amount of national income devoted to military spending.
        

        (The Economist, 2012)
        

        
          [image: ]

          Figure 14 Estimate of the date when China catches up with US military spending

        

        
          
            Activity 5

          

          
            About 15 minutes

            
              
                1. Study Figure 14 above and note the assumptions this projection uses. Note down any reasons why those assumptions might
                  be revised and what effect this might have on delaying or advancing the date at which China ‘catches up’ with the United States.
                

              

            

            
              

              Provide your answer...

              View discussion - Untitled part

            

            
              
                2. Explain, in your own words, why a focus on relative gains inevitably gives relations between states a zero-sum character.

              

            

            
              

              Provide your answer...

              View discussion - Untitled part

            

          

        

      

      
        4.3 Troops and missiles

        Although overall military spending is one way of measuring military capabilities, the composition of the armed forces is also
          important. Table 3 below is an estimation of the relative military capabilities of China and the United States. 
        

        
          Table 3 Military assets, 2011

          
            
              
                	
                	China
                	US
              

              
                	Defence budget 2010-11, $bn
                	89.8
                	739.3
              

              
                	Share of GDP, %
                	1.3*
                	4.9
              

              
                	Active personnel, m
                	2.3
                	1.6
              

              
                	Strategic and long-range assets
              

              
                	Intercontinental ballistic missile launchers
                	66
                	450
              

              
                	Bombers
                	132
                	155
              

              
                	Nuclear-powered submarines w/ ballistic missiles
                	3
                	14
              

              
                	Manoeuvre**
              

              
                	Modern main battle tanks
                	2800
                	6302
              

              
                	Armoured infantry fighting vehicles
                	2390
                	6452
              

              
                	4th generation tactical aircraft
                
                	747
                	3092
              

              
                	Attack helicopters
                	16
                	862
              

              
                	Heavy/medium transport helicopters
                	294
                	2809
              

              
                	Power projection
              

              
                	Cruiser/destroyers
                	13
                	83
              

              
                	Aircraft carriers
                	0
                	11
              

              
                	Frigates
                	65
                	28
              

              
                	Nuclear-powered submarines
                	5
                	57
              

              
                	Principal amphibious ships
                	1
                	29
              

              
                	Heavy/medium transport aircraft
                	57
                	847
              

              
                	Tanker aircraft
                	13
                	550
              

              
                	ISTAR‡
                
              

              
                	AWACS†
                	14
                	104
              

              
                	Heavy unmanned aerial vehicles
                	n/a
                	370
              

              
                	Imagery satellites
                	15
                	10
              

              
                	Intelligence satellites
                	11
                	20
              

              
                	Navigational satellites
                	10
                	31
              

            
          

          *Official figure; excludes some military spending

          **Combat units and formations capable of manoeuvring

          ‡Intelligence, surveillance, target acquisition and reconnaissance 

          †Airborne warning and control system

          (The Economist, 2011)
          

        

        
          
            Activity 6

          

          
            About 10 minutes

            
              Study Table 3, and then make some notes in the box below on the following questions.

              
                	What overall picture does this convey?

                	Are there any areas where China is in the lead? What kind of ‘threat’ might these areas of leadership pose?

              

            

            Provide your answer...

            View discussion - Activity 6

          

        

      

      
        4.4 Competing regional influence?

        As China increases its military expenditure, US policy makers fear it could use this increasing power to gain concessions
          from US allies in the region and exert its power regionally. The Chinese army is the largest army in the world, with over
          two million personnel, and is becoming increasingly technically sophisticated, changing the nature of the ‘threat’ to the
          United States. For China’s part, it points to the long-standing US military presence in the region. 
        

        Figure 15 below shows US estimates of China’s missile capability in 2011. It also identifies a number of places where the
          United States has military bases: Thailand; Japan; South Korea; Australia; Guam; Philippines, and Singapore. 
        

        
          [image: ]

          Figure 15 Range of China’s anti-ship ballistic missiles and locations of main US bases in the region

          View description - Figure 15 Range of China’s anti-ship ballistic missiles and locations of main US ...

        

        
          
            Activity 7

          

          
            About 5 minutes

            
              Study Figure 15 above and make a few notes in the box below about how this distribution of forces (Chinese missiles and US
                bases) might be seen differently by China, the United States and by other countries in the region.
              

            

            Provide your answer...

            View discussion - Activity 7

          

        

      

      
        4.5 Territorial disputes

        While the bilateral relationship between China and the United States is a key part of the picture, there is also a complex
          combination of mutual and conflicting interests in the triangular relations between China, United States and allies in the
          region. One example of this is territorial disputes.
        

        
          [image: ]

          Figure 16 These islands, known as ‘Diaoyu’ in China and ‘Senkaku’ in Japan, are claimed by both countries – a source of tension
            and potential future conflict 
          

          View description - Figure 16 These islands, known as ‘Diaoyu’ in China and ‘Senkaku’ in Japan, are claimed ...

        

        China claims territory that is currently held both by Japan (Diaoyu/Senkaku Islands) and Vietnam (the Spratly Islands).

        Japan claimed the Diaoyu/Senkaku islands in the late nineteenth century and was awarded sovereignty over them in 1971. China
          disputes Japan’s claim. The islands are close to important shipping lanes, rich fishing grounds and potential oil and gas
          reserves. In recent years, both Japan and China have made moves to strengthen their claims, including China declaring an air
          identification zone over the islands.
        

        The dispute between Hanoi and Beijing centres on the Paracel and Spratly Islands in the South China Sea as well as nearby
          areas considered rich in oil and other natural resources. The two countries have clashed in the past over the two island chains
          resulting in the death of hundreds of Vietnamese soldiers. Vietnam has been actively modernising its navy and seeking support
          from other countries.
        

        In recent years, China has also been building artificial islands on reefs along the Spratly island chain, increasing regional
          fears about its territorial ambitions. A ‘sail by’ by a US warship in 2015, to assert what it sees as rights to free passage
          of shipping in the area, increased tensions between the two countries even more.
        

        Competing claims to the same territory like these are inherently zero-sum conflicts: more for one means less for the other.
          Where states prioritise territorial claims against one another, there is much scope for conflict. Whether China would prioritise
          relatively small-scale territorial claims enough to result in warfare – particularly if that were to draw in the United States
          – is more of an open question.
        

        However, there may be areas of mutual interest that could be promoted. For example, all countries in the region have a shared
          interest in the maintenance of peace and security, trade interests and the regional tourist industry. China’s long-term interest
          may lie in reassuring countries in the region to prevent them allying with each other or the United States against China.
        

        Former Chinese premier Deng Xiaoping used to advise the Chinese to marginalise territorial disputes and focus instead on mutual
          economic interests. Popular opinion in China draws on the senses of historic injustices you studied earlier, which is one
          reason why this isn’t necessarily adhered to today. 
        

      

      
        4.6 North Korea – potential shared interests?

        Territorial disputes reveal how triangular relationships in the region involving US or Chinese allies complicate the relationship
          between China and the United States. In February 2013, North Korea conducted its third nuclear test, flouting efforts to contain
          the spread of nuclear weapons. In response to international criticism, the isolated communist state made a series of belligerent
          statements towards both the United States and South Korea. 
        

        The problem that the United States faces in dealing with North Korea is that North Korea has largely isolated itself from
          the rest of the world. The United States has little leverage over North Korea. It has no economic or political mechanisms
          that it can use to force North Korea to abandon its nuclear programme and to stop threatening its neighbours. However, China
          does have potential mechanisms for exerting power over North Korea.
        

        The United States recognises this. In response to the crisis in February 2013, the United States sent Secretary of State John
          Kerry to China to urge them to use their leverage over the North Koreans. 
        

        However, Chinese troops fought against the United States in the Korean War and up to half a million Chinese died, and China
          isn’t yet ready to abandon North Korea. China remains the country’s lifeline, supplying food and fuel without which the North
          would collapse.
        

        China and the United States do have some shared interests. Both have stressed their shared interests in a nuclear-free Korean
          Peninsula and official policy is to cooperate to achieve those ends. As you have seen, at various points in history when China
          and the United States have shared mutual interests they have been willing to work together.
        

        However, North Korea is highly dependent on China for critical political and economic support. Although there is a fear that
          Chinese pressure would lead to North Korea acting even more unpredictably, there are also considerable internal divisions
          within China and some fear sanctions against North Korea would result in an influx of refugees. More strategically, some in
          China fear that any action against North Korea could cause the state to collapse with the potential of reunification of the
          Korean Peninsula under South Korea creating another pro-US state on China’s borders.
        

      

      
        4.7 Taking stock

        In Section 3, you were introduced to a diagram that provided a visual representation of positive, negative and zero-sum games,
          which is repeated as part of Activity 8 below. If you need to refresh your memory of these terms, or the explanation of the
          diagram, take another look at Section 3. 
        

        
          
            Activity 8

          

          
            
              Consider the areas of interaction outlined above the diagram below. Then click on the three areas of the diagram – zero-sum,
                positive-sum and negative-sum – to discover different interpretations of the interaction areas. (You'll need to click on all
                three areas of the diagram to proceed to the next interaction area and there are three in all.)
              

              
                
                  Interactive content is not available in this format.

                

              

            

          

        

        The concepts of positive-sum and zero-sum games are important tools in evaluating these different areas of interaction. By
          working through contemporary issues like this you also build up a more general picture and evaluation of the overall tenor
          of China–United States relations. Remember positive-sum games are where the total gains from interaction are positive. Possible
          candidates here might be the development of extensive channels of communication and negotiation between China and the United
          States in managing North Korea. Even though territorial disputes are usually key examples of zero-sum interactions, there
          may be positive gains to be had if compromise solutions could be found, reducing regional tensions. Possible cases of zero-sum
          interactions could arise from any competitive military build-up by either the United States through its ‘pivot’ or by China’s
          advancing military technology.
        

      

    

  
    
      5 Contemporary issues: economic relations

      
        [image: ]

        Figure 17 Chinese containers at the Port of Wilmington, North Carolina, United States

      

      As you saw in Sections 1–3, much of the debate around China–United States relations concentrates on the remarkable economic
        growth China has experienced. This section explores some of the issues of conflict and cooperation at stake.
      

      China’s rapid growth prompts an almost incessant level of commentary but some moments stand out. Consider the economic ‘headlines’
        below.
      

      
        	In 2011, China overtook Japan to become the second largest economy in the world (BBC, 2011). 

        	In 2011, China also became the largest foreign holder of US government debt, growing to over US$1 trillion dollars by 2013
          (US Department of Treasury, 2013). 
        

        	The Telegraph reported that in 2012, China had become the world’s largest trading nation. US exports and imports amounted to US$3.82 trillion
          whereas China’s was US$3.87 trillion (White, 2013). 
        

        	In 2012 the United States trade deficit with China (the difference between how much the US exports to China and how much it
          imports from China) was US$315 billion (US Department of Commerce, 2013). 
        

      

      
        
          Activity 9

        

        
          About 5 minutes

          
            Do these economic ‘headlines’ about China’s development suggest that Chinese gains are necessarily a problem or threat to
              the United States? Is this an example of a zero-sum competition with the United States? Make some notes in the box below.
            

          

          Provide your answer...

          View discussion - Activity 9

        

      

      
        5.1 A realm of cooperation?

        In 2013 Forbes magazine commented: 
        

        
          The confluence of media hyperventilation over China’s inexorable rise to global preeminence and U.S. politicians’ habits of
            scapegoating China for their own failures spawned a popular impression of China as an adversary in a zero-sum game. In that
            game, exports are considered Team America’s points, imports are Team China’s points, and the trade account is the scoreboard.
            Since the scoreboard showed a deficit, the United States was portrayed as losing at trade and it was losing because China
            perpetually cheats.
          

          (Ikenson, 2013)

        

        And yet, in the BBC World Tonight audio that you listened to in Section 4 you heard claims that there existed numerous levels of contact and discussion, information
          sharing and cooperation between the United States and China. This is an image of their relationship that sits at odds with
          some of the more strident commentary on both sides. There are sound issues of economic self-interest that explain why such
          contacts and discussion go on. 
        

        
          [image: ]

          Figure 18 Economic ties: US Ambassador to China Gary Locke (R) shakes hands with California Governor Jerry Brown as Chinese
            Vice Minister of Commerce Wang Chao (2nd R) looks on during a Trade and Investment reception at the US Embassy in Beijing,
            April 2013
          

        

        Many analysts point to the mutual gains that are made by both states together. In order to try to manage these gains – while
          dealing with genuine areas of conflict – governments on both sides conduct ongoing and often cooperative exchanges on economic
          matters. 
        

        Another landmark economic event was China’s accession to the World Trade Organisation (WTO) in 2001. It was one of the most
          significant examples of a process of China ‘joining’ a Western-made economic order (as John Ikenberry characterised it in
          Section 2). On joining, China had to make a series of commitments to abide by WTO rules and alter significant parts of its
          domestic policy to comply with WTO standards. Despite this, many in the United States argue that China does not ‘play by the
          rules’. Forbes magazine listed the accusations:
        

        
          Currency manipulation, subsidization of industry, dumping, intellectual property theft, discrimination against imports, forced
            technology transfer, indigenous innovation policies, raw material export restrictions, and other allegations of cheating came
            to define Chinese trade practices. … Of course, some of the allegations had merit. 
          

          (Ikenson, 2013)

        

        Nevertheless, the article went on to say that the state that was most often the subject of WTO disputes was not China but
          the United States. By 2013, the United States was involved in 119 cases, China in 30 cases. (The EU had 73 cases against it.)
          
        

      

      
        5.2 Competition in the wider world

        One of the ways in which China is increasing its economic influence is through developing extensive connections with countries
          in Asia, Latin America and Africa. Investment in oil production has been a particular feature of relations with African states,
          though China has also extended into other raw material sectors, such as copper production in Zambia. China has also provided
          much needed investment in infrastructure in Africa and in Latin America. 
        

        
          [image: ]

          Figure 19 A sign welcomes Chinese Premier Hu Jintao to Ndola, the industrial centre of Zambia’s copperbelt, in 2007

        

        The implications for relations with the United States are complex. On the one hand, competition for oil and other resources
          in Africa and elsewhere may be seen in zero-sum terms with the United States losing access to supplies. The weakening of such
          economic ties may also reduce US political influence, something that is keenly felt particularly in Latin America, long regarded
          by the United States as their ‘backyard’. Supplying aid to developing countries has also given Western donors political leverage.
          The rise of China as a trade partner, investor and aid donor in developing countries may well reduce this mechanism of Western
          influence.
        

        On the other hand, improved infrastructure and increased economic growth as a result of China’s involvement opens up markets
          and opportunities for investors and traders from the United States and elsewhere, delivering absolute gains. Between 2000
          and 2010 Africa’s economic growth record was impressive, partly as a result of China’s investment.
        

      

      
        5.3 Cooperation and bargaining

        One of the key impressions you may have formed about China and the United States’ economic relationship (and their relationship
          in general) is that it is a complex one, with different issue areas eliciting different policy responses. In some issues areas,
          China and the United States have mutual interests and pursue these through strategies of cooperation. In other issue areas
          there is conflict, and gains for one side will mean losses for the other.
        

        In Activity 8 you practised placing issues within positive-sum, zero-sum or negative-sum categories. However, not all issues
          fit neatly into these three categories. As was noted in Section 3, in some positive-sum issues one side’s gains outweigh the
          other side’s losses: not all positive-sum interactions are win–win. The sum (net gains overall) is still positive, so it’s
          positive-sum, but one party will lose. Similarly, there are also situations that are negative-sum (where one side’s losses
          outweigh another side’s gains) but not lose–lose.
        

        Figure 20 below is the same diagram you studied in Section 3 but with these additional positions identified.

        
          [image: ]

          Figure 20 Forms of interdependence: positive-, negative- and zero-sum

          View description - Figure 20 Forms of interdependence: positive-, negative- and zero-sum

        

        
          
            Activity 10

          

          
            About 5 minutes

            
              Now look at the version of the diagram below. You will note we have added some figures to US gains and Chinese gains, in US$m.
                
              

              
                [image: ]

                View description - Uncaptioned figure

              

              Let’s suppose the interaction is over a potential new trade deal. Point A has the coordinates: 50, –10. Which country gains
                if the trade deal places them at this point and which country loses? Why would this be a positive-sum game, and why will cooperation
                not happen? 
              

            

            View discussion - Activity 10

          

        

      

      
        5.4 Side payments

        In situations where an issue – the outcome of a set of negotiations for instance – places one country in a winning position
          and the other in a losing position (such as the situation in Activity 10), any voluntary agreement (and most international
          agreements are voluntary) will fail. At point A in Activity 10, China was making losses and simply would not sign any agreement
          unless coerced, so the United States wouldn’t realise its potential gains either. Could the United States do anything to persuade
          China to cooperate? One possibility is that it could offer to use some of its gains to offset China’s losses turning it into
          a genuine win–win outcome.
        

        Let’s explore how this might come about. 

        The country that stands to gain (in this case the United States) can make a side-payment that incentivises the other (China)
          to cooperate. Here the United States might give up, for example, US$20 million of its gains, transforming China’s US$–10 million
          loss into a US$10 million gain. The United States would gain US$30 million, still much better than if no agreement took place.
          The parties move to point B, a win–win situation, and cooperation takes place. 
        

        In reality this kind of deal making might involve one party giving concessions to another in the matters under discussion
          (the trade deal) or might give a concession in a different policy area. 
        

        A possible example in China–United States relations might be over intellectual property rights (IPR). Many in the United States
          accuse China of not protecting IPR – patents, copyrights and the like – with Chinese companies benefiting from this ‘cheating’.
          However, both states have pledged to make progress on this issue. In negotiations in the US–China Strategic Economic Dialogue
          – one of the multiple forums of discussion and cooperation between the two governments – the United States and China agreed
          the following:
        

        
          Both sides commit to further strengthen capacity building in, and resources devoted to, law enforcement against intellectual
            property rights (IPR) infringement. China is to improve IPR related laws and regulations and study further strengthening of
            measures for the pursuit of criminal liability for IPR infringement.
          

          (US Department of the Treasury, 2012)

        

        China’s critics claim that China wouldn’t actually benefit from bringing about this change while US companies would benefit
          from better protection. But, China might agree to a deal in this issue area if it were to get concessions from the United
          States on other issues. The same press release from the US–China Strategic Economic Dialogue forum noted that:
        

        ‘The United States commits to give full consideration to China’s request that it be treated fairly as the United States reforms
          its export control system.’
        

        This was a reference to the fact that China feels it is treated unfairly by US rules about what sort of products can be exported
          to China, preventing China from getting access to certain types of technology. By rolling together different issues, countries
          may be able to use a variety of side-payments and bargains to turn areas of potential conflict or non-agreement into areas
          of cooperation. In fact, if you read press releases of negotiations like the one just quoted, they contain a large number
          of commitments that each side is making to the other. World Trade Organisation agreements are much the same: a huge package
          of agreements and trade-offs. When engaged in such negotiations across a range of issues, each side tries to ensure that it
          comes out in overall terms with positive gains.
        

        So, while there are undoubtedly a large number of specific issue areas where actors on both sides of the relationship think
          they are losing out economically, a judgement of the overall costs and benefits of the relationship has to take a broader
          and more all-encompassing view. Indeed, this is part of the task when thinking about the potential for cooperation and conflict
          between China and the United States. 
        

      

      
        5.5 Resolving climate change

        
          [image: ]

          Figure 21 The dried up banks of the Yangtze River, China

        

        So far you have examined problems from the point of view of China or the United States. In the cases outlined, the benefits
          or costs were largely felt by either the United States or China. However, in an increasingly interconnected world, fewer and
          fewer problems are contained within the states involved. Many are global in nature and require multilateral negotiations to
          address them. One of the key global problems is the issue of man-made climate change. 
        

        One of the key difficulties in reaching a global agreement to tackle climate change is the economic conflict between China
          and the United States. Emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2) are considered to be one of the major causes of climate change. China
          and the United States are the two states that produce the largest amount of CO2 in the atmosphere. For both states, cuts in
          CO2 emissions involve costs of either closing or reforming industries to limit emissions. The damage to their economies might
          be significant (at least in the short run).
        

        International negotiations around climate change, centred on the United Nations, involve a huge number of countries and other
          actors. However, the difficulty of resolving the core dispute between China and the United States affects the whole global
          process of negotiation. 
        

        
          [image: ]

          Figure 22 Chinese Prime Minister Wen Jiabao speaks at the UN summit on Climate Change, Copenhagen, 2009

        

        For example, in 2009 the Copenhagen Summit (known as COP15) attempted to extend cooperation on climate change. This time the
          United States was in favour of a new agreement but only if it included China. China, together with many developing countries,
          argued that they shouldn’t be subject to the same commitments as the richer countries. Chinese Prime Minister Wen Jiabao refused
          to enter the negotiations directly.
        

        This is how The Guardian newspaper reported on the conference:
        

        
          China's primary goal in the conference: to block any proposal that threatened its capacity to expand. Negotiators played the
            conference like a football team intent on a 0–0 draw. Their strategy was defensive, their tactics were tough and their tackling
            of opponents occasionally brutal …With the support of other emerging economies – India, Brazil and South America – they shot
            down all attempts to make emissions cuts legally binding or to set long–term goals for reducing greenhouse gases.
          

          (Watts, 2009)

        

        Progress was eventually made, for instance at the Durban summit of 2011, where China and the United States agreed to further
          negotiations, leading eventually to a new climate change agreement at Paris in 2015. Other multilateral issues like trade
          and nuclear proliferation are also affected by the tone of China-United States relations: conflict between these two key players
          has the ability to affect prospects for wider cooperation in the international system.
        

      

    

  
    
      6 Reviewing cooperation and conflict

      In this section, you can now look back over the varied areas of interaction between China and the United States and consider
        what overall picture emerges about the prospects for cooperation or conflict. The section reviews emerging issues in the economic
        and military fields before reflecting on the impact this relationship might have for international order as a whole.
      

      
        6.1 Economy 

        As you have seen, a central focus of debate on China–United States relations concerns the economy. Here there are strong arguments
          and historical evidence that each nation reaps substantial benefits (for example, in terms of burgeoning trade between the
          two countries). Many therefore see this aspect of the relationship as positive-sum where large absolute gains are available.
          If this is so, then it creates an important basis for both states to foster cooperative relations in the future. 
        

        However, it is worth noting that even here, there is much to disentangle. Although the estimation of costs and benefits of
          different courses of action is important, and governments do often try to evaluate the economic benefits they can get from
          a particular relationship or trade deal in monetary terms, it is never an exact science. Moreover, there may be a divergence
          between the benefits to the economy as a whole and the costs and benefits to particular groups within that economy. For example,
          rising imports from China are popularly seen in the West as a zero-sum ‘problem’ (benefitting China, harming Western economies),
          especially by those sectors which compete directly against those imports. It is claimed they lead to relocation or closure
          of domestic business and the loss of jobs. Yet, for the Western capitalist economies as a whole, these costs are countered
          by the benefits to domestic consumers of cheap imports and the overall boost to world economic growth that China and other
          Asian economies have provided. Both of these have made a significant contribution to maintaining Western standards of living
          while also benefitting China, strengthening the view that this is a win–win relationship. In real political debates as well
          as in the analysis within international relations, these are competing claims that you need to be able to work through carefully
          in arriving at your own assessment. 
        

      

      
        6.2 Military 

        Even if it were conceded that there are large absolute gains to be had from cooperative economic relations, a counter argument
          suggests that consideration of military and security issues will temper any possible cooperation. The future of disputed areas
          of territory (including the future of Taiwan) is an example where state preferences on each side can be seen to be opposed
          and the interaction zero-sum. Shifts in the military balance in the region, including China’s expanding naval capacity and
          US military support for Taiwan, Japan and South Korea, also tend to be viewed in terms of relative gains. If these issues
          are seen in this light, and seen to be central to each states’ preferences, then any pursuit of potential absolute gains in
          the economic arena may be limited by a greater concern with security. 
        

        Others take this a step further still. In the United States, analysts such as Mearsheimer (2001) (see Section 2) argue that
          the potential threat that China poses means that the United States should seek to limit any relative gains China might make.
          The United States should use its power, including military power, to limit such gains and slow China’s rise. The entire relationship
          in this view should be seen in zero-sum terms. On the Chinese side, too, some analysts argue that the historical record suggests
          that the United States can never be trusted and will always look for ways to dominate China and frustrate its development.
          
        

        It is true that the security field, especially in the South East Asian region, is one in which China and the United States
          watch each others’ moves very closely. It is also true that in military matters the United States retains a huge advantage
          accounting for nearly half of world military spending. Indeed, because of its advanced military industrial sector, the productivity
          of its spending probably far outstrips that of other states (Bromley, 2009, pp. 185–186). Nevertheless, any attempt by the
          United States to frustrate China’s economic development and military power would require a coercive exercise of power. As
          you have seen this also involves costs. Can the United States use its military capabilities to secure goals in the economic
          field? Conversely, can China use relative economic advantages to secure wider influence over the United States? Michael Cox
          (2010) has argued that too many writers assume that a shift in economic gravity is the same thing as a shift in power. Even
          if former US Treasury Secretary Laurence Summers described the economic relationship between China and the United States as
          a ‘balance of financial terror’ because of the depth of mutual dependence, do the costs of either side trying to exploit the
          other side’s vulnerability outweigh any potential gains? These are questions you will continue to consider when exploring
          the future of China–United States relations further.
        

      

      
        6.3 International order

        Another area of debate you have touched on concerns China’s integration into, or opposition to, established arenas and institutions
          of international cooperation. As commentators in both the United States and China note, much of this institutional order is
          Western in origin and liberal in character. Does China want to utilise its increasing influence to change existing rules and
          norms in the international arena to better suit its priorities? Statements such as that by Zheng Bijian (Section 2) suggest
          a recognition that China does seek some changes to that order even if he is at pains to claim this will be incremental and
          democratic. Others aren’t so sure and think that China’s authoritarian political system will lead to a less liberal as well
          as less Western international order in the future. Speaking of an ‘axis of authoritarianism’ consisting of China, Russia and
          regionally powerful states such as Iran and Venezuela, Gideon Rachman argued:
        

        
          The axis of authoritarianism shares a distinctive approach to the world that contrasts sharply with liberal attitudes … A
            world in which the authoritarian powers wield considerably more influence looks very different from the years 1991–2008, when
            the world order was informally based on two central facts – American power and globalization.
          

          (2010, p. 239)

        

        Against this view are those who suggest that the preferences of the West and China are not so opposed. On economic questions,
          China clearly poses a different kind of problem for the United States (and other Western countries) than China and the Soviet
          Union did during the Cold War. Unlike then, China’s post-1978 strategy has been based on integration into, not separation
          from, the international economy (Bromley, 2009). This has encouraged China to make some moves to become more closely involved
          in existing structures of economic governance like the WTO, which it joined in 2001, and the G20. Furthermore as John Ikenberry
          (2008) argues (Section 2), many international institutions governing economic, military and cultural matters are already in
          existence. China therefore now has a choice as to whether to join (and maybe seek reforms in due course) or not. In his view,
          there are powerful mutual gains to be had from joining and significant costs to challenging the established order. 
        

        Such considerations lead you back into the more general assessments of the relative place of China and the United States in
          the international system, and what China’s rise may presage for your understanding of that system, which you saw at the beginning
          of this free course. But by now you should have a deeper understanding of some of the concepts and tools analysts of international
          relations use to study the prospects for cooperation or conflict. 
        

      

    

  
    
      Conclusion

      In this free course, you have explored a number of aspects of the military and economic relations between China and the United
        States. These are fluid and evolving areas of interaction. However, hopefully you can see how the study of international relations,
        ideas about interdependence and the knowledge you have gained about the history of these two countries, can help guide your
        analysis of these critical areas as they unfold in the future.
      

      
        
          A series of interviews with leading International Relations theorists produced by The Open University is available on YouTube.
            Look out in particular for the interviews with Professor John Mearsheimer  and Professor Andrew Moravcsik, both of whom talk extensively about the prospects for cooperation between China and the United States.
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      Glossary

      
        	absolute gains

        	Where states measure their own gains or losses independently of the gains or losses of another state.

        	coercive power

        	The ability to get another actor to behave in a particular way or to agree to a particular outcome that they wouldn't have
          in the absence of the exercise of that power.
        

        	fall-back position

        	What any party could gain without agreeing to a deal or transaction.

        	interdependence

        	Mutual dependence whereby the ability of any state to pursue its aims is dependent not only on its own actions but on the
          actions of others.
        

        	liberalism

        	Tradition of political thought. Within IR it is concerned in particular with analysing the causes of conflict and the necessary
          conditions for cooperation between states to emerge.
        

        	negative-sum interactions

        	Where the sum total of gains (gains of both parties added together) is negative.

        	Non-Aligned Movement

        	A movement which sought to allow developing countries to resist the influence of major powers, especially in a context of
          decolonisation and the Cold War. It has its roots in the Asia–Africa 'Bandung' Conference in 1955. Its first formal meeting
          was in 1961 but evolved into a large grouping operating particularly within the UN system, advocating developing country interests.
        

        	positive-sum interactions

        	Where the sum total of gains (gains and losses of both parties added together) is positive (greater than zero).

        	realism

        	Tradition of thought within IR emphasising pursuit of power by states in an anarchical international system in order to ensure
          their own security and survival.
        

        	relative gains

        	Where states judge their own gains in relation to how much other states gain or lose.

        	Shi

        	There is no Western equivalent of the ancient Chinese concept of Shi but it has been taken to mean 'the disposition or propensity
          of things'. It can apply to various areas of life but in international relations is taken to refer to 'the overall configuration
          of power and the direction of processes of change' (Zhu, 2010, p. 17 – See Chapter 1).
        

        	state preferences

        	The persistent underlying goals of state policy.

        	tribute

        	Wealth paid by one party to another as a sign of respect or submission or allegiance. Under various Chinese empires, the Chinese
          tributary system extended to many areas of Asia including Japan and Vietnam.
        

        	zero-sum interactions

        	Where the gains of one party exactly match the losses of the other.
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      Activity 3

      Answer

      Some key moments like normalising trade relations or the strategic choices that led to Nixon’s visit to China in 1972, would
        seem to be fairly easily placed in the top right-hand quadrant, although note that political campaigning in the United States
        often presents trade with China in fairly zero-sum terms. Territorial disputes where one side’s gain of territory is at the
        other side’s expense is inherently zero-sum. Although US territory isn’t directly at stake, that of its allies like Japan,
        is. As discussed negative-sum interactions include warfare where neither side achieves its objectives within what they see
        as acceptable cost – the Korean War might be an example here. 
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      Activity 1 

      Discussion

      China’s rise is a new development

      There is evidence (explored more in subsequent sections) that recent years have seen an increase in China’s economic and military
        clout. However, the idea that China’s rise to prominence is something entirely new should be treated with a good deal of caution.
        China has long been important to international politics and at times a pre-eminent power.
      

      China is moving from being a closed society to a more open one

      While the Communist era in China has been authoritarian with severe restrictions on international trade, investment and political
        freedoms, the era since 1978 saw a liberalisation on economic ties in particular. But a longer historical timeframe shows
        a fluctuation in how ‘open’ or ‘closed’ China has been.
      

      China’s rise and US decline is part of a constant cycle of great powers

      There is some support for the idea that great powers rise and fall over history, though one shouldn’t therefore conclude that
        this is a necessary or inevitable process (an important issue for US strategists in particular).
      

      China’s rise will bring either more cooperation or more conflict

      In terms of the prospects for cooperation and conflict today, one should treat with caution any simple claims of a one-way
        process either towards greater cooperation or towards deeper conflict. The historical record shows different phases of conflict
        and cooperation and one should perhaps expect that to continue.
      

      For both the United States and China, this changing relationship leaves a difficult legacy including scepticism on both sides
        about the other’s motivations. These worries still affect diplomacy today despite the seemingly ever-closer integration of
        the US and Chinese economies. Such historical fluctuations in relations mean that contemporary analyses of the overall character
        of relations between China and the United States, and the prospects for cooperation, have to be somewhat tentative. 
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      Activity 2

      Discussion

      
        	You may have noted several points. Some we noted were as follows.
          
            	
              The Opium Wars opened China to trade but on very unequal terms. The balance of power shifted from the West having to defer
                to Chinese restrictions on trade, to China being forced by the West to open its ports to trading. However, the Communist victory
                in 1949 saw this opening reversed. China has been keen to ensure that the more recent opening of the economy is on more favourable
                terms.
              

            

            	
              The Opium Wars were critical to China’s subsequent political development, with deep internal conflict emerging within Chinese
                politics thereafter. Torn between violent rejection of change and radical demands for reform, the Chinese Empire collapsed
                in 1911, followed by civil war and eventually the victory of the Communists under Mao Zedong. 
              

            

            	
              Today, the ‘century of humiliation’ continues to exert influence in China, with Chinese political leaders keen to overcome
                the inferior status the West imposed on them. 
              

            

          

        

        	Key areas of cooperation included the following.
          
            	The United States supported China both after the Japanese invasion and during World War Two.

            	US President Richard Nixon’s visit to China in 1972 represented not only a shift in Chinese–United States relations but also
              in the balance of power and political alliances at a global level. 
            

            	From the late 1970s and 1980s onwards, China and the United States developed increasing areas of diplomatic and economic cooperation,
              though tensions still remain today.
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      Activity 4

      Untitled part

      Discussion

      
        	You will have heard speakers – President Obama, for example – talk of the attempt to build cooperation with China, and others
          talking of the extensive cooperation, communication and dialogue between the United States and China via multiple diplomatic
          channels.
        

        	A range of issues – including cyber espionage, human rights and disputed territories – are highlighted as areas of tension
          and conflict. It is also claimed that there was substantial ignorance and misunderstanding between the two.
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      Activity 4

      Untitled part

      Discussion

      You may have noted a number of points. Here are some that we noted:

      
        	Wang Yizhou claims that crucial to cooperation will be the ability of the two leaders to successfully manage potential crises,
          and whether domestic populations in other countries see the potential gains from China’s rise. Paul Haenle also notes the
          damage to relations that the mishandling of the pivot announcement caused, obscuring areas of mutual interest.
        

        	 Jin Canrong notes how popular Chinese views saw the pivot as a hostile move and a signal for potential conflict. However,
          the Chinese leadership didn’t interpret the pivot in such negative ways. Speaking just as Xi Jinping assumed his premiership
          in 2013, Canrong argues that China's new leadership is pursuing a ‘new type of major power relations’. In stark contrast,
          and emphasizing conflict, Ian Bremmer highlights persistent and, in his view, growing areas of zero-sum relations. 
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      Activity 5

      Untitled part

      Discussion

      The projection assumes that China continues to grow economically. Though it is vague about the extent of the ‘gradual slow-down
        in Chinese GDP growth’, a significant reduction in China’s economic growth might stall the growth of military expenditure.
        It also assumes US economic growth which, as the financial crisis of 2008 showed, might not be continuous. Slower economic
        growth would put pressure on both Chinese and US defence budgets, altering the pace at which China might or might not close
        the gap. Other domestic priorities in China (social spending to address rising inequalities, or spending on education as a
        more skilled workforce is needed) could also limit the scope to increase military spending.
      

      Obviously the amount of money invested in the military reflects the physical strength and capability of the state to engage
        in war, or to defend itself against aggressors. If states focus on their capabilities in relation to another state, they are
        focusing primarily on relative gains: how much they have relative to the other state. As noted in Section 3, a focus on relative
        gains inevitably gives relations between states a zero-sum character. (If a gain by one state is tantamount to a loss by the
        other, the relationship can be described as having a zero-sum character.)
      

      Back

    

  
    
      Activity 5

      Untitled part

      Discussion

      As noted in Section 3, if states pursue relative gains then they judge their own gains in relation to how much other states gain or lose. A focus on the gap between China and the
        United States is inherently a relative gains calculation – China gains by reducing the gap, but the United States loses as
        its advantage is eroded.
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      Activity 6

      Discussion

      
        	 Overall, the United States maintains a considerable lead over China in most categories.

        	 The notable exception where China enjoys a lead is in the size of the armed forces where, on this 2009 estimate, China has
          2.3 million active personnel compared to the United States' 1.6 million. However, such a force cannot pose much of a direct
          threat to the United States as the mobility of those forces is severely restricted. The ability to project force is therefore
          a crucial issue in estimating any perceived threat from China to US allies in the region, or the United States' ability to
          threaten mainland China. In direct relations between the two, the United States maintains a superior ability to inflict harm
          on China than China does on the United States. But in regional terms, China can project its force towards key US allies and
          this capability will increase if naval, air and missile power is increased. 
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      Activity 7

      Discussion

      The size of China (in terms of territory, population and military capabilities) could understandably make other states in
        the region very nervous. Its missile technology could put in jeopardy the United States’ aircraft-carrier groups and its air-force
        bases in Japan, South Korea and even as far away as Guam. This might render US power projection in Asia riskier and more costly
        and mean that US allies would be unable to rely upon the United States to deter aggression. 
      

      However, Chinese fears that it is ‘encircled’ by US military power have some basis too. The danger of situations like this
        is that what one state sees as a defensive development may be seen by others as an offensive development. Realists like John
        Mearsheimer emphasise that such uncertainty makes the region unstable and prone to conflict.
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      Activity 9

      Discussion

      It is undoubtedly the case that China’s rise, and the potential for it to eventually ‘catch’ the United States in terms of
        overall economic size, is a major change in the global economic landscape. And if the United States evaluates its position
        solely in terms of its relative advantage over China, then China’s catch-up is a zero-sum issue.
      

      While it is easy to see China’s growing economy as a direct threat to US dominance, other things might also be borne in mind.
        Firstly, as the World Bank noted in 2013, in per capita GDP terms (GDP divided by population) China was still a developing
        country, ranked 114th in the world, and with over 170 million people existing on less than $1.25 a day (World Bank, 2013).
      

      Secondly, even large levels of US indebtedness to China may not be a problem – in many ways it is of substantial benefit to
        the United States. The notion that China’s holding of debt is necessarily a problem, even a national security issue for the
        United States, has been touted by commentators in China and the United States. But in 2012 a US Government Defence Department
        report noted: ‘Attempting to use U.S. Treasury securities as a coercive tool would have limited effect and likely would do
        more harm to China than to the United States’ (US Department of Defense, 2012).
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      Activity 10

      Discussion

      At point A, the United States is making gains (it gets US$50 million) and China loses (it gets US$–10 million). The United
        States’ gains are greater than China’s losses, so the outcome is still positive-sum: a net gain of US$40 million. However,
        cooperation will not happen because China is making a loss. Unless it is coerced to do otherwise, it will not play the game.
        
      

      Now look at point B on the diagram. It has the coordinates 30,10, where both China and the United States gain. On the next
        page, you'll look at how countries can move from A to B through the use of side payments.
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      Figure 1 The China–United States relationship will be a key dynamic in the twenty-first century

      Description

      A colour cartoon showing two ships facing each other. 

      One is painted with the Chinese flag and the other with the US flag.

      A person stands on the brow of each ship and looks at the other through a telescope. 

      The cartoon shows the close but suspicious relationship between the United States and China. 

      Back

    

  
    
      Figure 2 Zhu Di (1360–1424), often called the Yongle Emperor (left), and an illustration of Chinese maritime design, from
        Zheng He’s treasure fleet, compared with a European vessel at the same time (right)
      

      Description

      This figure consists of two images. The first is a black and white reproduction of a painting of the third Ming Emperor Zhu
        Di, drawn in traditional Chinese style, showing head and shoulders. The Emperor is shown wearing a simple hat and white cloth
        garment. He has a trimmed beard and moustache. 
      

      The second image is a black and white drawing contrasting Chinese and European maritime design at the time of Zhu Di’s reign.
        A scale from 0 metres to 135 metres is shown along the bottom of the drawing, with a Chinese and a European ship shown above.
        The Chinese ship measures 135 metres on this scale and has seven sails. The European ship measures 20 metres on this scale
        and has three sails.
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      Figure 3 1792 satirical cartoon of Macartney’s kowtow 

      Description

      A colour cartoon from 1792 showing the British envoy Lord Macartney bending on one knee to the Chinese Emperor Qianlong. The
        Emperor is presented as reclining on a cushion. He wears yellow and green robes and a Chinese style pyramidal hat. He smokes
        a long pipe and wears an expression of contempt. The Emperor is surrounded by three courtiers, two of whose hands are hidden
        in long sleeves; the third holds an ornate sword. There is also a child holding a decorated balloon. Lord Macartney wears
        an 18th-century wig and carries a sheathed sword. He presents the Emperor with a sheet of paper and an array of small gifts. He is
        accompanied by a retinue that includes four men who hold a bird cage, a model carriage, a small rocking horse, a weather vane
        and the Union Flag. Their bearing is submissive. 
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      Figure 4 Nixon meets Mao in 1972 (left) and a New Yorker cartoon of the new friendly relationship (right)

      Description

      This figure consists of two images. The first is a black and white photograph showing Chairman Mao Zedong, on the left, meeting
        US President Richard Nixon, on the right. Chairman Mao wears a light-coloured ‘Mao suit’ jacket and white shirt and President
        Nixon a dark-coloured pin-striped suit with shirt and tie. The men smile at each other and shake hands. 
      

      The second image is a colour cartoon showing Mao and Nixon dancing romantically with each other. On the left, Mao wears a
        sand-coloured ‘Mao suit’ and an armband decorated with the Chinese flag. He holds a pink rose between his teeth. Nixon, wearing
        a suit and tie, embraces Mao with one arm and holds his hand with the other. Henry Kissinger stands slightly behind them playing
        the accordion and in the background a crescent moon forms part of a hammer and sickle.
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      Figure 5 Predicting the future? How The Economist in 2011 and 2012 estimated the dates at which China would catch up with
        the United States in (a) economic (Source: The Economist 2011) and (b) military fields (Source: IMF, SIPRI, in The Economist,
        2012)
      

      Description

      This figure consists of two images. The first is a graph from the Economist magazine showing projected US and Chinese growth.
        Chinese growth is shown as a red line and US Growth is shown as a blue line. 
      

      The y (vertical) axis shows trillions of US dollars, given in units of 10, and measured from 0 to 60. The x (horizontal) axis
        shows years from 2000 to 2025, measured at five year intervals. 
      

      The US growth line begins at 10 trillion US dollars in 2000 and rises slowly. The Chinese growth line begins just above 0
        trillion US dollars in 2000 and rises steeply. A vertical line shows Chinese growth overtaking US growth in 2018. 
      

      A box to the right of the graph explains that the forecast is based on the following assumptions: growth in real GDP is 7.75
        for China and 2.5 for the United States; inflation is 4 for China and 1.5 for the United States; and Yuan appreciation is
        3. It is explained that inflation and Yuan appreciation deflate GDP. 
      

      The second image is a graph from the same source comparing military spending in China and the United States. Chinese spending
        is shown as a red line and US spending as a blue line. The y (vertical) axis shows trillions of US dollars from 0 to 1.8 in
        gradations of 0.3. The x (horizontal) axis shows years from 1990 to 2050 in ten year intervals. The graph shows US spending
        at 0.5 trillion US dollars in 1990, peaking at 0.7 trillion US dollars in 2010, decreasing sharply in 2015 but then increasing
        more steadily thereafter. Chinese spending is shown starting at 0 in 1990 and increasing steadily from then. The projection
        shows Chinese military spending overtaking US spending in 2038. 
      

      It is explained that the forecast is based on the following assumptions: US GDP growth of 2.7% per year and military spending
        slowing to 3% GDP, and a gradual reduction in Chinese GDP growth, with military spending at 2.1% GDP. 
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      Figure 6 China’s military strategy: analysts focus on its ability to deter US military activity within the ‘first island chain’
        (from the Aleutian Islands in the north to Borneo in the south) and the ‘second island chain’ (from Japan in the north to
        Papua New Guinea in the south). Disputed territory including Taiwan, the Spratly Islands and the Diaoyu/Senkaku Islands are
        noted on the map.
      

      Description

      A map showing the east of China, Eastern Russia, part of Mongolia, North and South Korea, Japan, Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia,
        Thailand, Malaysia, Borneo, Philippines, Indonesia and Papua New Guinea. China is shown in pink and all other countries are
        shown in light green. 
      

      The map identifies two ‘island chains’ key to Chinese security policy. The first, shown by a broken red line, lies to the
        south of China and runs from the Aleutian Islands to Borneo. It takes in the disputed territory of Taiwan, the Spratly Islands
        (South of Vietnam) and the Diaoyu/Senkaku Islands (North of Taiwan). The contested territory of Okinawa (currently held by
        Japan) is shown as a purple dot. 
      

      The second island chain lies to the east of China and runs from Japan to Papua New Guinea. It runs past the contested island
        of Guam, which is currently held by the United States, and is also shown on the map as a purple dot. The map is drawn to a
        scale of 2 cm to 500 miles. 
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      Figure 7 China joins the World Trade Organization in 2001

      Description

      A colour photograph showing Shi Guangsheng, then Minister of Foreign Trade and Economic Cooperation, signing the protocol
        on China’s accession to the World Trade organization (WTO). Shi Guangsheng is seated and is assisted by two other men while
        other delegates look on in the background. A blue banner above them reads ‘signing ceremony on China’s accession to the WTO,
        11 November 2001, Doha’. This is also shown in Chinese characters. 
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      Figure 8 Pursuing absolute gains? US President Obama meets China’s leader Hu Jintao in 2011

      Description

      A colour photograph showing Chinese Premier Hu Jintao meeting US President Barack Obama. Hu Jintao stands to the left and
        shakes the hand of Barack Obama, who stands slightly above him and behind a speakers’ lectern. Chinese and US flags are visible
        in the background. The two men both wear dark-coloured suits and smile for the camera. 
      

      Back

    

  
    
      Figure 9 Forms of interdependence: positive, negative and zero-sum

      Description

      A grid showing the possible outcomes of interdependence between China and the United States.

      A vertical line shows the outcomes for China – with China gaining at the top of the line, and losing at the bottom. This line
        is bisected halfway with a horizontal line showing the United States gaining (to the right of the China line) and losing (to
        the left). The lines therefore create a grid with four boxes. In the top right-hand box, the outcome is that both China and
        the United States gain from their interaction (positive-sum). In the top left-hand box, China gains but the United States
        loses. In the bottom right-hand box, China loses but the United States gains. In the bottom left-hand box, both lose (negative-sum).
        A diagonal line from the top left-hand box to the bottom right-hand box explains that these show zero-sum outcomes, in which
        the gains of one state balance the losses of the other. 
      

      The lines are shown in black and the background is blue. 
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      Figure 10 Will relative gains for China in the security field undermine potential cooperation over economic matters?

      Description

      A colour photograph showing three Chinese naval personnel on the deck of a carrier ship. All three wear white naval uniforms
        and are standing to attention. The individual to the left carries a semi-automatic weapon and wears a shirt with black-striped
        collar and cuffs. The two personnel to his right are not carrying guns and are wearing peaked caps.
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      Figure 15 Range of China’s anti-ship ballistic missiles and locations of main US bases in the region

      Description
A map showing the range of China’s anti-ship ballistic missiles and the locations of main US bases in the region.
      Back

    

  
    
      Figure 16 These islands, known as ‘Diaoyu’ in China and ‘Senkaku’ in Japan, are claimed by both countries – a source of tension
        and potential future conflict 
      

      Description

      A map showing the east of China, eastern Russia, part of Mongolia, North Korea, South Korea, Japan, Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia,
        Thailand, Malaysia, Borneo, Philippines, Indonesia and Papua New Guinea. China is shown in pink and all other countries are
        shown in light green. The map also shows two groups of disputed islands key to Chinese security policy: the Spratly Islands
        and the Diaoyu/Senkaku Islands. The Spratly Islands are off the coasts of the Philippines, Malaysia and southern Vietnam.
        The Diaoyu/Senkaku Islands are to the east of mainland China, slightly to the north of Taipei in the East China Sea.
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      Figure 20 Forms of interdependence: positive-, negative- and zero-sum

      Description

      The image shows a square divided into four sections by crossed black lines. The vertical line shows Chinese gains (at the
        top) and Chinese losses (at the bottom). The horizontal line shows US gains (on the right) and US losses (on the left). The
        top right-hand quadrant shows positive-sum interaction, where both China and the United States gain. The bottom left-hand
        quadrant shows negative-sum interaction, where both the United States and China lose. The top left-hand and bottom right-hand
        quadrants are bisected by a diagonal line showing zero-sum interaction, where the gains of one country match the losses of
        the other. In the top left hand quadrant, the upper section shows a positive-sum game where Chinese gains outweigh US losses.
        Below the diagonal line is a negative sum interaction, where Chinese gains are exceeded by US losses.
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      Uncaptioned figure

      Description

      The image shows a square divided into four sections by crossed black lines. The vertical line shows Chinese gains (at the
        top) and losses (at the bottom) in millions of US dollars. The horizontal line shows US gains (on the right) and losses (on
        the left) in millions of US dollars. The lines are divided into increments of ten. At the intersection of the lines is zero.
        The increments on the top half of the vertical line and the right-hand side of the horizontal line are numbered from zero
        to one hundred. The bottom half of the vertical line and the left-hand side of the horizontal line are numbered from zero
        to minus one hundred (below the intersecting line). Numbers are present at alternating increments (i.e. at 20, 40, 60, 80
        and 100). A diagonal line runs from the top left-hand section to the bottom right hand section and shows zero-sum interaction,
        where the gains of one country match the losses of the other. The bottom left-hand quadrant shows negative-sum interaction,
        where both countries lose, and the top right hand quadrant shows positive-sum interaction, where both gain.
      

      Back

    

  
    
      Slideshow: A short history of China–United States relations

      Transcript

      
        NARRATOR

        This slide show navigates you through the relationship between China and the United States from their first contact to the
          present day. 
        

        In 1784, the American merchant vessel, The Empress of China, sailed from the newly independent United States of America and
          entered the Chinese port of what was then known as Canton. 
        

        Driven by a high American consumer demand for tea, a consortium of American merchants, including the business agent Samuel
          Shaw, were seeking to establish trade with China. The ship returned to America with a cargo of tea and earned a substantial
          profit. 
        

        Its success, and the lucrative rewards, inspired other American merchants to follow suit. And by the early 1800s, America
          had joined the many European nations already trading in Canton, including the British, Dutch, French and Danish. 
        

        Formal mutual recognition between the US and China came in June 1844 when US envoy Caleb Cushing presented his credentials
          and met with Chinese officials to discuss treaty negotiations. Cushing, a Massachusetts lawyer, had been dispatched by President
          John Tyler under pressures from American merchants concerned about the British dominance in Chinese trade. 
        

        The resulting treaty of peace, amity and commerce was modelled on the unequal treaties signed between UK and China. Its elements
          included extraterritoriality, which meant that US citizens could only be tried by US consular offices, fixed tariffs on trade
          in the treaty ports, the right to buy land in five treaty ports, and to erect churches and hospitals there, and the right
          to learn Chinese. 
        

        By the mid 1800s, a series of disputes over trade and diplomatic relations erupted between China and the Western powers, climaxing
          in the Opium Wars of 1839 to '42 and 1856 to '60. 
        

        The first war was over Britain's desire, against the wishes of the Chinese empire, to export opium from India to China to
          pay for British imports of Chinese tea. It began when Britain used force to gain redress over confiscated supplies. 
        

        The second war involved Britain and France, who, along with other Western powers, shared a wider aim of extracting more economic
          and political concessions from the Chinese. 
        

        These wars ended after French and British forces entered Beijing and the Chinese conceded to a series of Western demands,
          including the opening up of trade and access to the Chinese interior for foreigners, amongst them, missionaries. 
        

        Following the second Opium War, there was an explosion in the number of Western missionaries from Europe and North America
          travelling to China in the second half of the nineteenth century. 
        

        Their aim was to convert the Chinese to Christianity, and this image shows the Chinese converts preaching to the unconverted.
          For Christians in the US, trying to convert non-Christians to Christianity was a key part of their faith. 
        

        Inevitably, the local Chinese felt that this was a gross affront to them, which caused tension between the visitors and the
          imperial authorities. 
        

        Movement was not one way. Chinese migration to the US began with the first Gold Rush from 1848 to 1855. And to keep labour
          costs down, many Chinese labourers were brought in to work on the transcontinental railroads then being built. 
        

        The immigrant workers were subject to animosity from local workers and were blamed for pressing down wages. This resulted
          in the Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882, which sought to exclude Chinese migrant labour. 
        

        The Act, as this cartoon shows, had its critics. They saw it as legalised racial discrimination. Eventually repealed in 1943,
          it was one of the most significant restrictions on free immigration in US history. 
        

        In China, resentment against foreign imperialism and missionary evangelism seeded the rise of the Boxers, an anti-foreign,
          nationalist movement, so-called by foreigners because of their use of martial arts. 
        

        The Boxer Rebellion took place from 1899 to 1901 against a background of severe drought, economic disruption and of conflict
          within the imperial court between reformers and conservatives. 
        

        The conservatives won the conflict and decided to support the Boxers, who then began attacks on Westerners with the support
          of the imperial government. 
        

        In response, Western powers attacked China, ultimately occupying Beijing. Although China did not cede any territory, it had
          to pay reparations to the Western powers. 
        

        The failures of the imperial governments to either confront foreign aggression or modernise led to a series of revolts and
          uprisings. This photo shows Shanghai following the uprising there in 1911, with houses flying the flag used by the revolutionaries.
          
        

        In the autumn of that year, the Qing Dynasty was overthrown and the Republic of China founded. A series of military governments
          followed, and in 1913, the US, who had been largely supportive of the newly formed republic, became one of the first countries
          to establish full diplomatic relations. 
        

        The Chinese Civil War began in April 1927 and continued intermittently until 1937. It was fought between forces of those loyal
          to the nationalist government of the Republic of China, led by the Kuomintang Chiang Kai-Shek, and the forces of the communist
          party of China, of which Mao Tse Tung soon became a leading figure. 
        

        In 1937, the two parties formed a second united front to counter a Japanese invasion, but the Civil War resumed after the
          Second World War ended. 
        

        The Japanese economic presence and political interest in Manchuria had been growing through the twentieth century and, in
          1931, Japan invaded Manchuria. 
        

        During the subsequent war between China and Japan, the Japanese invading forces carried out considerable human rights abuses,
          such as the Nanjing Massacre, when hundreds of thousands of civilians and disarmed soldiers were killed. 
        

        After the Japanese attack on the United States Naval base at Pearl Harbour in 1941, the US formally declared war on Japan,
          and the Manchurian War merged into the greater conflict of World War II. 
        

        The Sino-Japanese War still causes much tension within China and Japan today. As a result of the war, the United States provided
          aid to China. The American public became increasingly sympathetic towards the Chinese after reading reports from missionaries,
          novelists and Time Magazine about the Japanese brutality, particularly the Nanjing Massacre. 
        

        The Roosevelt administration gave massive amounts of aid to the beleaguered government in China, headed by Chiang Kai-Shek.
          Madame Chiang Kai-Shek, who'd been educated in the US, toured the country to rally support for China. She even addressed Congress.
          
        

        In late 1942, Chiang Kai-Shek, Roosevelt and Churchill agreed in the Cairo Declaration that all the territories Japan had
          occupied in China should be restored to the Republic of China. 
        

        After the end of the Second World War and the defeat of Japan, the Civil War between the nationalists and communists resumed
          and intensified. By 1949, the communists had taken control of northern China, and during that year, proceeded to drive the
          nationalists out of the South and on to Taiwan and other islands. 
        

        On October the 1st 1949, having gained control of mainland China, Mao Tse Tung proclaimed victory and established the People's
          Republic of China. 
        

        The Republic of China was then confined to Taiwan and other islands, where it remains to this day. 

        But the US did not recognise the communist-controlled People's Republic, instead recognising the Republic of China and Taiwan
          as the legitimate government of China. 
        

        At the end of World War II, the Allied powers unilaterally decided to divide Korea between the Soviet Union's sphere of influence
          on the one hand, and the West on the other, with the North establishing a communist government, and the South a pro-Western
          government. 
        

        Fighting broke out in June 1950 when the North invaded the South, prompting the US to come to the support of the South, dispatching
          substantial numbers of ground forces. 
        

        Mao and the Chinese communist leadership viewed these actions as US aggression and, in October 1950, China entered the war.
          Relations between the US and the People's Republic deteriorated even further and, as a result, the US increased its support
          for Taiwan. 
        

        This conflict lasted until 1953 and resulted in the division of Korea that remains to this day. 

        The 1960s were a tumultuous decade for both China and the US. In China, initial efforts to industrialise, through the programme
          known as the Great Leap Forward, ended in mass starvation in the countryside. 
        

        A subsequent political campaign, the Cultural Revolution, aimed to entrench orthodox communist ideas in China and led to increasing
          isolation from outside influences - in particular, the West. 
        

        In the US, there was domestic conflict over civil rights and the US involvement in the Vietnam War. Relations with China deteriorated
          yet further when China provided technical support for the North Vietnamese communists. 
        

        In 1972, the American President, Richard Nixon, visited China, marking the first time a US president had visited the People's
          Republic. At that time, the US was considered one of its greatest foes. 
        

        The meeting between Nixon and Mao was an important step in formally normalising relations between the United States and China.
          The visit allowed the American public to view images of China for the first time in over two decades. 
        

        Nixon dubbed the visit, 'The week that changed the world'. And the repercussions included a significant shift in the Cold
          War balance, pitting China with the US against the Soviet Union. 
        

        Following Mao's death in 1976, and the subsequent power struggles, Deng Xiaoping took control of the communist party. He was
          a veteran of the Civil War who'd fallen out of favour during the Cultural Revolution. 
        

        As paramount leader of China from 1978 to 1992, Deng was at the forefront of leading China towards both economic reform and
          more open relations with the rest of the world. 
        

        Deng took the opportunity to visit the West, including meeting with US President Jimmy Carter in Washington in 1979. This
          was part of a diplomatic process that led to a normalisation of relations between the USA and China. 
        

        Deng promoted economic reform through a synthesis of economic policies that became known as the Socialist Market Economy.
          Aided by the normalisation of relations with the US, Deng opened China to foreign investment and the global market and promoted
          limited private competition, including personal entrepreneurship. 
        

        He's generally credited with developing China into one of the fastest-growing economies in the world, and of raising the standard
          of living of hundreds of millions of Chinese. 
        

        The Tiananmen Square protests were student-led demonstrations in Beijing in the spring of 1989 calling for government accountability,
          freedom of the press, freedom of speech and the restoration of workers' control over industry. 
        

        The students were supported, at their height, by over a million people in the square, and in protests in 400 other cities.
          The students were soon met by a sharp crackdown. Deng and the other party elders declared martial law and mobilised as many
          as 300,000 troops to Beijing. 
        

        The scale of military mobilisation, the resulting bloodshed and level of casualties shocked the watching world. The crackdown
          led to widespread condemnation internationally and sanctions from Western governments, including Washington. 
        

        In subsequent years, widespread repression followed. Political reforms were halted and economic reforms didn't resume until
          1992. Western governments, in response, continued to impose economic sanctions and arms embargoes. 
        

        After Deng's retirement in 1992, China had a series of changes of leadership, throughout which China continued to grow. Trade
          with the West increased. Through this period, China maintained sustained and rapid economic growth and development. It modernised
          its infrastructure and transformed its cities. 
        

        By 2011, China had become the world's second largest economy after the United States. By 2012, it also became the world's
          leading trading nation. Relatively unscathed by the global financial crisis, China's economic power had increased its international
          stature immensely. 
        

        When President Xi Jinping became head of state in 2013, some of the biggest challenges included the very high levels of inequality
          between rich and poor, pollution, cronyism, corruption and rising discontent. 
        

        The Beijing Olympics in 2008 were strategically important to the Chinese government, as they wanted to project an image of
          China as a modern state. 
        

        However, the games were not without controversy, and issues such as China's stance on human rights came under international
          scrutiny. The Olympic torch relay designed to promote China was met by protesters, such as these in San Francisco. And the
          heavy-handed response of the Chinese protecting the torch caused outrage. 
        

        Concerns over human rights abuses in China, China's stance towards Tibet, and other aspects of China's foreign policy were
          also all the subject of criticism. 
        

        In 2000, President Bill Clinton normalised trade relations with Beijing, and China joined the World Trade Organisation in
          2001. 
        

        In 2006, under George Bush's presidency, US Secretary of State, Robert Zoellick, launched a strategic dialogue with China
          asking them to become a responsible stakeholder in the international system. 
        

        Policy debates within the US were also impacted by many Western companies, having, by now, established significant interests
          in the Chinese economy. Some companies with investments in China have pressed the US government to take a softer line on China,
          or have countered those who criticise the communists. 
        

        Other tensions remain. In 2011, US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, in recognition of China's increased military power,
          announced a US strategic pivot towards Asia, increasing US military assets in the Asia Pacific region. 
        

        In recent years, China's assertion of its new power has raised various diplomatic tensions. At the UN, China opposed the US
          invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq, as well as a number of Western policies, particularly towards conflicts in Africa. 
        

        Conflict with the US extends to the issue of climate change. Disagreement between China and the USA has been a major obstacle.
          This has frustrated efforts to achieve a global agreement to curb greenhouse gas emissions. 
        

        The changing pattern of cooperation and conflict that has characterised China's relationship with the West throughout history
          looks set to continue in the present day. 
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      World Tonight: Paul Adams 

      Transcript

      
        Ritulah Shah

        Let’s think about how the new China handles its relationship with the United States. President Obama announced that the US
          was going to concentrate on the Asia-Pacific Region. It’s what’s become known as the pivot to Asia. Now this marked a departure
          from the more traditional focus on Europe and the Middle East and many in China have seen this as an attempt to contain China
          and they view it with deep suspicion.
        

        Paul Adams, our Washington Correspondent, looks at what the Americans mean by ‘the pivot to Asia‘.

        

      

      
        Barack Obama

        After a decade in which we fought two wars that cost us dearly, in blood and treasure, the United States is turning our attention
          to the vast potential of the Asia-Pacific Region.
        

        

      

      
        Paul Adams

        November, 2011 and Barack Obama addresses the Australian Parliament and announces a much anticipated re-balancing of foreign
          policy priorities, a pivot towards Asia and one country in particular.
        

        

      

      
        Barack Obama

        The United States will continue our effort to build a co-operative relationship with China.

        

      

      
        Paul Adams

        It’s been more than forty years since Richard Nixon’s stunning announcement that he was off to see Chairman Mao. It’s hardly
          been plain sailing since then. Human Rights, cyber espionage, Taiwan and Tibet there are any number of differences, but over
          the course of four decades an elaborate network of ties has evolved in order to keep this difficult relationship on track.
          Michael Pillsbury has been advising Presidents on Defence policy since Jimmy Carter.
        

        

      

      
        Michael Pillsbury

        There's more than fifty different mechanisms by which the Chinese government and the American government meet periodically. It’s
          a very extensive system for consultation but on top of the whole thing of course is the President and the Chinese leader and
          that is where, so far, nothing hostile has been said by one side against the other. The United States has avoided calling
          China a threat. We simply don’t do that. What you do find is lots of voices from scholars and some lower level officials who
          do say harsh things about the other side.
        

        

      

      
        Voiceover

        China is stealing American ideas and technology everything from computers to fighter jets. Seven times Obama could have taken
            action. Seven times he said ‘no‘.

        And even though the President is supposed to sail above all this, China bashing is a staple of the American electoral cycle.

        

      

      
        Voiceover

        Romney’s never stood up to China. All he’s done is send them our jobs.

        I'm Barack Obama and I approve this message.

        

      

      
        Paul Adams

        The implication of course is that one presidential candidate is more likely to bend China to his will than the other, a notion
          most China experts here would regard as fatuous. Not only does it not work but it serves to fuel Beijing’s fear that what
          Washington really wants is not so much co-operation as containment.
        

        

      

      
        Michael Pillsbury

        I think containment is a ridiculous notion to apply to US policy toward China. I see this in the media all the time. I especially
          see it in the Chinese media.
        

        

      

      
        Paul Adams

        Kenneth Lieberthal advised President Clinton on national security and is now a China specialist at the Brookings Institution.

        

      

      
        Kenneth Lieberthal

        I think that you have to ignore almost everything the United States has done in the last thirty years including in the last
          few years to reach a conclusion that we are seeking to contain China. We have developed a mutually interdependent set of economic
          and trade relations including financial relationships. We encourage if anything greater Chinese assumption of responsibility
          in issues around the world. We find the Chinese are not as willing to step up to issues as we would like them to.
        

        

      

      
        Paul Adams

        But if the desire for engagement is real, it’s hampered, says Kenneth Lieberthal, by a chronic degree of mutual ignorance,
          something decades of high-level contacts have yet to overcome.
        

        

      

      
        Kenneth Lieberthal

        I think there is a serious problem at a high level on both systems of a lack of real understanding of how the other political
          system works and therefore often a misinterpretation and misunderstanding may be interpreted as, you know, some major strategic
          move. I've seen that happen, frankly, repeatedly on both sides over the years. It does worry me.
        

        

      

      
        Paul Adams

        That might sound surprising given the huge importance of the relationship but Michael Pillsbury says there's something even
          more fundamental going on – call it a clash of exceptionalism.
        

        

      

      
        Michael Pillsbury

        Americans often say seriously, often they're joking, when they say we’re sent by God to enlighten the world and the Chinese
          have their own concept that they used to be the centre of the universe and some day will be again. So obviously when you have
          two rather powerful nations who have this sense of exceptionalism it’s rather difficult to co-operate on tangible things.
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      World Tonight: Studio debate

      Transcript

      
        Ritulah Shah

        Wang Yizhou - a clash of exceptionalism. It sounds like a rather gruesome essay title but is it real? Would you say that is
          a way of thinking about this relationship?
        

        

      

      
        Wang Yizhou

        I think two things are very crucial for future Sino-US relations. One is whether two leaders can successfully manage some
          potential crisis. The second challenge is that whether United States majority really believe that China's prosperous and peaceful
          rising are opportunity for US, or think that China’s rising is finally will be big obstacle for US leadership, whether in
          Pacific area or global arenas. And to challenge that I think right now not only consider our narrow national interests but
          also decrease American’s concern will decrease other neighbouring countries’ concern. They will say ‘Okay, China is rising
          after all it is also our opportunities’.
        

        

      

      
        Ritulah Shah

        Paul Haenle, how much is this about US attitudes as much as anything else? We heard Kenneth Lieberthal talk about the ‘chronic
          ignorance’, I think is the phrase that he used, that there is in the United States of China. Is this relationship made much
          worse by that lack of understanding?
        

        

      

      
        Paul Haenle

        I think it’s on both sides. I don’t think it’s just the US. I mean I think here in China it’s also misunderstood. And frankly,
          you know, going back to the pivot, I think the pivot was rolled out very badly. You know we've had presence in Asia for a
          hundred years, especially since the aftermath of World War Two, but we never, that I can remember, in history felt the need
          to roll it out in such a high-handed sort of loud way to the region. And I think there was domestic political factors to that. I
          think there was also an element of reassuring our South East Asia friends and other friends in Asia that we’re not going away. But
          I think what the Chinese should – if you read the language closely and having worked in the White House for five years as
          China Director for two Presidents, I believe that the aspect that is missed is the fact that in order for the rebalancing
          strategy to work it requires constructive and stable relations with China, that’s a key aspect of it. Now you would not have
          – you would not have concluded that from listening to the pivot or from reading Hillary Clinton’s article in Foreign Policy magazine, which said as we draw down our forces in Afghanistan and Iraq we’re going to pivot to Asia. And I think what was
          left out of that was the diplomatic element of the rebalancing the economic element of the rebalancing and frankly the element
          that we need a constructive and stable relationship with China.
        

        

      

      
        Ritulah Shah

        Jin Canrong?

        

      

      
        Jin Canrong

        I think the financial crisis is a big issue for the recent US–China relations. Many change can trace back to that event. And
          this financial crisis hurt US economy and hurt the confidence of the society. And China also changed – China actually benefits
          from this event. The rise in China accelerated by – by financial crisis. Then comes the new issue of the pivot strategy. Most
          of the public here believe the pivot strategy is mainly targeted at China. And they are relying on military power and the
          goal is to have encirclement – encirclement against China. But according to my observation within the decision-making circle,
          the observation is much more balanced. I think the leaders know there are multi-motivations behind the pivot and not only
          targeted at China. And the approach is rather complicated not just relying on military and the goal is not to encircle against
          China but rather to put some norms on China’s future behaviour. So that’s why although the pivot leads to some mistrust but
          Chinese leaders, especially the new leader, Xi Jinping, rates that this new concept so called ‘new type of a major power relations’.
        

        

      

      
        Ritulah Shah

        Ian Bremmer we have heard a little bit about the mistrust just there. If there is to be this kind of new power relationship,
          do China and the United States need to focus on things where they can have a common interest and North Korea comes to mind.
        

        

      

      
        Ian Bremmer

        They do, but we also need to understand that there are fewer things that we have common interest than we used to and that
          is part of the problem. It’s not just mutual exceptionalism though that certainly exists. It’s also that historically the
          Chinese have followed America’s lead on all these norms and values because they were small and didn’t have a choice. Now they're
          bigger, they have a choice and they'd rather do less of it. We need to recognise how radically different these countries actually
          are. The United States is a rich industrial country.  China’s poor. Not just Greece poor or Portugal poor. It’s six thousand
          dollars per capita. The average American has no conception of what that actually means but it means that the Chinese have
          completely different perspectives on what they need to do and not do in terms of industrialisation; in terms of climate, in
          terms of trade. They have a state capitalist system. That’s a system that’s diametrically opposed to the US in many ways but
          it’s the way that the Chinese have become world beaters economically and they need to continue it. The Americans don’t accept
          that. So there are true mutual lack of interests and zero sameness in this relationship that will frankly become more problematic. They
          need to be well managed but they will become more problematic.
        

        

      

      
        Ritulah Shah

        But if you were about to take charge of China, then in a sense does that leadership now have to catch up with the fact that
          yes, the per capita income of the people may be very low, but this is economically an enormously powerful country and therefore
          has no choice but to take its place on the world stage?
        

        

      

      
        Ian Bremmer

        I think the answer is no. I would resist that strongly. If I were – if I were a Chinese leader I would say I want no part
          of a G2. I want no part of responsible stakeholdership. You're asking me to act like a rich country when I'm not. You're asking
          me to follow rules that you created to benefit you. That’s what the US wants. And I'm an American. We want that. But the Chinese
          government doesn’t want it. They’re saying increasingly loudly that they don’t want it. The fact that they're going to become
          the world’s largest economy should give us no illusions as Americans that they're going to act like the United States. They
          will not. And the responsible stakeholder concept is one that strikes most Chinese as arrogant and ill-minded.
        

        

      

      Back
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