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PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

After the 2007-2009 global financial crises, thevaktion of President Xi Jinping to
paramount power since 2012-2013 and his “contintiitpugh change”, cautious though
resolute, step-by-step implementation of th& 2dntury "China Dream Grand Strategy’, the
world of today is somewhat “broken up” in termg@dpolitics.

For me, as a Sinologue, Bulgarian Senior diplowitlt over thirty years experience,
including in Beijing (1985-1990), the clear divibetween the East and West that allegedly
faded away after the 1991 collapse of the SovigbkJrshowed somewhat wake-up warning
calls for reincarnation during the struggle betwEast Asia and the West during the 1997-98
Asian Financial Crisis, reiterated by PresidentsXgalls for a "new historic starting point’,
“struggle for the international system’, declar@igna’s firm determination for a key role in
all processes and developments in geo-economics gaogolitics, both regionally and
globally.

No definite, plausible, and convincing answer basn given, yet, as to who is the real
winner out of the end of the Cold War? We face gl@nd regional, political, economic, debt
burden financial, social, military and proliferatitravails that persist. A wave of nationalism,
protectionism, and de-globalization has arisen. Th&. under President Trump is
unpredictably retreating from global and regionighivchallenges, and the structural alliance
between the EU and the U.S. is being questione@hascellor Merkel declares that "Europe
should take matters into its own hands’.

Emulating past great power rise’s economic andnfiral protectionism, China tells
the world that its strategy is ‘reform and openirmit in real ground life it more resembles
‘reform and selected conditional opening”, undeijigs rules, appearing that the world
‘may be too late”. Appeasing President Trump, vepently, China agreed to allow U.S.
credit card giants, like Visa and MasterCard, agdesits huge market — but now domestic
Chinese financial service companies, like UnionPdijpay, so dominate the Chinese market
that U.S". and other foreign companies will be teffight over the scraps.

The “fragmentation” of the world has brought magranges in the existing
geopolitical patterns and has offered more chadrekoptions to China’s continuous rise and
global preeminence re-emergence. Beijing is gaispace and influence in global economy,
governance, and development model promotion, makullg use if its geo-economics
advantages in expanding and remodeling the geagablglobal structure.

In the discipline of International Relations tHelgal re-emergence of China is one of
the most, if not the mostly sought, research topith vast body of published analytical
literature in the last decade. However, what i$ stissing and understudied in both world’s
policy debates and scholarly IR production, are dhestions of existence/non-existence of
current and structured Chinese Grand Strategy,hamdwill China operationally behave in
implementing its 2% century two centenarian goals, based and guidedhiborical
experience and lessons from past power transitetteqms. Many researchers have made
casual references to the emergence of past GreaerBobut fell short of thoroughly
addressing structural Grand Strategy parallels &twChina’s rise and similar cases in world
history. Some even openly express legitimate doatspessimism about China’s key role to
major processes and developments in geopolitidk, ihdhe Asia-Pacific and globally

For my scholarly eclectic research inquiry inte tiomestic building blocks, driving
forces and strategic goals of China’s rise anthtenational relations and foreign policy, |
scholarly turned to comparative case-study withrédatively “peaceful” and successful U.S.”
post-WWII Grand Strategy. $0century’s failed hegemonic rise attempts of Ja@ammany
and USSR serve China’s Grand Strategy only as imegatamples, and warning lessons of



what exactly not to do. China is trying to emulatel Sinicize all successful U.S. strategies
and policies that led to the later’s post mid-2@ntury final rise and global preeminance.

Believing that the arc of history is on her sidel actively working on that geo-
economically-first, geopolitically-second, all thairrently China is strategically prioritizing,
is, buying enough time and guaranteeing peacetatnational environment at least until its
second 2049 centenarian China Dream strategic ajoalebrating the 100anniversary of
then projected extremely powerful and influentiglople’s Republic. President Xi Jinping’s
January 2017 Davos economic globalization leaderapt speech clearly indicated China’s
fears, that just like 100 years ago, the currentemaf anti-globalization and its potential
geopolitical backlash, could easily lead to theemgergence of unpredictable geo-strategic
hostile military rivalry and conflicts, de-globadiion and global economic depression, seen
as the main existential threats and risks facinmp&Bbream Grand Strategy.

While explicitly researching and elaborating on pio¢ential 21 century unraveling of
one of the global most important and consequehtiateral U.S. — China relationship, as the
title of the research project dictates, being amopean, though from the periphery, my
signals and wake-up calls throughout the disseratiere implicitly raising the current tough
and pending EU travails - its unity, solidarity anture European vision.

In trying to give scholarly plausible and convingimnswers to the thesis” main
question - "What does China want? | also kind dffpoward the not less important question
of - "What does Europe want?”

World history, not as a teacher, but rather as edevg who punishes all those not
learning from past lessons and mistakes, is aburafatases where super and great powers
do come to compromises and on terms, quite oftémeagxpense of third parties.

What bears more risks and threats to the EU - RusGhina, the "Trump
phenomenon’, or Brexit, that may exacerbate morsidns and geopolitical contradictions
in Europe?

What we have today is "America First’, "China FjrdRussia First’, "Brexit — Global
Britain, independent actor, relying on its U.S.pésial relationship”, "Golden Age’
relationship with China, and on conditional supgimim some of the EU member states.

After recent, May 2017's, President Trump busimessgy trip to the Middle East
and Europe/NATO/EU/G-7/, continuing Russian asgeniess, and the refusal of Chinese
Premier Li Kegiang to sign the common EU-China detion/statement on the bilateraf"19
Leaders” meeting in early June 2017 in Brussels,ritore than obvious thateo-Realpolitik
is back home to roost. For me, it is more than abwithat the EU under pressure has to look
after and safeguard its legitimate interests anermational standing by masterly using its
available soft-power, and hopefully forthcoming ardh power, to balance and stabilize
international geopolitics.

I would rather agree with Richard Haass that sggumnternational relations and
foreign policy Grand Strategy — begins at home.

Lacking notable deliverables and practical futunaeswolidation vision, the March 25,
2017, 60" Treaty of Rome anniversary Declaration was shdromenly admitting and
promoting the option of a “two speed Europe’. Tihgoke concept of “two speed” speaks for
itself, and implies threats and risks for the Ungooohesion of democracy, rule of law, and
welfare.

What if the “core” minority member states groupsféd agree on the future unifying,
consolidating, and integrating the "non-core” mgjogroup’s vision and Grand Strategy?
How will the "non-core” member states who still etjvely cannot or hesitate to join the
“core” group operationally behave amidst fadinthfaa common EU destiny and future?

The crucial debates over EC’s March 2017 futuresBEive scenarios White Paper
and four reflection papers on globalization, deéeaad security, finance and economy, and



social dimensions of the EU should deliver a onee/wision and Grand Strategy by EU
elections year of 2019, and streamline Institufideaderships.

By putting its economic and financial house in orfiest, the EU, not opposing, but
independently and autonomously, should signifigaetihance, streamline and integrate its
security and defense standing assets through véaldeptimally inclusive European Defense
Union, beginning with Articles 42(6) and 46 of tAd&U, assess a real, not wishfully
imaginary world picture, and tell the rest whatstsategic interests are and what does Europe
really wants for the Zicentury.

Quite some outstanding Belgian IR scholars havgeplaa strong motivated role and
encouraging influence for the apparition of thisPtdissertation.

| owe deep gratitude and am entirely thankful to foymer Supervisor, Professor
Emeritus Rik Coolsaet, both for his humanly phijasical and professionally wise and subtle
advice, guidance, and scholarly freedom he renderedin the complex labyrinth of my
ambitious endeavor and in conducting the research.

| am also much indebted to my current SupervisofeRsor Dries Lesage, who gave
valuable practical support and guidance duringfithed important streamlining stage of my
work.

The works and publications of Professor Sven Biscegrved as example and
inspiration. | truly value and admire his honestl anofessional stand of a totally committed
Pro-European in this uncertain, volatile and amleivia international geopolitical reality
environment.

Of course, finally, dedicating my scholarly endeatm my family, | have to express
my deep and loving gratitude and appreciation fdiada and Stephan’s unconditional belief
and trust in the scholarly and purely human addeddevthat my work could contribute with.
They stoically embraced the long days and nightenMd was missing from home and family
life, giving me full support and even encouraging research project, what | will never
thankfully forget.
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INTRODUCTION
GENERAL HYPOTHESES OF THE DISSERTATION

Neither China nor the world were expecting or readymeet the meteoric and
spectacular rise of China and her overtaking Jasathe world second largest economy in
2010. In only three decades China accomplished wdak other countries dozens, even
centuries.

In whatever direction we turn today - politicsplgal governance, economics, finance,
energy, inter-state and inter-party interactions, weet and face basic principles of Deng
Xiaoping's “Socialism with Chinese characteristitds2ory, dialectically based upon China’s
specifics and concrete historical conditions.. lostncases these “characteristics” are leading
and guiding Chinese leaderships” policies, reglgnaven globally, based on pragmatic geo-
economics, rather than on hard power and ideolegghrined into the CCP’s Constitution at
the 1%" Party Congress in 1997, Deng’s Theory remainsrdingd guideline for action,
allowing also for Beijing’s strategic and tactigallitical and economic flexible adjustments
in progressive line with the officially proclaimé&ghinese “core national interests — security,
sovereignty, economic development” in 2011.

IR discipline and scholarship make no exceptionn&lmnas been a priority topic and
theme for IR research and analysis, with the magstjons — where is China going to, what
does China want? Many scholars have tried routit@lgompare China with the contender
status of Germany, with its Bismarkian reassurarwk Wilhelmine assertiveness, even with
the USSR's ideological revisionism. But, both oégh hegemonic attempts have failed,
fatally. China’s strategic and tactical behaviad golicies show that she has no intentions of
emulating a failed and compromised hegemonic gfi@texperience, practice and patterns.
Beijing’s consistent calls and drive for peacefoxistence, win-win inclusive cooperation
and dialogue also demonstrates determination talesvthe history lessons it considers
negative, harmful, and dangerous for it§' 2&ntury China Dream national rejuvenation and
development. For Chinese leadership, the fate atualef of 1.35 billion people is not a casino
stake, especially after the “century of humiliatitrat China suffered and will never forget.

What makes China an unique strategist?

Before its two failed belligerent hegemonic attespptaiser’s and Hitler's Germanies
were integrated active parts of the existing Westeternational system, having mutual
economic, trade, financial and investment intecenti with its future adversaries. Shortly
before WWII, Berlin even hosted the Olympic gamel®86. Germany-led distinct military
alliances were established and fought during Wvdi\aiwI1.

In systemic contrast to Germany, after WWI/WWII aduting the hostile ideological
and military blocks” Cold War period, the Sovietibtinwas not incorporated into the Western
dominant international system, having its own-lec&rgéw Pact and Council for Mutual
Economic Assistance. Moscow took part at the Br&ttwods negotiations in 1944, but never
ratified the agreement. It was only after the qkaof the Soviet Union, and after long period
of negotiations that the new Russian Federatioalneomember of the Breton Woods” liberal
democratic systemic institutions of the IMF, WBdaBATT/WTO.

China’s uniqueness and third path Deng Xioapingaegy lays in the premises that
initially in its rise period after 1978/79 Chinarahbtionally accepted to be a non-systemic
shaker, status-quo, "Keep a low profile” (KLP) passible stakeholder” within the dominant
liberal democratic international system, and evieack a "quasi-alliance” with the U.S. in
countering hegemonic USSR.

Demonstrating systemic ‘responsible stakeholderstiipr accumulating relatively
impressive “comprehensive national strength”, apka@ally after the global financial and
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economic ‘Great Recession” in 2008-9, China begaming towards a more assertive
“searching for acievements” (SFA) strategy, by torgaand supporting structures and
platforms outside the existing liberal internatibnsystem, such as: SCO; BRICS,
OBOR/BRI; AlIB; NDB, etc.

What we have today is an ambitious resurrectingn&hwvith a Grand Strategy that
maneuvers and operates both within and outsideestablished dominant international
system. In sharp contrast to Germany and USSRe&ifaiilitary based hegemonic attempts,
and U.S’ initially successful one, China’s Grangi8gy third path, for the time being, does
not include as its major building block, the scaehe creation of formal military-security
alliances with third countries. 1982 enshrined he CCP’s Constitution principles of "'no
alliances, no hegemony, and no expansion” allom&bnly for the creation and support of
“strategic and/or cooperative” partnerships witfedént states around the world.

Deng Xiaoping's adopted vision and legacy of thmgiple of “one country-two
systems” also adds up to China’s uniqueness mmaitiern development path, characterised by
a mixed planned and free market economy functionaggether with a non-liberal political
superstructure under the leadership of the CCP.

Holistic comparison of the entire long periods o 1J.S.” and China’s rise is not the
goal of my work.

In my thesis, | claim, using eclectic empirical demce, official documentation and
comparative analysis, that China is gradually, ctelely and patiently emulating, with
“Chinese characteristics”, the only successful eepee of relatively ““peaceful” global
preeminence rise in history — that of the Unitedt&t after WWII, taking into account the
different historical periods of accomplishment.

Strategic and tactical selective cases of emulatiand parallels with successful
American experience and policies are abundant:

- Chinese recent more assertive stands on the &hitta Sea and the East China Sea
are not that much different from the distant"x@®ntury U.S.” Monroe Doctrine, when West
European powers in the years were told that they rast welcome in the Western
Hemisphere;

- U.S. led Bretton Woods system of IMF and WB, nloas its parallel in China led
AllB, BRICS" NDB, as well as the option promoted Bgijing for the creation of SCO’s
distinct Development Bank;

- U.S’s role after 1945 as the world’s biggest itwechation, engine for global
economic growth and globalization, is currentlytteg discretion of the Chinese leadership,
strategically taken over by Beijing;

- U.S.” 1948 $ 14 billion Marshall Plan for the WMflost-war reconstruction of
Western Europe and Japan is generally emulatedhinaG 2013 OBOR/BRI for industrial,
infrastructure, communications and energy develoyiraed connectivity of Asia, Africa and
Europe in the tune of hundreds of billions andnetvidlions U.S. dollars.

- Post WWII American idustrial, technological, aretucational supremacy is
currently contested and emulated by overwhelmingé&de efforts and investment in these
sectors.

- China’s 2011 officially declared “core natiomdérests” quite resemble the red lines
attached to the long existing stratagems of "natisecurity” and “national vital” interests of
the USA.

- China’s current Strategic Partnership of Coatiim with Russia, echoes U.S’
“quasi-alliance” with China against USSR in theQ9and 1980s.

- In April 2016, besides his other 3 top partgte, and military chairmanships - a
direct military control over the PLA was assumedXaydinping in his new, very U.S. like,
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capacity of "Commander-in-Chief, discarding the $taviet-style structure, and emulating the
U.S. model of joint command for faster executiomegtisions.

- China’s March 2018 initial issuance of “petr@ayufutures oil contracts is not that
different from the established global system of ihetro-dollars” contracts, marking China’s
long term ambitious plans for increased circulabbithe yuan (RMB) in the global economy.

- On the informational contest and emulating Armesmi practice, since 1998 the
Informatiom Office of China’s State Council (Goverent) began publishing reports on the
human rights” situation in the U.S., emulating amtraditional annual reports on China by
the State Department. March 2018 launched new Gaimgormational platform — Voice of
China” (VOC), quite resembles the functions of thé&. govrnment-funded — Voice of
America (VOA), etc.

The title of the dissertation “U.S. — China powansition in the 2t century’, in line
with the general hypotheses, implies referencbédower Transition Theory (PTT) and how
China sees it. For Organski, and his main disciptesfollowers — Kugler, Tammen, Lemke,
being structural rationalist, neither realist mealist, PTT has the most tightly integrated and
internally consistent explanation for why, how, aviten conflicts and war occur between the
dominant great power and dissatisfied challengetke system.

Chinese leadership and IR scholars consider thati® a Western IR theory which
analyzes Western hegemonic practices and war hisitrey consistently claim that one of
the pillars of the Chinese Grand Strategy's intéwnal relations and foreign policy goals is
the necessity of achieving and guaranteeing frigrmimpetitive, and peaceful development
environment, thus promoting the peaceful identft€bina.

Organski, in his original explication of powernsition theory, however, was far more
cautious regarding routine IR comparison made batveerising China with that of Germany
over 100 years ago. Despite predicting the remdekiake of China exactly 60 years ago in
his 1958 bookWorld Politics Organski was circumspect in predicting a greawgyowar
involving China and the U.S. According to the PTiiliated IR scholars, U.S. can maintain
peace and stability by successfully managing tieréutransition with China, and later with
India?

In my work | hypothesize that by many measuresribe of China in the U.S.-led
international system has indeed triggered a U.Sn&Cpower transition. In retrospect, this
power transition started when China embarked oroeerassertive SFA strategic and tactical
behavior, especially after officially defining itsore national interests in 2011, and President
Xi’s 2012 concept of "New Type of Major Countriesl&ionship” between China and U.S.

Many IR scholars, Chinese included, doubt whethen&has a Grand Strategy which
underpins and guides its march into thé 2éntury. | argue that China already has basically
formulated its own third path Grand Strategy, waghstructed from the point of view of
current ‘'means’ and ‘ends’, with a dialectic umtymandatory components and basic
elements of “security, economy and ideology”, amhcrete mid and long-term strategic
power transition goals till 2050. My discussiongaeding China’s rise, its future options for
influence and power in the 2tentury through the focus of the equation ChibiaS., and the
new evolving international system, | consider dsvant and of importance mostly in the
context of the goals of the Grand Strategy, and assponse to the question - "What does
China really want?”

As any Grand Strategy, “China Dream Grand Stratagythostly a hostage of the
‘means’. The success or failure of the global deeendent economy, the new Chinese
economic model/project, and the global geopolitdelopments, will determine how much

1 Ronald L. Tammen et alPower Transitions Strategies for the 21st Centu2900, New York: CQ Press, p. 6.
2 lbid, Chapter 7.
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and how soon President Xi's China Dream succeetislsrand how China will relate to the
world in the 2% century, especially in its crucial interactiongtwihe USA.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS/ CHALLENGES

“Napoleon Bonaparte once said that China is “apstgelion and when China wakes
up, the world will shake® In fact, the lion of China has awoken, but whsg torld sees
now, is a peaceful, amiable, civilized lioh”.

During his first official March 2014 visit in Fraac President Xi Jinping made a
speech at UNESCO headquarters in Paris, decodiagéfative constructivist language, his
China Dream strategy: “The Chinese people areisgyito fulfill the Chinese Dream of the
great renewal of the Chinese nation. The Chinessamris about the prosperity of the
country, the rejuvenation of the nation and theplagss of the people. It reflects both the
ideal and drive of the Chinese people today to seelstant progress. The China Dream will
be realized through balanced development and muaiaforcement of the material and
cultural progress. Without the continuation andedepment of civilization or the promotion
of prosperity and culture the China Dream will motme true “, organically complementing
his Paris realist metaphor of the “peaceful, bel@gmese lion”.

At the turn of the 20 century, China was at best still on the averagheperiphery
of the global political economy and world liber&ndocracy driven international relations.

Today, we have a transitional historic moment inolwlChina, India, Russia, Brazil,
Turkey, Indonesia and a list of secondary risingvgrs have a pretty impressive, though
contradictory, developmental record, a “new his@rstarting point” as Chinese President Xi
Jinping clearly and firmly reiterated in his opeimddress, keynote speech at the Business G-
20, and final press-conference of the 2016 Chinagillaou G-20 meeting (September 4-5).

G-20 September 2016 summit witnessed Xi's skdhd unwavering promotion of the
framework of Globalization 2.0 with "Chinese chaegistics'. He declared that it will lead to
the wellbeing of all mankind in the form of socestiof common destiniy and interests on the
basis of harmony, cooperation and fair distributddrpublic goods, displayed as the nucleus
of the Chinese civilization's values system. FoijiBg the instrumental role for achieving
the recovery of the global economy from the cridighe old industrial development model
should be played by the G-20. The latter must beadéd from being a “talk shop™ to medium
and long-term active managerial actions group aotilateral innovation policies” platform
with allegedly strong China leadership role.

At the same time the U.S. and EU seemed to hdles fmto a period of political and
economic uncertainty and self doubt arguably ofrawe have not seen, unprecedented since
the rise of the Western world. In the U.S. thattaking form of a conflicting domestic
political polarization with weird and unorthodoxrpsan outcomes as the run of Sanders and
Trump for the 2016 presidency, unknown to the US%e 1945. In the EU it is taking the
forms of a re-nationalization of political and eoamic life, including immigration policies
and building protection walls, or ideas for quiitithe Shengen, a questioning of the future of
the EU as a strategic project. Issues are raisedhehthe EU is coherent to aggregate and
consolidate its model and role in managing andgadiig the transition of this world to the
next international system. Will the Brexit outcofead to serious economic and geopolitical
impact on the latter as a whole and especially fEdinGlobal Strategy perspective?

3 Quote attributed to Napoleon by Alain Peyrefitt873/, Paris, Fayard, :"Quand la Chine s’eveillerée.monde tremblera.

4 Xi Jinping — President of the PR of China speedamank the 5 anniversary of diplomatic relations between PR@ Brance, Paris,
March 28, 2014” , Xinhua News.
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We could not consider it as accidental that th8.deems to be almost politically
polarized, that in Europe Madame Merkel was yellaigthe leaders of Greece who were
trying to bail out their failing and bankrupt ecomp. The Italians are wondering whether the
EU is running out of steam, Germany is loosingHtgopean vocation, and the UK is in
search of its own future Commonwealth 2.0 modeldefelopment and global posture.
Objectively, troubled Japan can be added to the Wi are witnessing and looking at some
deeper kinds of structural changes that are magoigical and socio-economic life in the
liberal democracies of the world much more diffidhlan ever.

Due to the all above, and especially to the Brskibck, the June 2016 European
Council did not meet the expectations for comprehen and holistic debates and
prioritization on the right EU Global Strategy, atiet Union's pragmatically idealistic role
model “as the promoter of security, freedom andspeoity — as defender of equality — in
Europe and the world.

Perhaps the new American administration will trytoroughly analyze the changing
real world and adjust the U.S. Grand Strategyng ith President Trump inaugural address
and first speech to the joint session of CongresBabruary 28, 2017, where his pledge to the
“renewal of the American spirit” quite resembR@sident Xi's 2012 China Dream Grand
Strategy and call for the “"rejuvenation of theri&sie nation™.

The most pressing, long term geopolitical questi@onfronting the world today are:
“What is the next international system going tokldi&e, how long and in what direction its
construct is going to take us, would it be peacefulkould it vindicate the realist discourse of
war like hegemonic transition?” How will China atiee USA behave strategically in the rest
of the 2% century?

Even though strategists, analysts, scholars andypoiakers differ on exactly how
long the material and ideological primacy of thestMe going to last, almost everybody today
has arrived at the same conventional wisdom whscthat the processes of change have
began. It may take another decade or two, but etime between 2025-2040 we shall live
in a world in which, as Noble laureate in Econonfubert Fogel predicted in 20fl@hina
will be the most powerful player economically, imieh it may likely develop a military and
geopolitical ambition to go with it. In 2010, Stev®1. Walt also announced “the end of the
world as we know it” in his May 13 post fRoreign Affairsconcluding that “Even if this
analysis is partly correct, then we are going tedhgome serious rethinking of grand strategy
in both Europe and the United States. Hard choméishave to be made, and traditional
world-view and familiar platitudes won't help ugyenuch™.

We are looking at and participating in a historim@ment in which we are going to
move away from a long period of Western dominaocent in which the West is only one of
the multiple poles of power and ideology in the Morn history, when such kind of
transitions took place, they were violent and damge When power moved in the system,
from one particular kind of power to another — éh@ras a contest for the norms and the
principles that order the international system stndggle, bloody struggle usually came along
with it.

The questions | want to research and give convingiausible answers in my thesis
are therefore multifaceted:

1. Similarities and differences in the leadershistpres of the U.S (mid-28.) and
China (2%%c.). Is China selectively and pragmatically emulgtisome of the successful

5 See Sven Biscop, “Geopolitics with European Charistics: An Essey on Pragmatic Idealism, Equadityd Strategy’, March 2016,
Egmont Paper 8 gmont Royal Institute for International Relatiops 26.

6 Robert Fogel, “ $123000000000000 China’s Estimitmhomy by the year 2040. Be Warnedreign Policy Vol. 7, January 2010.
’ Steven Walt, “The End of the World as We Know Rgreign Affairs May 13, 2010.
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approaches and Grand Strategy of post-WWII U.S1, does Beijing have a Grand Strategy
for a power transition in the 2entury?

2. Will China eventually accept to be fully broughtline with the Western liberal
international order, or shall we have — confrooatidefeat and possible integration?

3. Is it viable and realistic that ftwetfirst time in the history of Modernity, the West
will loose the Grand contest and let live peacgfall Chinese model in the international
system?

4. Is China a status-quo, revisionist or third psiitategist, targeting a totally new
multi polar and no one's international system?

CONTENT/STRUCTURAL OUTLINE

The structure of the dissertation is divided int@ fouilding blocks.

INTRODUCTION

The work begins with the general hypotheses, my fesearch questions/challenges,
followed by the structural logic of the researclsige, and the academic state of the art of the
research questions. My eclectic analytical approachepresented by my discussion and
concise drawing upon the main paradigms and IRrigeavith emphasis on how they explore
and theorize on the topic of China's rise. | alsolude the leading Chinese theoretical
responses to the international China rise debatetlee Chinese Zhongyong dialectics of how
IR scholars theorize on China’s rise and Grand&jya

PART I

| turn to selective comparative analysis of thetemic leadership posture processes of
the USA and China, as one of my leading hypothelsisns that it is not Germany or the
USSR, but the United States that China, applyisgsfiecific “Chinese characteristics”, is
trying to pragmatically and flexibly emulate, esipdlg the initial successful U.S. model
towards global pre-eminence following WWII.

In the first chapter, | concisely discuss diffareeriods of the successful emergence
and rise of the United States on the world stagd) emphasys on post-WWII modes of
world hegemony, definitely top priority researchdatudy themes of Chinese strategists, as
positive and negative experience. | also touch ugwn limits of U.S. unipolarity, as
evidenced in the first decade of the*Z&ntury with signs of relative decline, leadingthe
2016 U.S. presidential debate in search for a nevercan Grand Strategy.

In the second chapter, | take a synthesized apprmaexploring and discussing the
main periods and major external and domestic dejievents that led to the [re]Jemergence of
China in the world, and set the stage for the aimiuof its Grand Strategy for the 21
century. Here | concentrate on the premises showhiat) China's rise strategy does not
represent only a CCP’s copy right, but has a lasetpty with green shots even during the
period of the “century of humiliation”, before thall of the Qing dynasty and the 1912
Republic of China. Deng Xiaoping's 1978 Il Plenanarks only the beginning of the
successful part of the China rise strategy, with tefined periods — the “keep a low profile”
(KLP) from 1979 to the global financial and econonarisis of 2008-9, and the more
confident and assertive “search for achievemenEA|Speriod, from 2009 to the present. In
the latter, China, under the almost unparalleledgrtul leadership of President Xi Jinping,
began demanding equality and parity in the relatigmwith the United States, by promoting
Xi initiated “New Type of Major Countries Relatidmnp” (NTMCR).

PARTI

In the third chapter, the basic components or gahdwilding blocks of “China
Dream” Grand Strategy are under review. The disongakes a thorough look at all security,
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material and ideational elements that structuren&lream and shows the consequent and
meticulous intentions and psychological approadid3resident Xi to his collectivist project
and experiment of capturing, energizing, and ggdthe huge national potential, and
especially the ambitions and dreams of the youggeeration. The chapter concludes with
the interconnectedness between Chinese nationahsinthe goals of the Grand Strategy.

In the fourth chapter | exhibit, based on the lade empirical data, the structure of
the “China Dream” Grand Strategy. Then | discusbtaynto put forward three sets of rational
guestions: What really does President Xi mean bip&Bream and where is China believing
to be headed at?; What can be projected of Chimaabilities, political system,
performances of the new economic growth model?; Afttht are the specific Chinese
strategic intentions in the context of the Beijmgurrent regional and global operational
behavior? The chapter closes with plausible contpararends and options for U.S. Grand
Strategy response to “China Dream” in the contdxthe 2016 U.S. presidential election,
which may open a new chapter in the universe of Aaagr politics.

PART Il

In chapter five | discuss the viability of China&laims and surge for a new more just,
democratic and inclusive system of internationdtiens, and China’s from within and from
outside the existing order third path approaches sirategy. China continues to selectively
demonstrate its ‘responsible stakeholder’'s staedarding the centrality of some of the
existing systemic structures such as the UN, WTG20G and in parallel seeks the
establishment and enlargement of new internatiepstiemic structures and platforms where
Beijing plays leading maker’s role - BRICS, SCO,IBRd AlIB. The recent Kazakhstan
June 2017 inclusion in the SCO of India and Pakiatad President Xi's call for a new SCO’s
Development Bank, similar to the BRICS" NDB, ar¢atde examples of China Dream Grand
Strategy’s efforts for major adjustments and ti@amsétions in the existing system of
international relations.

Chapter six analyzes the current state of plathefinternational system and of the
main actors, reiterates and reassesses the paatiélthe differences between the leadership
rise of the USA and China.. The analysis emphasitaesa’s third pathway - “geo-economics
first” strategy for regional and global pre-eminenincluding by offering an alternative
Chinese model of economic globalization developmigra@t may lead to "Building the
Community of Common Destiny of Mankind” - the mamotto of Xi's January 2017 speech
at the UNGA.

GENERAL ASSESSMENTS AND CONCLUSIONS

Finally, 1 draw general assessments and conclasibrihe dissertation, based on the
Beijing's drive and declared option for economigbgllization with “Chinese characteristics’,
the current state of play of the U.S.-China relaldp, and the global geo-strategic outlook in
the context of that relationship. | also turn te tlesults in the dissertation and formulate the
basic answers to the four-folded research quespahfrward in the Introduction, by reprise
and summary of the arguments defined and develthwedghout my work.

STATE OF THE ART OF THE BASIC ACADEMIC RESEARCH

The main questions and research topics in my thesisabout China’'s rise Grand
Strategy (status-quo, revisionist or third path pygitical strategist) in the context of the
geostrategic equation — China/U.S., and the newiegpinternational system.

China seeks and works to reinstate its long padustas a great power. When
discussing in the thesis as to how China relatésg@xisting international system and use the
academic concepts of ““status-quo”” and ““revistastate ", | eclectically draw on definitions
given in Social Identity Theory (to be revieweddwe). SIT postulates that states that seek to
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improve their status have the options of pursusagial mobility, social competition and/or
social creativity. Social mobility [status-quo] elaies the values and norms of higher status
group members so as the contender to be admittetheio club. The Chinese (Deng
Xiaoping's) general term is "keep a low profile L. Social competition [revisionism] aims
at replacing or modifying the values and normshef dominant group at the top of the status
hierarchy by surpassing it in its domain of supi#fo The Chinese Deng’s equivalent is -
“search for acievements’(SFA). Social creativitgkseto attain pre-eminence in a different
area from that of the other powers.

Some SIT scholars consider social creativity to tbe strategy that China has
generally followed since the end of the Cold Wag, .while | argue that China has
pragmatically and flexibly used all three approache complementing its Zhongyong
continuity through changes, third path geopolitetshtegy after the 2008 Great Recession.

The concept, “China’s rise” or “the rise of China% emerging great power, was first
used and introduced by the distinguished ChineslestdR scholar Yan Xuetong at Qinghua
University. His controversial book - “Internation&invironment of China’s Ris&"was
published in 1998, followed by his English languagtcle entitled — “The Rise of China in
Chinese Eyes'® published in 2001. The concept was articulated dawkloped through the
perspectives of China’'s international relations famdign policy strategies under the current
and future Chinese leaderships.

Then Party and State leader Jiang Zemin rejeceddhcept and the word “rise” was
forbidden to appear in official documents, as hgviexpansionist and revisionist
connotations.

Embedded in the logic of traditional realist West&R theories, along with the take
off of China as a rising power, came the perceptibiChina threat” prevalent in the West
since the 1990s. The Bush Junior Administration veagn advised to adopt a new
containment strategy to counterbalance the “Chimaat’.

China’s international relation and foreign politsategists and elites were fully aware
of the possible backlash that China's growing esoocand military power might cause.
That's the period when Deng Xiaoping left Rieep a low profile® (KLP) legacy to the
future Chinese leadership as a strategy in thestefrhis famous “28 character maxim”.

The maxim, “ on the Pentagon's annual reports tog@ss on the military power of
the PR of China since 2002, goes as follows: olestite situation calmly, hold the positions
securely, cope with matters cool-heartedly, hide ¢hpabilities and bide the time, practice
solid defense, never assume international leagerbht strive to make measured mov&s”.

After 2002, with the arrival of the new"4eneration Hu-Wen leadership, prof. Yan
Xuetong's concept of “China’s rise” was revivedd ardefined. The task was taken by
President Hu's advisor — Zheng Bijian. He elabaraed disseminated the idea of the
concept under the title of “China’s peaceful risédter, to avoid any hegemonic revisionist
allusions, the name was modified to “China’s padadvelopment “,. China's peaceful rise
was defined as an equivalent to the continuatio€loha’'s modernization and reform, so
there was no reason for China to chahigéhe key pillars of China’s domestic and external
policies were conceptualized in 3 dialectic “pe&cegernational peace; internal harmony
and reconciliation across the Taiwan Straits.

8 Deborah Welch Larson, "Will China be a New Typ&ogat Power? °, p. 324.

9 Yan Xuetong, “International Environment of Chin&ise “, Tianjin Renmin Chubanshe, 1998.

10 Yan Xuetong, The Rise of China in Chinese Eyesirnal of Contemporary Chinaol. 10. no. 26, 2001, pp. 33-44.
1 Robert D. Kaplan, “How We Would Fight China’he Atlantic Monthlyvol. 295, no. 5, June 2005, pp. 49-64.

12 David Lai, “ The United States and China Power $ion”, Strategic Studies Institute Book, Dec. 20f. 60.

13 Zheng Bijian, “The 18 Party Congress of CPC and China’s new path ofeR@zRise”, in Collection of Zheng Bijian's Essays,
Vol. 3, /Shanghai People’s Presp. 1122.
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The promotion of the “peaceful rise” theory in tHeS. reached a culmination when
Zheng's article on the theme was published in thetrmfluential foreign policy journal in
America —Foreign Affairs'#

Zheng tried hard to drive his points home: Amergcareed a new conceptual
framework to look at China’s rise as a world poad have to be convinced that China will
take a brand new route of peaceful rise that @lljotifferent case from those of Germany
and Japan or the former Soviet Union.

Deputy Secretary of State Robert B. Zoellick dmled the U.S. response on the
concept in his now-famous speech to the New Yodetd\ational Committee on U.S.-China
Relations on September 21, 2005. Zoellick welcorduiha’s forthcoming initiative. He
commended China for its impressive economic devedy, accrediting it to the U.S. policy
of integration that started with President Nixohistoric visit to China in 1972 and continued
by successive U.S. Presidents. He quoted Secret&tate Condoleezza Rice as saying that
“the United States welcomes a confident, peacafud, prosperous China, one that appreciates
that its growth and development depends on cortsteuconnections with the rest of the
world.” At the same time, he urged China to becameesponsible stakeholderin this
system.

Zoellick also emphasized that China’s quest forcpkd development had internal and
external requirements.

For him, although the Chinese leaders’ priority wasderstandably domestic
economic development, they must also take measone®dernize China’s political system,
without which China could not have a sustainablacpé&ul condition for its ambitious
mission. Externaly, China must work with the Unit8thtes and other leading nations to
create and maintain an environment for all to dgvgbeacefully. This cooperation would
require that China share common interests, and mgpertantly, fundamental values with
the United States, and the other leading nafidns.

Beijing's strategists analyzed the U.S. requiresavith much precaution. On the one
hand, they assessed that it was a tactical andtaeliuacceptance of China’s growing power
and international posture. On the other, the Cleimeged that the “responsible stakeholder”
concept had many undisclosed agendas and ultes&ls ggainst China. Notably, it was a
U.S. hegemonic design to integrate China into ttf&. léd system The United States would
press China to follow the rules set by the Unitéat€s and the West. The latter would be the
arbitre for China’s behaviour. Second, the agenfdeesponsibilities would be far beyond
China’s potentials. Third, it was an exercise ta Ghina to share the U.S. hegemonic
burdens, many of which were against China’s forgighicy, ‘moral principles’™ and national
interests. Fourth, it was an intelligent way tonéaChina for those China-threat problems
such as, then rising costs for energy and otheomedtresources, environmental degradation,
climate change, and many others, and to urge Gbibaar more responsibility for the global
problems.

Chinese analysts, nevertheless, also noted thé sidseof the U.S. maneuver — it was
one that sought cooperation rather than conframtatHowever, they all called for the
Chinese leaders to stand firm on China’s long-halitependent foreign policy, take on
responsibilities according to China’s ability, mlopginciples, and national interests, even if
they were in conflict with those of the United $wmtand the West. China would be
responsible to the world, they argued, but not jasthe United States and the West alone.

14 Zheng Bijian, China’s “Peaceful Rise” to Great-Po®mtusforeign Affairs September/October, 2005.

15 Robert B. Zoellick, “Wither China: From Membersh@Responsibility?” Remarks to the National Contegiton U.S.-China Relations,

September 21, 2005, New York City. Not unexpegtétut 2006 U.S. National Security Strategy includeellick’s promotion of China as
a “responsible stakeholder” and since then it stdinch on the negotiation agenda of Washington DC.
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They also pointed out that although the "respoasibdke-holder” formulation suggested that
the United States welcomed China into the “clubiina would still be treated differently; it
would be an insider in name but an outsider in facta long time to come. China would be
better served to continue its “ keep a low profifecus on its development, IRs and foreign
policy*®.

The dissertation is about China’s third path enrerg@s a great power within the still
unknown development of U.S.- China relations” etyat equation in the twenty first century.

The present case of China’s rise is a unique peetead international relations and
world history. No other world great power has elad the chance or the potential to try to
climb again the ladder to world preeminence twitke reemergence of China as a great
economic, political and military power and its i ups at the end of the 2@&nd in the
beginning of the Zlcentury is certainly one of the most notable IRd historical topics of
interest and scholarly research. The world is watgiChina’'s rise with different sentiments
and reactions ranging from expectation and adromat awe and suspicion.

It is very important to research and present a paaat and projections whether China
will inevitably challenge the existing internatioreystem and the dominant global power
violently, and force a global confrontation leaditogpotential classical power transition, or
the present and future Chinese leaderships wilk seel follow a differentZhongyong
continuity through changespath into a new kind of international system.

This is a crucial topic not just for IR scholargagegists and policy makers, but also
for the general public who care about the futurenahkind — will it have the noble humane
mission of “Star Trek” or the fatal lethal destiofy“Battlestar Galactica” . This makes it even
more demanding to research international politied history so that ways can be found to
guide and manage U.S. — China®2gentury crucial relationship towards a peaceful
coexistence in the future.

Very little is actually researched and known toveeas a guideline and precedent,
about whether and how a global power transition lsarattained peacefully, especially in
today’s world of great power’s tensions and cométions, economic and financial
volatilities, global risks and challenges to markin

Indeed, have we really reached the “end of histomth the current politico-
economic, social and international system?

The Transatlantic Western power transfer after 1&d& the Soviet Block demise at
the end of the Cold War, and their significance foture global and regional power
transitions, for example, are, too, unconvincinghger-researched.

The neo-liberal democratic peace proposition pagitthat war is very unlikely
between two democracies does not hold water inpteeent case and processes of power
transition as we have a non-democratic dyad wipltantial regional and global power shift,
from the U.S. to China, especially in the Asia-Racegion.

Chinese IR scholars, analysts, strategists andywmdékers have been hard at work
over the last decade driven by the theoretical@adtical challenge of great power relations,
specifically on power transitions. They keep a velnse and sharp eye on Western concept
development within IR theory.The “Thucydides Trap” is a hot topic of discussiam$igh
level Chinese circles in the last decade , inclgdire debates and clashes over the concepts

16 See Ni Feng, “From Responsible Stakeholder tcs€octive Cooperator: President Hu Jintao's visthe United States and U.S.-China
Relations”, Contemporary World, No. 6, 2006.; YuReng, “On U.S. Attitude towards China: From Chimaiekt to China as a

Responsible Stakeholder”, East China Morning Hdstember 22, 2005; Lin Limin, “A Careful Analysiétbe Call China as Responsible
Stakeholder”, People’s Forum, No.6, 2007; Lin Feoge “ Fortune or Misfortune? An analysis of Chama Responsible Stake-holder”,
International Issues, No. 4, 2006; Wang Yiwei, “Theited States Wants to Reduce its Hegemonic Burdtmangiu Times, June 7, 2006;

Ma Zhengang, “China’s Responsibility and China Besponsible Stakeholder”, International Issuesligsy April 2007, etc.

17 Lyle J.Goldstein, “Test of Wills: Can China Overgakmerica in Asia Peacefully?"The National InteresMay 19, 2015.
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of “keeping a low profile” (KLP) and“striving for achievements” (SFA), championed by
two of the leading Chinese IR scholars Qin Yagind &an Xuetong. President Xi Jinping's
2012 concept of “New Type of Major Country Relasbip” is the basis upon which Chinese
scholars try to construct a new feasible paradignpeaceful power transition, reflecting
deeply and anxiously on the fact that similar casesextremely rare in histot§.

Surveying the course of America's rise to globatepminence Chinese scholars
carefully point out that while the U.S. and GB aled direct conflict in this period, the
USA’s rise was hardly peacefdl.

At present, U.S.- China rivalry continues to appsenoss geopolitical, geoeconomic,
financial and even cultural spheres and is now ldirfg in all corners of the planet. China
seeks to pursue its China Dream Grand StrateghoAgh formally sticking to its structural
South China Sea claims, Beijing still appears todbkberately avoiding a sort of “direct
collision” by focusing China's potential in all @isle different directions, prioritizing on
UN, G-20, BRICS, SCO, and its recent strategigatiites — OBOR, AlIB.

In both Washington and Beijing there is a stratetigtrust, mutual fear, uncertainty
and loathing that drive and lubricate zero-sum m@érgs and serve as stimulus for hostile
and increasingly dangerous policies and actiongh sas the recent North Korean
divergencies, and trade tariffs” reciprocal sams&jothat may lead to unpredictable crisis
consequences.

A major academic debate has resurfaced since 2010-Vashington regarding how
to respond to China’s rapid growth in comprehenpmeer. Perhaps the most eloquent and
logically argueing for a more forceful U.S. approac countering/containing China, is Aaron
Friedberg in his boolContest for Supremacydue to the clarity of his arguments and the
specificity of his recommendations. He openly mosiThe "natural antagonism™ between a
rising power and an established hegemon has nat, laeel cannot easily be extinguished.
Nor can the “massive" ideological differences betw&merica and China be put asid®.”

A balancing note into the Obama administration'sn@policy was provided by
Jeffrey Bader's analysis Obama and China's ris&’he book makes no references to the
Pivot/Rebalancing to the Asia-Pacific region ortihe Air-Sea Battle strategy. The special
assistant to Obama for national security affaithatNSC (2009-11) seems to call, above all,
for the “balance” in Washington's China policy, wiaig against falling “into the classical
security dilemma” with Beijing, yet excluding anggsibility of “excessive accommodations
to China”.

Henry Kissinger' €On Ching too, offers a compelling vision of a cooperatiueure
built on his deep understanding of Chinese strateglture. He does not offer up specific
policy recommendations, suggesting only that U.sl &hinese leaders must develop a
“tradition of consultations and mutual respett.”

Michael Swaine's bogkAmerica's Challenge: Engaging a Rising Chinatie RF
Centuryis another crucial step in the research and aisabfsU.S.-China relations. Swaine
points out the important possibility that “to maim an effective strategy overall, U.S.
interests ... might also need to change as Chingabildties increase”. Examining a range of
possible strategies that Washington could pursweaperation with China, he concludes that
a broad consensus supports a balance between fedgth engagement. He seems in a
position of distancing from the current policy pdigan, calling for “alternatives to the present
emphasis on predominance in the Western Pacifigiyiag that assertive “U.S. maritime

18 1bid.
19bid.

20 Aaron L. FriedbergA Contest for Supremacy: China, America and thaedgle for/Mastery in AsiaNew York: W.W.Norton, 2012, pp.

141-42.

21 Henry KissingerOn China/ New York: Penguin Press, 2011 , pp. 529-530.
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predominance in the Western Pacific is probablystsnable over the long term, ... [ and ]
attempts to sustain this predominance ... are litelyrove ... destabilizing??

Another new and extremely indicative research ®rdtegic Reassurance and
Resolve: U.S.-China Relations in the®2Century by James Steinberg and Michael
O Hanlon. The authors note that in various obviezenarios “the risks of serious U.S.-China
war could be far greater than many now appreciddéfering a large number of concrete
proposals to mitigate U.S.-China tensions, theyesgthe hope that “Washington can craft
its own policies in ways that will call forth recgxal, positive Chinese actions”, advocating a
“various cycles of cooperative restraidt’. They admit that advocating cooperative
approaches is frequently not popular, and, moreavey assert that “there are powerful
forces in the United States ... that will tend todaW.S. policies that could accentuate
...[the] rivalry between the U.S. and China. The sasniue in key allied capitals, perhaps
most notably in Tokyo2?

Obama administration’s 2011 Pivot/Rebalancing t@ Asd in fact largely endorsed
the program advocated by those American forcesirsgés balance against China’s rise and
growth in comprehensive power. President Trumpfgicoing surge and attempt to resurrect
the Quad alliance (U.S.-Japan-Australia-India)gseased in Beijing as an open and hostile
approach, follow up of the Pivot/Rebalancing intaiming China.

Cold War related ideological rivalries are now langhistory, but the risks of a U.S.-
China military accidents and conflict have increasebstantially in the past 7-10 years. They
now include scenarios ranging from the South Clea, to East China Sea, Taiwan, back to
the Korean Peninsula, even into the Indian Oceashpauch further. In comparing the present
era of geopolitical rivalry with the early Cold Wdrowever, one fundamental difference is
most and more than obvious. In 1950 the U.S. wahatOlympus of its comprehensive
power (over 50% of the world GDP), and China hadnbatterly weakened by decades of
wars and internal civil turmoil. Today the U.S. llagleal with a China that is unrecognizably
strengthened, strategically innovative, and natisteally motivated.

Strategists and scholars who research U.S.-Chiatores on both sides of the Pacific,
and elsewhere, are almost at consensus that aipb®#' century catastrophic conflict is far
from inevitable.

In my dissertation | try to help bridge the gap wes#n academic and policy
community. | wish for a modest role in the procasd make a humble attempt to be different
from others in the field by explicitly focusing ahe organic complex state nature, the
similarities and differences in the rise and bebtirwaf the two great powers. | also try to
analyze the existence or lack of common denomisator compromises on the peaceful
power transition and paths for their future coestise, and to give an added value to the
genuine debate regarding the nonviolent policytsmig to the most vexing problems in the
U.S.-China bilateral relations.

Since the peak of the global financial (2008-09) aantinuing economic crisis , and
especially after 2010, when China overtook Japathasworld's second largest economy,
some renowned members of the IR academia botheiftést and in China, took some first
steps and slowly deviated from the predominant UWn&instream confrontational debate
regarding China’'s rise. Though lonely, and muchitéid) there was a more sober and

22 Michael D. SwaingAmerica’s Challenge: Engaging a Rising Chinahia Twenty-First CenturfWashington DC: Cornegie Endowment
for International Peace, 2011/ pp. 8,9, 15, 350-52.

23 James Steinberg and Michael O HanlBtrategic Reassurance and Resolve: U.S.-China iRetatn the 2% Century/Princeton NJ:
Princeton University Press, 2014/ pp. 46-47, 148189

24 |bid,. pp. 70-74.
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inclusive narrative regarding the future of theemttional system, and the existential for the
21% century key issue — the need of stable peace.

The main schools in the field of international tielas — realism, liberalism and
constructivism, all have something to add up toarpng the outbreak of peace. At the same
time, each paradigm has its own shortcomings apd.d@esearch on stable peace, like many
other fundamental issues explored by scholars w@fnational politics, has suffered from
intellectual barriers that accompany theoreticaiddis. Insufficient attention has been paid to
approaches that cut across paradigmatic dividekeekh, theoretical/analytical eclecticism is
precisely what is needed to open up new horizonthenstudy of stable peace, so much
deficient for the case of proper management andaguie of the U.S.-China relationship in
the 2% century.

Otherwise, the other potential option might be seeech and “theory production”
regarding a kind of a mutant version of Cold wér 2etween the U.S. and China?

In my thesis | draw on the recent seminal writingsthe subject by: Lyle J.Goldstein,
Meeting China Halfway: How to Defuse the Emerging.tChina Rivalry(2015); Michael
Pillsbury, The Hundred-Year Marathon: China's Secret StratiegiReplace America as the
Global Superpowen2015); Thomas J. Christensefihe China Challenge: Shaping the
Choices of a Rising PowdR015); Henry KissingerOn China(2011); Charles Kupchan,
How Enemies Become Friends: The Source of Stalalee?2011) and also on the interesting
and nonorthodox ideas and concepts of Barry BuzéafA world without superpowers, de-
centered globalism”; Kevin Rudd and Hugh White -h&TChina Choice: Why We Should
Share Power” and the latter’'s suggestion for tleatmn of a Concert of Asia; Charles
Kupchan — “No One's World: The West, the Rising tResd the Coming Global Turn”,
including the works of leading Chinese IR scholdke Wang Jisi; Yan Xuetong; Qin
Yaqing; Ye Zicheng, Lin Mingfu, and many others.

ON PRACTICAL METHODOLOGY AND THEORETICAL APPROACH

In pursuing and researching this potential poweandition equation, | am not
gathering new and unknown empirical evidence. Nwonrerinterviews with Chinese
diplomats and IR scholars and 6 years work in Bgijaside, my thesis is based on new
analysis and review of existing IR literature, amy recent defining international relations
and foreign policy interactions and events. Throagalysis, abstraction, reconcretization and
synthesis new knowledge can surface. Without falhowthe production of new historical
evidence about U.S. mid-2@&entury ascendance, nor the discovering of unthpgentions
of contemporary "Chinese characterictics”, howeiteis my humble intention to make an
original added value contribution to knowledge bgveloping this unique historical
comparison/transition from specific theoretical m@eh, by bringing a challenging light on
contemporary Chinese Grand Strategy.

I have little problem for combining material anccsd theory. My research is one of
basic theoretical pluralism. | am not devoted tg ane approach as containing “the supreme
truth”, and | am friendly to any perspective thaems to offer disciplined, systemic and
objective added value into how the internationadtem works. | believe one would be
encouraged for examining the interplay of differamproaches in a scholarly thoughtful
manner.

“"For a theory to be a paradigm, it needs to haweoeal dimension. Paradigms are
very useful, but analytical eclecticism is at thigge a superior way of doing theory... It lacks
some of the advantages of paradigmatic science,abilgast it doesn't shun interesting
guestions and topics”, argues Peter Katzenstédimsiitheory Talk # 15 in August 2008.
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Notable problem in applying IR theories to an asalyf China’'s “peaceful rise” and
Grand Strategy in the 2icentury is that none of them is sufficient enofighproviding a
comprehensive and systemic perspective. As domittaries of IR, classical (human
nature) realism — Morgenth&uand structural realism - Waffz Mearsheimér , provide
detailed explanation of why China began enhandsmgomprehensive economic and military
capabilities. They also clarify why President Xisngo consistent and insistent in promoting
to president Obama his concept of “New Type of M&ountries Relationship’(NTMCR)
with the USA, since 2012. Realist theories, howgdernot elucidate: why China has been,
and still is, so firm in officially upholding theiWe Principles of Peaceful Coexistence and
Deng Xiaoping's legacy of “no expansion”, “no hegeryi’ and “non alignment” principles
in its international relations and foreign policy.

The reason my research employs analytical ecleoiiégs because it reconfirms that
existing theories of orthodox international pobkti¢ classical/neo-realism; classical/neo-
liberalism] and supplementary existing alternati@pproaches (ex. Constructivism) are
incomplete in themselves. At the same time theyrarially supplemental within an eclectic
research method attempting to prove the applitgbdi analytical eclecticism. Due to
“broadening of the theoretical spectrum”, reseayohChina’s “peaceful rise” strategies and
policies have differed from scholar to scholardlisg, liberalist or constructivist /. Research
also tends to have “sidestepped meta-theoretidatds”, thus making it viable to take a more
eclectic turn, by incorporating elements drawn frowo different styles of analysis —
rendering of synthetic accounts, and historicalfpimed narratives and comparisons.

In fact, the necessity of analytical eclecticisrm dae found in IR theories and
approaches. First, the significance of an eclegigroach can be identified in the analysis of
E.H.Carr, one of the founders of classical realisrmternational politics. Although his main
work, The Twenty Years™ Crisis, 1919-1989regarded as one of the major texts in claksica
realism, previous “simplistic reading of Carr hasgan to be reevaluated as a number of
scholars have pointed to areas of common concebotbf ‘idealists” and “realist8". Indeed
Carr’s “motives in writing the book were both reatnd utopiar®. Moreover, Carr's other
well known work,The Conditions of Peacéncludes the tenets of idealism, in other words,
the conditions for utopfd Further more, whereas Carr's main argument fecuse a
criticism of the extremely idealistic nature of iReory developed after WWI, he also points
out the limitations of realism!. Carr likewise asserted the importance of balarasalysis
with both realist and utopian perspective. Polits@aence must be based on recognition of the
interdependence of theory and practice which caattaéned only through a combination of
utopia and reali¥t.

Significantly, Carr reached the conclusion that aoynd political thought must be
based on elements of both utopia and redlitylis insistence on the need for a combined

25
26

Hans J. MorgenthauPolitics Among Nations: the Struggle for Power &@hce 2006, Boston: McGraw-Hill Higher Education.
Kenneth Waltz, Theory of International Politics 1979, Boston: Addison-Wesley.
27 John MearsheimeiThe Tragedy of Great Power Politics2001, New York: W.W.Norton and Company

28 Paul Rich, 'E.H.Carr and the Quest for Moral Retioluin International Relations™ in Michael Cox feé.H.Carr: A Critical App

raisal, 2000, New York: Palgrave Macmillan, p.198.

29 Tim Dunn, “Theories as Weapons: E.H.Carr and latésnal Relations™ in Michael Cox ( edE)H. Carr: A Critical Appraisal p. 221.

30 p.wilson, “Carr and his Early Critics: ResponseEte Twenty Years' Crisis, 1936-194i6 Michael Cox ( ed. [E.H. Carr: A Critical
Appraisal, p.185

31 Edward H. Carr,The Twenty Years' Crisis, 1919-1938949, London: Macmillan.

2pid., p. 13

3 bid., p. 93



24

method of analysis in the study of political scierend IR provides strong support for the
methodological validity of analytical eclecticism.

In addition to classical and structural realisnietalism, the English School and
constructivism also underline the efficacy of etiecapproaches. First, neo-liberalism
acknowledges some neo-realist conditions, suclhesignificance of national interest as a
state goal, and the existence of anarchy in thbafjleyster®, and at the same time neo-
liberals are positive that sustainable internatioc@aoperation is possible even under
anarchy®. In this regard, neo-liberalism is theoreticaltletic in comparison to the realist
schools. Second, the English School also demoastrétte possibility for analytical
eclecticism. Hedley Bull's analysis shows that @ijh anarchy is the nature of the
international system as neo-realists argue, intienmal order exists in an anarchical sociéty
Bull divided traditional political philosophy intiliree types: the Hobbesian (realist tradition),
the Kantian (universalist tradition) and the Graat{internationalist traditiod). He posited
that it is important to balance the perspectiveseafism and liberalism with an emphasis on
the priority of internationalism in influencing thenternational relations. Third,
constructivism, a “liberal-realist theoretical apach’®®, also indicates the utility of eclectic
analysis. On the one hand constructivism accemsctimditions suggested by realism and
neo-realism, such as the significance of statdsegsactors in the international politics, and
the self-center of states in pursuit of their nagidnterest’. On the other hand constructivism
theoretically stems from idealism and liberatf8rand underscores the significance of the
“institutional transformation of identities and énésts*’. Indeed, the culture of anti-
militarism as an analytical framewdrfkis composed of both classical liberalist and
constructivist perspectivédd.Constructivism, therefore, employs an eclecticraggh in an
attempt to “bridge the gap between neo-liberal aad-realist theorié& In this sense, the
constructivist approach is even more eclectic thamrealist and liberalist perspectives.

As examined above, each theory of, and approachinternational politics
demonstrates the methodological applicability oflgiical eclecticism, hence it can be
applied to a comprehensive analysis of China scek# rise”, Grand Strategy and politics in
the 22! century.

Classical realism supports the argument of Chigegat power status from a domestic
perspective. On the other hand, structural reatispports China's emergence, as well as its
new evolving security identity by stressing thensfigance of the balance of pow&rlt also
argues that an international structure of andfanyd the presence of the U.S. as a hegemonic
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staté’ determine the behavior of other states in theesystFrom a structural realist

perspective it is possible to argue that Chinaursiy policies have been shaped by the
present international structure. The anarchic Iself system and the Cold War structure
forced Beijing to approach Washington economicaltgl on the other hand to expand and
grow in military power. As structural realism supigothe hegemonic stability theory, U.S.

hegemony made it possible for China to focus ored¢mnomic development guided by Deng
Xiaoping's strategy since 1978.

As an additional perspective to my eclectic appnod@lso draw on the English
School and on social identity theory (SIT), froncisd psychology — ideational allies of
constructivism. The latter argues that in the systé international relations states seek to
maintain a positive and rather distinctive role &hehtity*®. China is struggling to restore its
ancient status as a great power, but in paralkd, £o safeguard and preserve its civilizational
culture and norms, keeping at a distance the WreBberal values and standards.

For the sake of an optimal and more holistic emdeapproach, in my thesis | also
follow on the works of the one of the most emin@ftinese IR scholars and theorist Qin
Yaqing. In contrast to the conflicting Hegelian ld@ics, he challenges the prevailing
Western approaches and narratives regarding thenaClphenomenon by using the
complementary Chinese dialectics of Zhongy8ngle argues that it represents the Chinese
way of thinking, a Chinese worldview through whitthh understand the world and the
universe. For him, Zhongyong represents Chinesecipal behavioral norm code, and a
guiding theoretical framework for the accurate dgsions on China’ international Grand
Strategy, both in China and in the West.

BASIC THEORETICAL CONSTRUCTION AND THEORIZING CHINA 'RISE

Although it is difficult to definitely assess andedict exactly China’s future
development identity and Grand Strategy (realismliberalism + constructivism +
Zhongyong), and the response of the West, espgaéithe U.S., into the rest of the 21
century, it is theoretically feasible to construwdentify and analyze viable trends and
scenarios in terms of analytical eclecticism.

“According to the Global Language Monitor whichaka the top 50000 media source
throughout the world, “China’s rise “ has been thest read-about news story of the’*21
century ...

While China’s rise is arguably the biggest develeptrin international relations since
the end of the Cold War, the rather oversimpliftedns of the debate—which ultimately
boils down to whether China’'s emergency represaritgeat or an opportunity for Western
powers and for the international institutional ordleey created—are counterproductive for
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advancing our understanding of China’s role andhiglications for the West. To go beyond

a simple realist versus liberal versus construstisiebate on whether China poses a threat or
not, my thesis brings into conversation eclectpuesy/of explanations for China’s behavior on
the international stage. Besides drawing on theid@am western theories of international
relations—neo-realism, neo-liberalism, and consivissn—to understand China’s historical
behavior and to analyze the trends of its fututeab®sr toward the U.S., EU, and others as
its international influence continues to grow,d@lse lenses through which Chinese scholars
view China’s rise, among them the notion of the dgeful rise”. Historically and
philosophically informed views of China’s contemaiyr behavior are also being addressed,
and despite the different types of arguments theyeha great deal to say to each other. By
drawing on a varied set of theories, and testimgntlusing evidence ranging from historical
case studies to quantitative analysis , | hope twvamnbeyond the usual (and rather non
constructive) debate between so-called “panda fand™dragon terminators.”

Relations between international structure and state

China represents indigenous example of complex ganalof state capitalism and
““socialism with Chinese characteristics””. Presid¥i’s state-collectivist driven Grand
Strategy has redefined Deng Xiaoping’s slogan bé&aich is glorious” into © China Dream
state/nation to be rich is glorious’.

Analyzing eclectically how different IR paradigneldress the variable: states-
international structure, and especially how theflect in their theorizing of the China
phenomenon, initially | draw on Jing Men’s approachthe three main IR schodisthen
enlarge the China theorizing by including the rektthe schools that make part of my
eclectical study.

Realist approach

Kenneth Waltz defines structures “according to pii@ciple by which a system is
ordered “°2 He defines the structure in three tiers, the besihg — the ordering principle. The
ordering principle gives “information how the padfsa realm are related to each oth&rin
the international politics, the ordering principdeanarchy, and as the fundamental assumption
about international politics, anarchy indicated thare is an absence of a central government
in the system. “Structural anarchy “, or the abgeotccentral authority to settle disputes, is
the defining characteristic of the system that skajhe motives, decisions and actions of
sovereign states. They must be self-reliant antdhefp. States in anarchy are preoccupied
with power and security, and will suffer if theylfeo protect their vital interests.

The second is the character of the units in tleegsy. The anarchical nature of the
international system homogenizes states externabwer regardless of their domestic
political nature and distribution of power. Anarctgmpels that “the states that are the units
of the international political system are not folipaifferentiated by the functions they
perform ... So long as anarchy endures, states relikainnits”>*

The third image is the distribution of capabiktidn defining international political
structure, the distribution of capabilities is thest important since “the structure of the

51 MEN Jing, "Converging to the International Sociefy?Analysis of Chinese Foreign Policy from 1942692",Vrije Universiteit
Brussels2003-2004, pp. 11, 13, 16.
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system changes as result of changes in the distnibof capabilities across the system's
units”.>> As there is no functional differentiation of unitsan anarchic system, the units are
primarily distinguished by their varied capabildi€® Structure is defined by the distribution
of capabilities across units.

Confined by the anarchical nature of the systetaies lack in trust in their
interactions and relationships. The nature of m@&onal politics is “a recurring struggle for
wealth and power among independent actors in @ sthianarchy ®’ Security dilemma
becomes the inadvertent derivative when statesotstrengthen their power position in the
system. The more states arm to increase theirgitrethe more reciprocal vicious cycle of
arming by other states emerges for the sake ofitgciNowhere is uncertainty greater than
in international politics. Anarchy places a premiamforesight. If one cannot know what is
coming, developing a greater resource base fordutise takes precedence over present
prosperity “°8

The anarchic feature fosters conflicts and compestin the interactions of states, and
shapes the positional nature of states. Internationstitutions do not posses many
capabilities to affect and manage the prospectedoperation among states, and especially
between great powers. They are unable to mitigadechy's constraining effect on interstate
cooperatiort’States have to be self-reliant in the system, atiserone has to reap what one
has sown: “ A self-help system is one in which thado do not help themselves, or who do
so less effectively than others, will fail to prespwill lay themselves open to danger, will
suffer.”0

Waltz diminishes the role of practice and politieshaping the character of anarchy.
Although he admits that the structure affects stateehavior through two processes:
competition and socialization, he considers thatiadofactors are not important in
international politics, and that socialization ontatters in the way to condition the behavior
of state€! Relying heavily on the constraining material farcé the international structure in
shaping states” behavior, Waltz altogether dowrspllag role of socialization.

Waltz treats the identities and interests of statesexogenously given and solely
focuses on the study of behavior of states. Redutia process of interaction to dynamics of
behavior interaction among exogenously constitstates, Waltz's theory offers a behavioral
conception of process, Thus, only behavioral adeptas possible, the change of identities
and interests is not. All the attributes of statésch do not concern material capabilities such
as traditions, habits, objectives, desires, anch$oof government except their capabilities can
be abstracted and should not be included in thieitief of structure’?

Besides neo-liberalism and constructivism's comiguparadigmatic charges and
critigues of neo-realism, in general realism in I&)d especially Waltz's theory of
international politics, has never been challengealsquently as by Robert W. CékFor
him, politics can never be separated from econgntie®ry is always linked to practice, and
material relations and ideas are inextricably in&mded to co-produce world orders. Cox
claims that “theory is always for someone and émnes purpose™ and that Waltz's theory is a
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problem-solving theory, an abhistorical work, andcamvincing mode of historical
understanding?

There are a number of theories and resulting pg@m@scriptions that derive from a
realist tradition and they do not speak with oné&cepespecially wherheorizing on the
central for the IR issue of China’s strategic p@stn the 21 century.

Realist approaches that derive from a classicahdation theorize and suggest
policie$® that are fundamentally different from structuratirrealism, and more so from the
offensive realism favored and promoted by John Btesimer?®

Classical realism is not at all sanguine and $® @larmed, like Mearsheimer, about
the implications of China’'s status. A classicallistgperspective inherently observes the
emergence of new great powers in the system withrneous apprehension (China as a
natural great power — its desire for power, mijitarodernization and upgrades), because it
expects the ambitions of rising states to expaadgWith their capabilities, and also because
of the anxiety that this expectation provokes girtineighbors and potential adversafiess
Gilpin has argued “the most important factor fodarstanding world politics is not the static
distribution of power, but dynamics of power redas over time®. A central problem in
international relations is addressing these chatm#se balance of power, which historically
has commonly been resolved by war.

Classical realists argue that alarm in and offjtedfers very little positive analytical
space and added value. As a general rule, with soeptions, classical realists, however
inherently wary and skeptical, seek to accommodateg powers. “This accommodation is
rooted in three core tenets of classical realisiist,Fand always, is the acknowledgement of
the reality of power, which is part of seeing therl as it is, not as we would like it to be.
Second is an unwillingness to automatically priyélethe perspective of those that would
defend the status-quo. Third is the belief thattiosl matter, and that therefore the future is
largely unwritten. It is on this last point thatssical realists break most sharply with their
structuralist cousins. The classical view holdg titaile they must irretrievably be alert to the
conditions of anarchy and sensitive to the balasfggower, nevertheless states — especially
great powers — enjoy considerable discretion watlpards to the strategic choices that they
can and will make. Thus, these choices are shap#ukebcontext in which they are made, that
is — by both domestic and international politis”

In his critique of Mearsheimer's offensive realisgpproach towards China’'s great
power posture, Kirshner makes the theoretical dagethe U.S. should return in its policy
versus Beijing to the traditions of classical reali He acknowledges that the power
emergence of China must be seen as a potentiaihgedaus destabilization of the
international system. Yet, he argues that in tlileiential structural realist approach to great
power politics and the rise of China, Mearsheimaffensive realism - is wrong and
dangerous, both in the abstract, and as it apjgiesntemporary China.

“It is not possible to understand world politiasnply by looking outside of states.
The implications of systemic forces are inheremthyd irretrievably indeterminaté®. “It is
impossible to understand and anticipate the behafistates by looking only at structural
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variables and constraints. To explain world pdditit is necessary to appeal to a host of other
factors, including domestic politics, history, id@gy and perceptions of legitimacy?.

Classical realists tend to envision states, in d@hstract, as essentially rational,
purposeful, and motivated, but they do not seestas hyper-rationalist automatons. Rather
classical realists also understand that statesavi@his shaped by the lessons of history -
right or wrong, ideas — accurate or not, ideologyoed or bad, and that states make choices
influenced by fear, vulnerability, and hubris, uguain the context of considerable
uncertainty.

In contrast to neo-realists who claim that “suaVivis the goal of states, classical
realists, like E.H.Carr, see politics as the clashnterests, with outcomes determined by
power, and with many wars fought not for specifitdg but rather to establish military
primacy/?

For Gilpin, it is axiomatic that, "as the powerao$tate increases, it seeks to extend ...
its political influence™, and realists usually say that there is nothingngrwith that, since
they are generally reluctant to label the behawofastates in international relations as “good”
or “bad”.

Activist powers, like China in particular, are ential sources of instability ( assertive
interests, increasing capabilities and expectatidmsore great power to come ), and classical
realists expect them to seek not just security, ddsb status, prestige, and even deference
from others. “All of this applies to contemporantarnational politics — to the rise of China
and the responses of other states to that rised.it @not a pretty picture”

That classical realists are alarmed by the coresemps of the rise of China, and
anticipate increased international political, eqorm and military frictions as result, they
certainly do not mean that "war is inevitable', andoes not lead to the prescription of
superficially obvious policy recommendations. Thdinterdependence” - will not prevent
war, for example — a common realist propositionesdoot mean that interdependence is a
“bad thing, which should be avoided. Rather, & iondition with political consequences, and
choices which require political assessments andiderations.

Mearsheimer's “offensive realism” structural tlgestates plainly that “China cannot
rise peacefully”. According to him, Beijing willdcome aggressive and determined to
achieve regional hegemony in Asia, the way the W8Aaved since its creation in 1783 for
domination and hegemony in the western hemisphasedon the Monroe doctrine of 1823.
He draws his conclusions from his five “bedrockumsptions™, which build his theory: 1.
Anarchical international system. 2. Offensive daliizes of the states. 3. States™ uncertain
intentions. 4. Survival goal of states and 5. Statet as rational actors. Accepting the first
three assumptions, some classical realist findfoneth and especially the fifth, as overly
restrictive. Mearsheimer argues that as China sa#k to dominate Asia, the current U.S.
policy of engaging China is “misguided” and “doontedfailure” urging the U.S. to reverse
course and do what it can to contain and slowiteeaf China®

For classical realists, Mearsheimer is “wrong algiically wrong in the logic of his
predictions and dangerously wrong in his presaipi.”” They consider that the fatal flaw in
Mearsheimer's argument, is in his failure to dguish between being a hegemon and
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bidding for hegemony. Bidding for hegemony, asdrstshows, is one of the few and rare
paths to destruction for a great power, which atfie® according to his theory should fight
for survival and be a rational actor (fourth anfthfibedrock assumptions). “Most great
powers are extremely likely to survive; most greatvers that bid for hegemony do nét".
Two attributes of the U.S. case that predetermised contributed to its sole exceptional
success were: weak adversaries and even weakenboesg which is not the case with
contemporary China.

“While classical realism must be wary and pesdimigegarding the consequences of
China’s future intentions, its perspective nevéethe leads to the conclusion that engaging
rather than confronting China is the wisest strat@dne only context that matters to realist
analysis, is - the optimal strategy compared tdikety consequences of other options ..., as
for classical realists, the future is unwrittenda®o acknowledging power and wise policies
matter.”®

“The first lesson the students of internationalits must learn and never forget “,
Morgenthau, classical realist, lectured, “is thte tomplexities of international affairs make
simple solutions and trustworthy prophecies impaesf®

Liberal approach

Neo-liberalism accepts the core assumptions of-realism including the
impedimental role of anarchy in the realization cafoperation. It agrees to neo-realist
arguments that states behave according to the pgignes of their self-interests. Relative
capabilities remain important, and states haveetp on themselves to sustain gains from
cooperation. Contrary to neo-realists who concémtom conflicts, rivalry and competition,
the neo-liberal approach emphasizes the capaamiégotentials of rules and of international
institutions in promoting cooperation and in chamggconceptions of self-interest.

For neo-liberalism, anarchy does not necessariammlack of cooperation. Here
institutions and authority rather than force anev@oare accentuated as particular functions
of government. As defined by Keohane, institutians persistent and connected set of rules
(formal and informal) that prescribe behavioral eyl constrain activity, and shape
expectations & A lack of common government in world politics doest deny the existence
of a fragmented international society. Both cafgfatructured and loose organizations may
be present. While anarchy remains as a constame, degree to which interactions are
structured, and the means by which they are strediwary. It has often been noted that
military-security issues display more of the ch#astics associated with anarchy, than do
political-economic ones?

Neo-liberalism relies heavily on the assumptionnstitutions: “states actions depend
to a considerable degree on prevailing instituicreangements®® Institutions are seen as
enabling the states to reach mutually beneficiabperative outcomes. While neo-realists
regard international relations as the relationsvbeh the international structure and nation-
states, neo-liberalists interpret it as the retetibetween international institutions and nation-
states. Neo-realists view the institutions as @oamvariable, while neo-liberalists consider it
as an independent variable in the interactions gnstates.
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Institutions put forward behavioral principles tthare mutually recognized and
accepted by the members of the system. Their tegié status demands the member states to
consider the institutional restrictions in theithbgior. Whether a state is responsible or not
can be identified through its attitude towards ititernational institutions. When discussing
the roles of institutions, neo-liberalism holdstth&his necessity for institutions does not
mean that they are always valuable, much lesgliegtoperate without respect to power and
interests, constitute a panacea for violent canflic always reduce the likelihood of war.
Claiming too much for the international institutowould indeed be a “false promise ". But in
a world politics constrained by state power anckdyent interests, and unlikely to experience
effective hierarchical governance, internationaktitntions operating on the basis of
reciprocity will be components of any lasting peaéé

Although institutions, once created, are regardedfective in bringing peace to the
world, the neo-liberals admit that the instituti@re created in response to state interests, and
that their character is structured by the prevgitistribution of capabilities among states.

In order to counter the overwhelming influenceanérchy in the international politics,
institutions are chosen as a sort of internatiomathority. They provide the basis for
determining what is just or unjust action and evanthe context of international relations.
International society is not merely a cluster ofoex whose actions affect one another. It is
similar to any other society in that there are exgigons regarding to certain types of action
and standards against which such action can beumehsind judgeff In neo-liberal
narrative, states seek to alter the anarchicalegotihrough building institutions that embody
particular principles, norms, rules or procedugglie conduct of international relations.

The Kantian triad of democracy, trade and inteomad institutions analytically linked
to outcomes of peace and prosperity has been amine the general foundation of liberal IR
theory.

Although there is no single and correct way toarsthnd and explain the world any
more than there is a singular and correct way tmltbe world, the liberal world order — i.e.
the post-Cold War world in which we currently livg in short, a world informed by the
dominant theoretical faith in the Kantian trianéfle.

What is more striking about contemporary IR libeéheory, in fact, is its remarkable
sameness from the pre-to post- Cold War period thadl it has become the dominant
perspective of the discipline. There is an ampldence that liberal theory surpassed realism
some time ago and now occupies the “best in shasitipn, as the most and neatly suiting
the liberal world's concerns of knowing and béihg.

As the liberal world order lived through some #igant transformations and events
in the last 10-15 years, there has been some ticr@developments in liberal IR theorizing.
As Burchill points out, “the post-Cold War optimisshmany liberals has been tempered by a
series of unexpected events which, at the veryt,leaggest that the path to modernity
remains a rocky oné®

In co-authored publication by leading liberal thetmians - Jeff D, Colgan and
Robert O. Keohane, "The Liberal Order is Rigged&k &inow or Watch it Wither’, in
May/June 2017 Issue &foreign Affairs both co-authors make even more stern and warninig
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political, economic and social psychology analyaisg assessments concerning the current
state of the liberal democratic international order

Like other analytical perspectives, liberal IR dheing has had to grapple with the
analytical implications posed by processes andtevarch as 9/11, the U.S. invasion of Iraq,
the Arab Spring, the crisis in the Middle East,i&ynd Iran, the conflict Ukraine/Russia,
now Brexit and president Trump, and most of alll£ @entury China.

So far, the China debate among IR theorists htsdpoptimistic liberals against
pessimistic realists, more so with those of themdfve realism.

The liberalstheorize that because the current international order endd by
economic, political and institutional openness;ah accommodate China’s rise peacefully.
The U.S. and the other leading liberal powers, #ngument runs, can and will make clear
that China is welcome to join the existing orded @nosper with it For them, China is likely
to do so rather than launch a costly and dangestusgygle to overturn the system and
establish an order more to its own likiffg.

Complex interdependence, put forth by Robert Keehand Joseph Ny&argues
that states and their fortunes are inextricably tagether by increasing, various, and complex
transnational connections and interdependenciegsellconnections, furthermore, have
resulted in the creation of numerous stakeholdeduding multi-national companies, non-
governmental organizations, and the public at largdich have become important
international actors.

Institutionalism, advanced by Robert Koeh#n&tephen Krasn&rand others, asserts
that the United States created a post-war intemnatiorder, open and inclusive to other great
powers. Such system provided the ability to managsions while at the same time promoted
and strengthened the growing interdependenciesyemfing the stability, wealth, and
prosperity of the great powers.

Democratic Peace Theory, the third aspect of tinerhl Institutionalist paradigm,
contends that the U.S. promotion of capitalism @echocracy has produced a liberal order in
which its main architects and supporters sharelaintdeological, governance, economic and
social views, which inhibit the propensity to usditary force to adjudicate differences.
While non-Western, non-liberal states, includingir@h populate and contribute to the
international order, the shared liberal rules aodns underpin, and explain the institutional
framework’s durability in stabilizing great poweglations. The Western-based liberal order,
in short, provides goods and areas of reciprodalence for great powers, while being hard
to overthrow due to the presence of nuclear weapadsinterdependencies that stifle power
transitions, and mitigate zero-sum conflicts.

One of the leading, and most active in the analg$iChina’s rise, liberal theorist,
John Ikenberry? argues that, while power transition theorists @ctty highlight the historic
anxieties during such transitional periods, Chiressendance will not inevitably lead to war
and conflict. Beijing faces an international syst&imdamentally different from those of
previous rising powers. China may one day overtakeU.S. in terms of economic and even
military power, but it is less likely that Chinalirbe able to surpass the entirety of the liberal
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world order. Simply put, the aggregate power of est will obstruct and deter Beijing’s
ability to overthrow the system, if they intend doing so. China, also, is heavily integrated
into the world’s trade, finance, social, politicahd military fields to a degree unparalleled by
other rising powers and, thus, system overthrowlyélextremely detrimental to their wealth,
prosperity, and overall stability. Beijing may opgeo varying aspects of the current
institutionalist order, specifically its continuinghder-representation in the World Bank and
IMF, but they nevertheless engage significantlthm existing institutional framework.

There are a number of recent trends, however,hwttallenge liberal theorizing and
confidence that China’s rise can be accommodatddtaneaders socialized into the existing
Western liberal order. China’s dissatisfaction withe current architecture has been
channelled towards creating entirely new institosio Multi-billion dollar initiatives,
including the One-Belt, One-Road, maritime and |atdhtegies, the Asian Infrastructure
Investment Bank, BRICS™ NDB and its Africa and bafimerica engagements, place China
in central decision-making position to the exclasad the West. Similar tactics on the part of
the U.S. to eschew Chinese participation, such iasthe Trans-Pacific Partnership, are
resulting in parallel institutions that compromisee more international and inclusive
organizations of the liberal order. China’s strBeging pragmatic relations with Russia,
while usually, and yet, incorrectly categorized asstrategic alliance, demonstrates a
congruence of geopolitical desires on the part eiji®y and Moscow to carve out local
sphere of influence and marginalize U.S. global @oand influence within the G-20. The
resultant regionalization of institutions (SCO, IBS, EEU) under the sway of various
emerging powers (China in East Asia, Russia irr thear abroad, India in South Asia, Brazil
in Latin America and South Africa on the Africanntiment ) threatens to not necessarily
overthrow the current liberal order, but ratherghge its functionality and ability to generate
collective action in addressing international issue

Another important challenge to the world liberatier is the weakness of democratic
growth in the world. Contrary to liberal optimisassessments in the early 1990s, the Chinese
Communist Party, while undergoing massive changets imembership and structure, shows
no sign of moving towards political liberalizatiohRhroughout the developing world, as well,
there is a resurgence of authoritarian rule, maskader democratic structures meant to
promote international legitimacy and régime maiatere. With Russia and China, as the two
greatest strategic challenges to the US, furtheemibrere is a concern that a ‘League of
Spoilers’ opposed to the liberal West is gettingprsger. Even other emerging, democratic
states such as India, Brazil and South Africa atereliable partners for the West, as evident
in their UN voting records. As power shifts in twerld, it does so from the West, a largely
coherent body of states with similar governance etgya&economic and social institutions, and
congruent world outlook and ideology, to a new graf rising powers which show no
affiliation for one another or the West, but ratherinclination to work with the latter on a
case-by-case basis to achieve short-term interests.

As a whole, liberal theorists agree that Chirsmaaa outsider state from the Western
bloc, will continue the agenda of shaping and mimgidhe international order towards its
advantage. But, publicly, they still claim that td@s no clear indication Beijing is serious
about a hegemonic challenge to the order as Chifer imore integrated and interdependent
within the existing system than any other emergwgver in history. Combined with the
virtual inability to use military force to constiuan alternative geopolitical order under its
dominance, the future of Sino-American relationgjlevnot completely benevolent and co-
operative, will for the most part be peaceful atabke as the forces of institutionalism and
interdependence have rooted them within the egsinder. China will work towards system
change but not overthrow, as Beijing increasingbcdmes entangled within the existing
order — one it simply cannot afford to oppose agrdwow anytime soon.
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Social constructive approach

For the understanding of the international strigtuVendt holds two distinctive
points: first, the international structure is stcreot strictly material and second, not only the
structure shapes the behavior of states, but &ksio identities and interestéThe relations
between the structure and the states are notgusasual as Waltz suggests that the anarchic
structure predicts the self-help and power politofsstates. The structure also plays a
constitutive role in forming the identities andergsts of states. Socialization is indispensable
in generating possible actions of states. The &ffeicthe casual and constitutive relationships
are different from each other but not mutually escle. Holding a distinctive understanding
of the nature of the international structure, Wemdirks to re-conceptualize what the
international structure is made of. He argues tatter than strictly materially oriented, the
structure is socially constructed. Practices detesrthe character of anarcPRThe effects of
anarchy and material structure depend on whatssteéat’® Rather than the distribution of
capabilities, the beliefs and expectations statege habout each other form the nature of
international politics. According to Wendt, the &igaration of preferences drives outcomes.
Different preferences will generate different Iagicf anarchy. The system is not causally
competitive due to the anarchic structure as Walggests. “Self-help and power politics do
not follow either logically or causally from anayct’’Anarchy may drive states for
competitive power politics, but it may as well lgistates to the construction of collective
security. “Self-help and competitive power polititey be produced causally by process of
interaction between states in which anarchy playly a permissive role®® Self-help and
power politics are merely institutions instead efential features of anarchy. They are the
result of process, not structure. Which kind of rahg will be dominant in the system
depends on which particular identities and interesdbf states will emerge.

It is in the process in which the identities anterests of states are formed. “The
process of signaling, interpreting, and respondingipletes a ‘social act’ and begins the
process of creating intersubjective meaniridlthough the first social act may be
unreliable, it nevertheless creates tentative égpieas on both sides in the interaction about
each other's future intentions and actions. Folgwthe accumulation of knowledge on the
possible behavior of each other in the constargractions between them, relative stable
concepts of self and other are generated. Throbagh reciprocal interaction, the states
involved form their identities and interests. Aatiog to Wendt, without offering the
structure of identities and interests in the syst®Waltz's definition of the international
structure foretells neither the content nor theadyits of anarchy. It is also problematic for
Waltz to predict a state’'s behavior. There is nabtidhat the distribution of capabilities
affects states™ calculations. But how such infleegows is determined by the intersubjective
understanding and expectations of states, by tlwviedge they posses which is used to
interpret self and other in the interactions betwstates®

The international structure is socially constrdct®ocial structure leads to different
actions of states “by constituting states with aertidentities and interests, and material
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capabilities with certain meaning&.1t can influence states through constituting idesst and
interests, helping states find common solutionsptoblems, defining expectations for
behavior, constituting threats or collective seguri®® Structure only has meaning for state
action when taking into consideration of the unterdings and expectations that constitute
states’s identities and interests. In order to @xarthe action of states, it is necessary to
consult the intersubjectively constituted structof@entities and interests in the system.

Constructiviststheorizing of China’s rise in general comes to the conclusitias
China is currently undergoing an identity and nadianterests’ shift towards Sino-centrism,
i.e. — a self-centering tendency to turn debatnétn to the internally generated, specifically
Chinese world associated with China’s civilizatigoast and cultural heritage. “China is not
just another nation-state in the family of natio@$iina is a civilization pretending to be a
state”193

Apart from the political/ideological divide betweeChina and the Western liberal
order, there is the cultural dimension to Chinada-Western identity. Constructivists claim
that China’s identity-related distinctiveness tweay large extent rests on civilizational,
moral-philosophical and ethnic elements that mépalegarded as part of China’s historical
and cultural heritage. The fact that China repressamon-Western rising power in a political
as well as cultural sense is probably the most itapb cause for conceffi? After the Cold
War, there was a wide-spread belief in the West @tanese economic growth would be
accompanied by political reforms and that China oeventually embrace liberal
democracy®®

Currently, China is already being viewed by soroentries as an alternative societal
model, which is better able to combine politicahbslity with economic growth while
retaining its cultural distinctivene$® As such the Chinese model could well become aal ide
to be emulated by other developing countries. “Geét, One Road” strategy represents a
striking departure in Chinese policy. For the fitshe China is seeking to export its
development model to other counttffs. and it is different from that in the West, its
purpose is to develop industrial capacity and coresudemand in countriesitsideof China.
Rather than extracting raw materials, China is isgeko shift its heavy industry to less
developed countries, making them richer and engingademand for Chinese products.”

Like realists and liberals, constructivists agrémt with the rise of a non-Western
great power it becomes all the more crucial to stigate and research the foundations of
Beijing's main international relations and foregplicy priorities, long-term interests, as well
as to how China will position itself internationalh the coming decades of the®Xdentury.

However they claim that a constructivist focusidentity structures yields important
insights, many of which are neglected in the curtbroretical debate between realists and
liberals regarding the complex phenomenon of Ckirgaeat power status. The latter two,
both disregard the specific character of statdging instead mostly on systemic incentives
what is basically a top-down generated story of groand state interests.
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Constructivists, in contrast, seek to endogenize.+o explore from within, an inside-
out research, the interest formation of states ddgting interests to socially constructed
variables on either the systemic or domestic levels as to focus on Chinese self-
understanding in order to arrive at the overalkinational relations and foreign policy
interests of China%®

Constructivists are usually branded optimists withspect to international
cooperationt?® Yet, there is no intrinsic optimism to construgtvarguments, and believing
that China represents just another rising greatgpewas quite a number of liberal and realist
(with the exception of the offensive school) thetsriseem to do — is thus to underestimate the
potential challenge to Western style internatigitics that China posée$?

Instead constructivism adheres to a number ofcelsodf theoretical premises, three of
which are relevant to the case of China's risestFiconstructivists study the socially
constructed, rather than materially conditionedure of international relations, and they
emphasize how social meaning is structured witlpiecsic identities, norms, beliefs and
culturest!! Secondly, collective identities encompass funddaieideational logics such as
beliefs about legitimate membership or the roléhef community, and these logics generate
the motivational disposition — or simply put, irgsts — of its respective communitié$And
thirdly, state identities may be quite stable ie thense of being deeply structured, but
competing identity narratives with alternative itleaal logics always exist:

In line with these constructivists® theoreticaleqises, Chinese identity may be
viewed as an evolving formation of structural eletsg or Sino-centric identity markété
with specific ideational logics — some of which amambined into a more or less coherent,
hegemonic narrative of China in recent years. Boistructivists, the ideational logic within
the hegemonic narrative functions as a “navigatompass” guiding Chinese policy-makers
in their international relations and foreign polizyking!!®

In spite of its pronounced optimistic nature, damgivism does not entirely exclude
the option that China with its distinct non-Westeatietal template may potentially elaborate
a more sophisticated Sino-centric foreign polidyadtively implemented, such policy may
push Beijing into continuous conflict with differeaspects of the current international liberal
order, as well as with the U.S., feeding revisiod affering a responsive new strategic focus
by the Washington's “Pivot/Rebalancing” to Asié.

English School
The English school and the constructivist traditiare in a way fundamentally

different and at the same time have some substaw&laps'!’ They are fundamentally
different in the sense that they come from diffénglaces. Constructivism is and holds an
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epistemological position and it comes out of plolasy of knowledge. English School is a
rather practical, pragmatic tradition that comes o political theory, history, and
international law, so its roots are completely eféint. But both of them are talking about
society, in some sense — international society,iarttiat way they are the same thing. Any
society has by definition to be socially constrdgteo from that point of view, the English
School is constructivist, but there is much morésrapproach than just constructivism, as its
engagement with history gives the better way to @s&stions about what international
society looks like, how it is structured, whers ijoing, how it evolves, eté®

The English School's greatest contribution to lRsperhaps its invention and
persistent conceptualization of international styci€his concept is unique in two ways. First,
it differs from the mere power calculation that haisg dominated American IR theory; and
second, its invention and development are based Bpoopean history and experiertég.

Besides the concerns and the question posed listseand liberals - "Can China rise
peacefully’, the English School, with its key cqapicef international society, has similar
concerns. Still, ittheorizesfrom different angle, sharing the affinity of thenstructivist
tradition, and concentrates more about identity, China's identity vis-a-vis the English
School definition of international societ$f This is a crucial question as China’s identity in
relation to international society constitutes tleatary-puzzle of the Chinese since the first
Opium War in 1840, and highlights the English Sdhapproach to the phenomenon of
modern China. It is based on the fundamentally nmamb issue of the institutions of the
international society, especially the so-called many institution$?!, which define
international society and the conduct of its meralaer regards to "what is” and "what is not’
legitimate and appropriate behaviéf.

According to these strict criteria, the peaceisg of emerging power, which does not
disturb the order of international society, presaggs China's acceptance of the primary
institutions of the international society. If nahpossible, it will be extremely difficult, as
China has to accept international society’'s changinmary international institutions, in
particular those of democracy, human rights andrenmental friendlines$?® “To put it
bluntly, can a Communist government ever suppoet riarket ideationally, or must its
support necessarily be not more than calculatét|?”

The English School accepts that China has beecessitl in rising peacefully and
accommodating itself into the international societyhe first three decades since 1979 to the
present. But, at the same time, as the primarytutisins of international society are evolving,
changing from Westphalian ones of sovereignty, imberference, balance of power, etc. to
post-Westphalian ones of human rights, democracy gieen peace. As China remains a
Westphalian non-democracy, it should naturally hamach more difficulty in rising
peacefully and further integrating into the intdimi@al society in the next thirty years. China
is thus defined as a reformist revisionist, whactgats some of the institutions of international
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society ... But it resists, and wants to reform atheand possibly wants to change its
status®?®

Social Identity Theory / SIT/

In his November 29, 2014 speech at the ForeigaiistiWwork Conference (FAWC),
the first to be held since 2006, Chinese Presidedinping guided the attending Chinese top
ranking foreign policymakers and officials to wdidr a “distinctive diplomatic approach
befitting China’s role as a major country'. He sty emphasized the need for Beijing to
display diplomacy with a salient Chinese featuré arChinese visiotr®

China is sensitive to how the world looks at iSaving face  is a national
psychological priority and the current Beijing leaship is actively preoccupied with
restoring the country's long past status of a pnaxent world powet?’

In spite of the impressive Chinese economic slowrdin the recent couple of years,
from around 10% to 6-7% annual growth in 2015/201%ew normal” as officially declared),
China is still expanding its power and economiduiefce, in contrast to the anemic economic
growth in the rest of the world’s major economi®gangely enough, Beijing is not even
publicly exploiting, and its leaders are shunnihg official announcement of IMF at the end
of 2014, that China's economy has overtaken thathef United States, measured in
purchasing power parity (PPP¥.One of the possible explanations for this behawiopart
of the Chinese leadership, officials, even masskmed the continuing identity role of
“keeping a low profile” (KLP) that China selectiyeddhers to, denying anxiousness, fear,
and uncertainty about its future plans and interstio its neighbors, the rest of the world, and
especially in the U.S.

Constructivists argue that China's identity iduahced by interactions with others
and that China is increasingly being socializedoubgh its participation in the international
system and institutions, into accepting internaalamrms?®. Yet, in a way they undervalue
the role of China’s identity in shaping its futiméernational relations and foreign policy, and
especially the availability of alternative iderggi from which China’s leadership may
choose-*°

How, then, will China’s eventual and expectedizatibn of great power status affect
its international relations, foreign policy and \binternational system? Consistent with SIT,
China wants and works to return its long past stagia great power, and at the same time to
preserve its ‘Chinese characteristics™ in almoksjglheres of socio-political, economic and
cultural being. As discussed, SIT postulates thates that seek to improve their status have
the options of pursuing: social mobility, sociahqeetition and/or social creativity

My analysis claims, that China’s future internagiomrelations and policies will largely
depend on how it defines its identity relative hattof the U.S. and other major powers, and
how the latter respond to China’s self-definitidrfudly attained great power status. Beijing
will seek a pragmatic, and case by case, mix ofthihee strategic option offered by SIT, as
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the most productive and feasible third strategithpfor the achievement of China's
rise/Dream, peaceful development and integratitmtime evolving new international system.

Social psychology and SIT can also be very usefdliastrumental for research and
assessments on the western public opinion behaegppnse and inquiry into the causes and
the conditions that lead to the current tendenofepower transition from the West to the
East.

A Theory of Stable Peace

The Atlantic Charter that Franklin Roosevelt anchgtn Churchill crafted in August
1941, only two months after Hitler's invasion oétBoviet Union, envisaged a new global
order based on self-determination, free trade rgigment, and marked the beginning of the
final stage of the power transition process, andnem at which the U.S. indisputably
assumed the leading role of the Western world haakpansion of the liberal order.

By the end of the 2Dcentury, it had become most approving to arguehistory was
coming to an end, and that the unipolar moment has arri¥&@hen came the still
continuing 2008-2009 financial and economic criglse failure of the December 2009
Copenhagen Summit, at which the rising powers dale shots, and “there were no chairs
for Obama and Clinton”, and the America’s Europpartners were not even in the game.
Amazed at this turn of events, tiéashington Timepronounced, “The American Century is
over” 133

There are many signs that the''2®ntury marks not only the ultimate triumph of the
West, but the emergence of a global landscapeigh@saded towards a turning point rather
than an end point. “The West is loosing not orgynitaterial primacy as new powers rise, but
also its ideological dominance... Even rising powtrat are democratic, such as India,
Brazil, are hardly stalwart supporters of the Wiestemp. They regularly break with the U.S.
and Europe on geopolitics, trade, the environment @her issues ...Interests matter more
than values3

Charles Kupchan, the initiator of the initial staigebuilding a body of theory on
Stable Peace, posits: “The twenty-first centuryl widt be America’s, China's, Asia’'s, or
anyone else’s; it will belong to no one. The ematrgaternational system will be populated
by numerous power centers as well as multiple @assdf modernity>® For the first time in
history, an independent world will be without a trof gravity or global guardian. A global
order, if it emerges, will be an amalgam of diversalitical cultures and competing
conceptions of domestic and international ordefluF@ato foresee this global turn and adjust
the West's Grand Strategy accordingly would be \oreof grave consequence. This
potential misstep is already in the making ...Mosatsgists are, however misconstruing the
nature of the fundamental change posed by the QidiEfasion of power. The prevailing
wisdom holds that the Western powers should capétain the twilight hours of their primacy
to corral countries into the liberal internatiomatier that they have constructed ... the West
should ‘sink the roots of this order as deeply assiple’ thereby ensuring that ‘the
international system the United States leads caxairethe dominant order of the twenty-first
century3® ... “the power shift ... is good for America, if appohied properly. The world is
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going America’'s way. Countries are becoming moreenppmarket friendly, and
democratict’

“To cast the grand strategic challenge of the erauch terms may be reassuring to
Americans and their democratic allies, but it ishful thinking. The Chinese ship of state
will not dock in the Western harbor, obedientlyitakthe berth assigned to it. Rather than
embracing the rules of the current internationatesy, rising powers will as a matter of
course seek to adjust the prevailing order in winst advantage their own values and
interests. They have been doing so since the biegiroi time and the coming era will be no
different. The task at hand is not guiding risirgmvers into the Western harbor. Rather it is
establishing a new order whose fundamental terntishave to be negotiated by Western
powers and newcomers alike. The West will haveive @s much as it gets as it seeks to
fashion a new international order that includesréss. 38

To theorizeand to lay the initial stage in building a bodytleéory about Stable Peace,
including the rise of China, is for Kupchan, “tovadce understanding of one of the most
enduring puzzles in the study of global politicshofv to explain change in the character of
the international system.

All main schools in the field of international retms — realism, liberalism and
constructivism — have positive contributions regagdthe state of peace. Still, like many
other cardinal questions explored by IR scholds,ssue of Stable Peace has fallen victim to
continuing theoretical debates and disputes, attié lcreative efforts were addressed to
options that may reconcile the schools opposingdstaand views. Hopefully, theoretical
eclecticism may bridge the divides and set freee& monconfrontational and innovative
approach to the imperative of peace in th® &intury**®

Acknowledging the strengths and weaknesses of tinésliéectual traditions Kupchan
makes an attempt of developing a theory of Stablc® that shares affinity with all of them.

Although Stable Peace keeps with the tradition h& $o-called English School's
international society, it privileges no single thetacal approach. The analysis is explicitly
eclectic and synthetic in nature, seeking to follimsights from multiple paradigms, rather
than prioritize any single one of them. As the psEcunder research is a dynamic one — “how
interstate relations move along a continuum frondeemc competition, to halting
cooperation, to lasting friendship — theoreticdéeticism is a necessity, at different stages in
the onset of Stable Peace, quite different political social processes are at wotk.”

Kupchan, in his theoretical endeavor, examines tyvdifferent cases of Stable Peace,
ranging from the thirteenth century to the presemt spanning the globe. His research reveals
that Stable Peace breaks out through a four-phessegs, which may take years, if not
decades. The process is elucidated, using rappraoitebetween the United States and
United Kingdom (1895-1906) as a major illustratoase study.

As to the causes of peace, the examination ofwleaty instances of Stable Peace
yields important theoretical findings regarding wien, not just how peace breaks out:
Engagement is not appeasement — and rapprochemenges as a product of engagement,
not coercion. Rivals find their way to lasting peaghen they resort to diplomacy to settle
their differences, not when one side coerces tlirerointo submission. The exercise of
strategic restraint is in many respects the key phigs rivals on the path to peace. Second,
contrary to conventional wisdom, democracy is nateaessary condition for Stable Peace
and regime type is a poor predictor of the potéfdiaenemies to become friends. Third, too,
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in contrast to convention wisdom, diplomacy, natremmic interdependence, is the currency
of peace and growing economic ties and exchangéoctrnn rapprochement, but only after a

political settlement is being negotiated and foitgnatcepted. Fourth, although diplomacy is
the currency of peace, domestic politics weightvitgan the outcome of efforts to advance

rapprochement, and as a whole consolidating Stabkce requires good politics, not just
good diplomacy*

Theorizing on China’s rise and assessing it thrahgHens of Stable Peace Kupchan
argues that:

- “ China and the U.S. today find themselves in Adf the obvious 3-4 Acts play that
is going to unfold in their future relationship. &lplay falls into the category of historic
hegemonic transition in which we have one globaleneon that is going to be challenged by
the rise of a country that by the middle of the @®2Il be top economic power. Over time
China will have the military capability to challemthe U.S. for hegemony, at least in its own
neighborhood, not unlikely the way the U.S. chajlesh Great Britain in its own hemisphere
at the end of the XIX century.

- At the present point, the key is to avoid mutpedvocations, to find modes for
building U.S.- China mutual trust, deepening the@atjue, so that when China is at the stage
that it can check and challenge, U.S, and Chinanateadverse geopolitical rivals. If
foundations for that trust are not provided, thgr2B25 there can emerge a kind of tensions
over naval supremacy in East and South China Seadirst island chain — Taiwan, South
Korea, Japan, and the Philippines, that could bartain locus of geopolitical uncertainty and
rivalry over the next several decades.

- In Washington there are many different opinionsGhina and anyone who makes a
sort of firm, definitive judgments about the risketbe present day China is wrong, as any
definitive judgment would be premature. Anyone wtiaims that China will inevitably
emerge as an aggressor is obviously prematureugecave do not know'. Anyone who
claims that China will follow a peaceful path taegter power is also wrong, because we "do
not know'. China is simply at that interim stagadw#ntity formation. One thing that could be
said with certain amount of conviction is that Ghiand the U.S. need to avoid things that
would push them down to an unintended consequeinceatry, as there is the key lesson of
WWI. They need to be very careful not to get inealvn a kind of tit for tat struggle, in
which neither wants conflict but end up slidingttbigppery slope.

- The key is — accommodation and reciprocal regtrdihe U.S. has to put its cards on
the table and make clear to China what its “reddirare, but at the same time confirm that it
does not mean ill to China and is not attemptingltek China’s rise. That it in fact believes
that China’s rise can be good for the world as lasdeijing plays by a certain set of rules.
The key is to nurture new rules based order ratien just let a more anarchical order to
prevail. China needs to play the same game andda its cards on the table, make clear
that it expects to have more influence to commeaatsuwith its greater power, but also to do
things to convince others that it does not haveatay military intents. That kind of mutual
transparency and accommodation is key to avoidirag tinintended slide towards U.S.-
China geopolitical competition.

- The world is headed towards the times when thahebe multiple models and
multiple powers with different views of how to orgae life domestically and internationally
— all out there, competing in the marketplace afagl and for the first time in history —
integrated and globalized world without a leadiegter of gravity. The Western world will
continue to be just there — the Western world, drete will be Washington consensus,
Brussels consensus, Beijing consensus, Delhi censenBrazilia consensus, Jakarta
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consensus, and there will be no dominant modelwaythat there has been for the last 200
years.

- There will be many and different major playensddhe only alternative is that the
UN takes the lead and asks all of them to put @relscon the table and have a decisive
discussion about the founding rules for the wohldt tis going to come next. A totally new
world in a way, it has to be. It does not mean thgdortant parts of the Western world will
not survive, will be part of the next world, theyliwBut the West will have to give as much
as it gets, as it seeks to fashion that new consenghe effort must be made, whether
successful, remains to be seen.

There is not too much time left, as by 2030 Chinlalve the largest economy of the
world. By 2050, of the top leading powers, only avi#t be from the West, the USA, all the
others in the top 5, from today's developing world

We better have that conversation and discussionesaather than later, as the world
is changing in a very quick pacdé?

Is there IR Theory with "Chinese Characteristics™?

International relations research in China haslehgingly increased over the past 35
years within broader efforts to emancipate from largaxon IR discipline narrative, and in
search for localizing international relations theor

Since the post-WWII development of IR as a disoplmainly elevated by scholars in
American institutions based on Hoffmann’s IRAvi’American Social SciencCgethere was no
explicit need of label for any so-called "Americachool of IR” or IR with American
characteristics”. U.S. IR’s somewhat distinct amthmon positivism-oriented methods,
rationalist approaches, and research styles #lvad for a variety of theories, especially
across and within Realism and Liberalism, to cdewighin “American social sciencé*
Early development of IR in UK reflected imperialoptems UK faced in foreign relations,
leading to the formation of the "English Schoolthathe common ontological disposition and
criticism of the kind of scientific methods advadcby positivists** As the latter two
concepts are at the center of the current Chingséidcourse, professor Ren Xiao's claim,
“The work of the English School was of interesthieir own right, and as an alternative to
the American IR theory ... If there could be an Estykchool, why not a Chinese schodf?”
sounds not political/scholarly surprising.

Following Cox’s “Theory is always for someone aoddome purpose’, Chinese IR
theory, when, and if it becomes reality, will hertze out there for someone and for some
purpose. Due to China’s rise, relative declinehef West and objective changes in the real
world, scholars question whether or not IR theorthwhinese characteristics is a political
project for China’s political purpos&¥.in China, as with all countries, IR theory is neve
purely scientifically academic, and bears the prant purpose of basic policies. As China’s
explicitely announced intentions in President Xignuary 2017 Davos speech, to move to the
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center of world politics and globalization, the gtien of China’s international purpose and
behavior becomes more important than ever, anchiage and foundations of Chinese IR
theories will therefore provide guiding clues te thirection of Chinese Grand Strategy.

History matters much in IR theories. Wight provides analytical equation: Politics:
International Politics = Political Theory: Histoaicinterpretatiort?” As mainstream IR theory
has been shaped by modern narrative of Europe&orhisbundant historical, civilizational
and cultural resources could also serve as the basteveloping non-Western IR thedfs.
The Chinese evolution is no exception, as mostladigoefforts and energy to create their
own IR theory start from historical experience abdckground knowledge’, bearing the
burden of external and domestic debates and enticegarding "Historical Interpretation”.

Various labels have been used to describe Chirfesmrdtical research to create a
distinct IRT: “IR theory with Chinese charactedsti “Chinese localization (or nativization)
of IR theory’, "China’s exploration of internatibnlitical theory”, "the Chinese view of
international relations or international politics”, Chinese School’, et¢® There is no
consensus, yet, about whether a Chinese Schodd{g)ativeness lies in its methods, topics,
guestions, core concepts, theoretical constru@pproach. It was Huan Xiang, foreign policy
adviser to Zhou Enlai, who originally openly propdsat the first Chinese "Theory of IR’
conference in Shanghai in 1987 the elaborationRotheory with Chinese characteristics,
directly linked to Deng Xiaoping’s “socialism witthinese characteristick®

Until recently, there were three clear convergireyws of a Chinese School(s) of IR or
IR theory with Chinese characteristics. First, eorgj consensus among scholars that a
Chinese School(s) consists of a theoretical coagguof global politics that uses uniquely
Chinese building blocks, such as Chinese historgdition, political thought, culture,
literature, problems, or puzzles. It was assedsatdthe hope for Chinese IR theoretical study
lies in rediscovering Chinese thought.

Second, scholars agreed that future prospects fGhiaese School(s) have been
heavily influenced, and will be affected by thelresrld adjustments in global politics,
especially with the rise of China.

Third, agreement that the development of a Chigtmwol(s) parallels the increasing
influence of mainstream IR and that there is a aotghinese School(s) should play in relation
to the IR discipling??

Donald Trump’s unexpected 2016 presidential victoayght the world offguard,
including the mainstream IR community, even in @hidf the gradual and successful
implementation of his declared “principled realisparadigmatic shifts in U.S.” Grand
Strategy towards Restraint and economic nationabs$nthe expense of globalization and
liberal democratic world order ever takes placthmyears to come, Chinese IR house will be
forced to search for an adequate theoretical adprst, and response to the above second and
third understanding of a Chinese School(s) or IRothh with Chinese characteristics.
Potentially new reality will provide Chinese schslawith new theoretical questions and
uncertainties under a new global environment thktes to rising China, ambitious initially
to significantly transform and complement, ratheart to replace, the global order as defined
by the United States and Western Europe sincerti@eWWII.

Currently, Chinese scholars accept that theretdeast three IR schools so far whose
projects and theoretical constructs are copy righssnct:
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Zhao Tingyang leads the first school. As profesgdilosopher, he gained
acknowledgments for his 2005 bodlye Tianxia System. Tianxiar, “all under heavenly sky”
also refers to a tributary or suzerain system, kmaw an ordering principle of traditional East
Asian international relations before the arrival Western nation-state systémd.Besides
intellectual curiosity and ambition as primary @ns of hisTianxiatheory, other distinctive
motivations are — to ‘rethink China” and developn€se indigenous views and theories of
international relations and world politics, to paep China intellectually for a greater, more
constructive role in world affairs, as theoreti@ld practical alternative to the existing
modern state system.

Qinghua professor Yan Xuetong represents the sesomool. As "moral” realist he
believes that Chinese IR scholars must look ta thaiive traditional culture and though#sé.
Yan claims that all IR theories are universal, hagenational specifities, thus IR theory with
Chinese characteristics is not achievable, and sgmplabels, such as “Chinese School” or “IR
with Chinese characteristics He works on elaborating a universal theory basedaldle
Kingdom’s classical historical experience, cultamg philosophy. Assertive, leading Chinese
realist, he is known as the initiator of KLP vBASdebate, proposing that Beijing drops
Deng Xiaoping's "non-alliance” legacy. While promgthis binary IR theory of "Moral
Realism” he still admits that even if China becomesiper power, by 2050 USA will still be
there as the main peer competitor of the PeoplefsiRlic.

Third school is led by constructivist/realist witthinese characteristics professor Qin
Yaqing, member of the Central Committee (CC) of@enese Communist Party (CCP), and
President of China Foreign Affairs University. Stgty advocating for the notion of “Chinese
school” in Chinese IR scholarship Qin criticallygages with professor Yan on several
important academic and policy issues. In contrastdn, he claims that IR theory differs
from natural science, and that the former entailsical meaning, context, and understanding.
He argues that although Yan brings traditional €bénthinkers and historical experience
back into IR theory, his strong belief in ratiomh a core Western assumption in IR theory,
blocks his attempts in the creation of a genuin€hinese IR theory. On his part, by
introducing “relationality’, a concept deeply rabte Chinese tradition and culture, Qin
adopts an interactive approach that links WestdRn theories with Chinese cultural
thinking®® an idea in progress in his recent boolRelationality and Process: Cultural
Construction in Chinese International Relations ditye>®

Chinese characteristics” constructivist approac®iof Yaqing tries to blend Western
ideas, approaches, concepts, and theorizing witto@ern, contemporary reinterpretation of
traditional classical Chinese narrative. He aimseonder China an external peaceful and
benign identity by introducing the Chinese suppletag/ co-evolutionary “continuity through
change” dialectics of Zhongyong, to be discusséabe

The introduction of Zhongyong dialectics in a magubtle way tries to neutralize
professor Yan's sometimes hawkish realist stanslgiviis the U.S., to balance the KLP v/s
SFA debate, and at the same time to reconcile @ @pjective external and domestic
explanatory Chinese dialectics” force to the calittary “socialism with Chinese
characteristics” political superstructure and Clurtkeclared status of market economy.
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Chinese theoretical responses to the internatio@ddina rise debate

Chinese IR scholars acknowledge that China’s sisemajor event in the international
relations of the Z1century, and that the rise of any new power iradbkt leads to challenges
and adjustments in the existing international systéiowever, they argue, that unlike
Western powers, which have a history of hostilalrivand conflict when power shifts, China
has practiced a peaceful and cooperative intemaltistrategy since it started its reforms and
opening up more than three decades ago, a tendenty process that China will stick to
continuously in the futur&’

At the Central Conference on Work Relating to FgmeAffairs, in 2014, Chinese
president Xi Jinping laid down the guidelines fohiese major-country diplomacy with
Chinese characteristics, emphasizing also on mytbeheficial international cooperation in
the 2% century. Due to the continuing “China threat” &@ihina assertiveness” international
debate, and abiding to top Chinese leadership’defjues, Chinese IR scholars enhanced
their research and attention to the “three trapisited to the rise and fall of world powers.
They draw on historical empirical evidence and eigmee of other great powers and by
referring to leading theories of international tiglas, such as: Paul Kennedy's research that
prophesized the collapse of the USSR and the dedinthe U.S>8 the Thucydides and
Olson trapg>®

Chinese IR scholars warn that for escaping "Paulnidy trap” and avoid strategic
mistakes, China should focus on its specific striatgoals, not to expand and not to ignore
reality when undertaking more international obligas. In spite of its status as the world's
second largest economy, China is still a develomagntry, and its strategies should be
formulated in line with actual strength and realignd there should be a balance and
dialectical unity between economic developmenteaitbnal security.

For them, in avoiding the "Thucydides trap™ Chihawdd pay special attention to the
strategic competition with the U.S. as it still psssevere structural problem. U.S. is still
doubtful about the concept of ‘'mutual respect’ardg China’'s rise as a challenge to its core
goal of world dominance, and shows no respecther@hinese political system and order.
Western powers should abandon their views of binaposition between China and the U.S.,
and instead seek ways to reform the existing iat@nal system, and accept the modes of
China’'s peaceful development.

As more and more Chinese goods, capital and taentexported overseas, and as
China is becoming more open and internationalizé&ti wutward expanding interests and
influence, there is a higher risk of negative eéffeand blowback of the "Olson trap” for the
country's international relations and diplomacyrdeainterest groups will objectively take
shape in the nation's rapid development path, mgsuaximized share of total wealth and a
“free ride’on the overall efforts of others, whileglecting the common and general interests
of the nation as a whole. As China has the headaicheerlapping management and vicious
competition among the national regions, departmantk enterprises, fragmentation, lack of
coordination and mutual constraint have become remh problems for China’'s foreign
strategy. Scholars assess positively the estabdishof the National Security Council, and its
goals to overcome the problem of excessive diplamates, and lack of coordination. By
getting rid of the "dilemma of collective actionhi@ese diplomacy can come into full play,
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help create, and maintain the necessary periodrategic opportunities for the Chinese
national development in the 2&entury”16°

Chinese IR theoreticians claim that great power lodiacy with Chinese
characteristics has rich connotations, includinsiggent pursuit of the Chinese path to
development and strengthening of social institigjarultural traditions and core values. It is
also characterizes by an insistence on the denwetiah of international relations,
opposition to all forms of hegemony and power prdit perseverance in constructing a new
type of international relations, and following ttght approach to principles and interests.

IR scholars also present China's engagement wehirternational system as a
strategic Chinese choice and initiative of its ownd not that China's been “taught”, as
attributed in some of the Western mainstream IRribs. For them, China’s participation in
the international system is not a passive pro@ss$,China will not sacrifice its core national
interests just for the opportunity of joining tmedrnational institution&?!

The hegemonic stability theory and the neo-libardtitutionalists posit that a
hegemonic power is crucial in establishing the rmadonal order, for it provides the
necessary international rules and public goods gimvernance. Qin Yaging argues that
Chinese wisdom can contribute to the evolutiorhefibternational order and the international
system in at least three ways: First, by promoéirnguralistic mode of global governance in
the current more pluralistic world. Second, by gmg forth, promoting and putting into
practice the idea of partnership, replacing thelpnginance of the distribution of power and
self-interest in the Realpolitik and rational cleitheories. For him, partnership is based on
trust and respect, reflecting the idea of relatiggevernance. The latter, by complementing
the rule-based governance may and can lead to &lntiwak respects rules, values human
relations, and beliefs in morality, and finally @ fiduciary society. Third, existing
international institutions were established by ¥iestern nations for the governance of their
relations during a certain period of past histdtyina's participation in the international
system will promote its legitimacy and will lead ¢g@nuine evolution of the international
order. In an increasingly globalized world, pagatiory practices that include all the states,
are necessary conditions for the legitimacy of glajpovernance and the effective way of
overcoming the sense of alienation among the migjofiinternational societ}??

China’s international Grand Strategy has becomeptipity topic in the last several
years, resulting in broad "China threat’ and “#@isgelChina” discourse. IR analyses and
theorizing have broadly focused on China’s curstmattegic policies assessing China- Japan-
and other neighbors relations, the territorial disp in the East and South China Seas, the
Chinese New Silk Road initiative, the creation bé tBeijing based Asian Infrastructure
Investment Bank (AlIB), and the key issues of CHih&. strategic competition.

This omnipresent trend is partly due to China'sstartially expanded capabilities as
the world’s second largest economy, and also tankeeties and uncertainties about China’s
international behavior as status-quo or revisiogisat power in the international system and
society. The discourse intensified since the newmé&de top leadership assumed power at the
18" Party congress in November 2012, considered byyrfamign and domestic scholars
and strategists as a turning point and major gfi@thift from Deng Xiaoping's legacy of —
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taoguarllgyanghuéL keeping a low profile / KLP / teenfayouwe— striving for achievements
| SFA [:

Some Chinese domestic IR theorizing efforts treedxplain this alleged strategic shift
in China’s international strategy by the reemergesica Chinese “moral realism”, through
the lens of the power transition theory, and thguarent that the existing hegemon and the
rising contender will clash — as objective law aherefore inevitablé®* Some good part of
Western strategists and analists, too, tried tologxphe categories “revisionism” and
“assertiveness” in explaining why China had becaliffecult for the world to deal with in the
recent years. They claim that “Beijing exhibits reasingly tough and truculent behavior
towards many of its neighbours in Asis, as wellt@she United States, and the European
Union”%% and even that the “old days of power politics hack!%®

Summing up, the hidden agenda in the discoursehinaCand in the West was about
whether or not Beijing is shifting away from the Rlto the SFA approach in its international
relations and foreign policy, a tendency allegealbgerved in the new initiatives and more
assertive stands of th& §eneration Chinese leadership after 2012-26%18nd especially in
the context of the president Xi promoted conceptaofNew Type of Major Countries
Relationship” between China and the USA in th& @intury.

Zhongyong dialectics in IR theorizing of China’ss@

One of the main pillars of the Chinese Grand Sgnate international relations and
foreign policy goals is the necessity of achievengd guaranteeing friendly and peaceful
development environment and promoting the peaaderitity of China, guided by the “no
hegemony”, “no expansion” and “no alliance” legagginciples of Deng Xiaoping. To
counter and diffuse the damage and anxiety conuogrthie peaceful identity of China as
result of the “assertive”, “threat”, “revisionisménd especially the latest KLP v/s SFA
narrative and debate in the U.S., the West andsia As a whole, the Chinese IR scholarship
had to put first its own house in order.

Most of leading Chinese IR scholars do assess ges dhat China has not undergone
a fundamental change in its international straté§ySome, notably Yan Xuetong,
approvingly argue and claim that after 2012-201#€lnas effectively abandoned KLP and
adopted the SFA approach and strategy, as bestgéhe rise of China. In his publication in
2014° yan explicitly criticizes the KLP, and implicitighe Chinese leadership, for its
emphasis on three foreign policy tenets: no intewnal leadership, no alliances, and first
priority relationship with the U.S. According to ¥aKLP serves predominantly economic
goals while SFA has defining political connotatioAssuming a fundamental change in terms
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of strategic goals in Beijing’s foreign policy -eifin development to power-oriented one, he
guestions whether China’s international strategyesethe national political, economic and
social development, or strives for global hegemanimpetition:’®

Yan Xuetong's arguments and claims are substantaid theoretically debated,
contested and challenged by prof. Qin Yaqiriy .

The main leading argument of Qin, in critiqueingl @ountering Yan's arguments and
claims, is that the latter treats, in a typicalistural realist tradition and Hegelian/Western
conflictual dialectics, both KLP and SFA “as dichiwious opposites that have fundamentally
different goals, tenets, general layouts, workipgraaches, and methods”. He elaborates and
argues that the Chinese do not structure thingsiah a dialectical construction and that this
either-ordichotomous approach to the two strategies, adgtither KLP or SFA, could lead
to a serious international misjudgement of Chiraigent foreign policy and international
beha\{igr on the global stage, and points out thite Chinese do not think and act that
way”.

Qin goes much deeper and further, mostly for theside audience — Western and
other policy-makers and strategists. He explairts @arifies China’'s self-understanding and
generative approaches not only regarding the subfetie concrete debate and cotraversy —
KLP v/s SFA, but in general — how Beijing sees dlverall Grand Strategy of China for the
215 century.

Qin begins by theoreticaly introducing the concegtSsbackground knowledge” and
the Chinese Zhongyong complementary dialecticsgantrast to the conflictual Western
Hegelian dialectics. Drawing on Adler, Barnett, Raiy he argues that background
knowledge, term coined by Searle and similar torB@w's concept dflabitus matters more
than representational knowledge in social actiod, lzas been in the focus of the practical IR
approaches in recent yeafd.The Zhongyong (seeking the middle course) diateati
complementary dialectic, constitutes a core compbnef the Chinese background
knowledge, as the essence of several thousand ¢epractice in Chinese society. According
to Qin, Zhongyong is the most useful internaticauwadl otherwise behavior guiding principle,
a virtuous social norm, best illustrating the Chkmeavay of thinking. It also reflects the
Chinese worldview through which they understand sk, the other, the universe and
especially the relationships among th¥thimplying the processes of “continuity through
change”.

To drive his point home, Qin makes a comparisonvéeh the Chinese Zhongyong
dialectic, and the Hegelian dialectic, which heuasy constitutes a core component that
guides the thoughts and actions of a Western nkiadhim, the Hegelian dialectic is one that
implies a strongeither-or logic and includes several defining assumptiGhsdichotomy,
which structures any mutually exclusive, discretel &andependent pair of poles or thesis,
interacting with each other. The thesis and argithare thus reified into thether-or logic,
fundamentally denying reconciliation and co-evauati The thesis cannot become the
antithesis, and vice versa. The synthsis is bérand only if one overwhelms or destroys the
other. Thus, dichotomy, exclusivity and conflictnstitute the three interralated defining
features of the Hegelian dialectic, a dichotomduscture that has obtained almost universal
applicability for the last couple of centuries. Kwledge production itself follows a similar
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path. Realism in IR, is a theory constructed witlkchs background knowledge deeply
embedded in it. In turn, it appears as represemetdnowledge and “objective law”® to
provide a rational justification and lawfulness for irreconcilable power struggle between
two great powers for global hegemotfy.

Qin claims that the Chinese tend to think and #@&ereéntly from other nations and
cultures because they cherish and hold a diffenrtdview, as reflected in the Chinese
Zhongyong dialectics. The latter, similar to the Sf¢en dialectic also sees progress and
evolution as a result of the interaction betweea bpposites, but structures them in a non-
dichotomous way, in correlativity, which is perhatt® most distinctive feature of this
interaction, in which the two opposites are twarelated parts of an organic whole.

Zhongyong sees no thesis and antithesis lockednirantation till one replaces the
other, but co-thesis that interacts, complements gives life to one another, leading to a
synthesis that combines and includes both theasisydiich at the same time is different from
them, i.e. the interaction between the two is a&@ss of mutually complementing, a process
of becoming, a “continuity through change”.

Zhongyong theorizing on Grand Strategy

After theorizing and differentiating the Westerorfr the Chinese dialectics, Qin turns
to the practical implications of Zhongyong in Begis international relations and foreign
policy: “In term of strategies ... Zhongyong does moiply that one should never be
assertive, should always keep a low profile, armukhnever strive for achievements. It does
mean that one should know where and when to betaesdo keep a low profile /KLP/, and
when and how to strive for achievements /SFA/. Zyoamg is thus about due measures and
degree ..., and it is the most difficult principletbe Chinese dialectics. Exactly what is due
measure and degree is in itself not easy to deterini specific situations. Thus, in reality,
flexibility and selectivity are characteristic asfgeof how one should attain due measure and
degree™’®

The crucial question for China’s international tetgg is where and when to stick to
"keeping a low profile® and where and when to beemgroactive towards achievements'.
This is when the real test comes, the test of wisdosion, and determination. The gquestion
of "Either KLP or SFA" is a false, irrelevant quest not the one that Chinese use in the
practice of international relations. Elements offKand SFA, are and will be both present in
China’s international and strategic behavior.

Drawing on Zhonyong continuity through change diiés and theorizing on China’s
rise, Qin outlines the current Chinese Grand Sgsatend its international relations organic
component, using official State and Party prograuchents, as well as guidelines by the top
Chinese leadershijf®

The three main pillars and core national interestenlining China’s Grand Strategy
are: continuation of China’'s state and politicategn and political stability, the leadership of
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the Communist Party, the socialist system and ta& iwith Chinese characteristics. The
second is sovereignty and security, territoriaégmation, and unification of the country, and
the third is sustainable economic and social dgretnt of China.

Within the overall comprehensive Grand Strategyehare two specific strategic
goals: to double China’'s GDP and per capita incojn020, compared to 2010 and the
second — to build China into a modern socialisintguof prosperity, democracy, civility and
harmony by 2050.

Peaceful external environment for economic devekans China’s leading strategic
goal, and instrument for the realization of the poshensive strategy of domestic
development — national rejuvenation, and for the $pecific strategies targeted to 2020 and
2050.

China's international strategy is both for sustai@asupport and helping the
realization of the comprehensive and specific stjiatgoals. Major countries will be the key,
neighbouring countries as the priority, developinguntries as the foundation, and
multilateral global and regional organizations, tag platform for China’s international
relations and foreign policy. Non-alliance will dotue to be main feature of China’s foreign
policy, in search of implementing a balance oftreteships.

As domestic issues and developments continue tesept the top priority of China’'s
comprehensive Grand Strategy there is not exteavarsion in the efforts and the attention
of the Chiese leadership for global hegemony. “@aitty through change” is what
characterizes China’s international strategy imseof the ultimate strategic goals, the overall

comprehensive strategic design, and the main gtcapelicies!&®

Considerations from all levels

With the exception of the Chinese politico-pholdsicpl Zhongyong dialectic
approach, and the Stable Peace theory eclectialsother schools analyzed above, start their
argumentation and theorizing, based on the intenmait structure. Although Waltz prioritizes
the systemic influence on national policy, he adntitat since causes operate at different
levels and interact with one another, explanatmperating at either level alone are bound to
be misleading®! He also observes that “systems populated by ohidifferent sorts in some
ways perform differently, even though they sham same organizing principle. More needs
to be said about the status and role of units aresdist theory.*®2 Despite his major focus on
international relations, the works of Waltz offebadge to ways of exploring foreign policy
behavior. “State identity formation” and the ex@tan of state identities and interests fall
into “the domain of theories of foreign polic}®® and “foreign policy behavior can be
explained only by a conjunction of external anckinal conditions”84 In agreement with
such remarks, Keohane points out that more resdmstio be undertaken at the level of the
state since “the current theories do not take ug fa& in understanding the behavior of the
United States and the European powers at the et @old War.?®

Wendt accentuates on the importance of ideas imrnational relations. The
motivations, expectations, and the shared knowlb@gween states are crucial in the analysis
of state actions. Not examining how the attribugéstates are formed by domestic factors,
Wendt stays at the system level to explore thendefh of structure and the structural
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influence on the transformation of state identiaesl interests, however admitting that rather
than being determined by the international sysiaternational behavior is often determined
primarily by domestic politic2®

Can the above Western leading IR theories — Chinsestheorizing, and the ancient
Chinese politico-philosophical ideas, and tradilo@hinese moral norms give an analytical
framework, and adequate - full spectrum responseshé questions | research in my
dissertation? My simple answer is — maybe not, radgla certain positive added value effect
— yes, if | pragmatically employ and capture theher and more textured insights that a
critical reading and analytical eclecticism candemto my work.

Western theories have to guard against the tradédmd inclination to make Western
achievements and experience the benchmark to uaddnsg the predominantly non-Western
world’s political and ideational systems. It rer@s an incommensurability problem Hedley
Bull wisely warned of, and raised more than 40 geago, which is yet to be solv&d.
Bringing Chinese classical ideas into the discussio China's logic of modern international
behavior takes the burden of transmuting ancieaaisdto contemporary ontological and
epistemological discours&® A simple attempt to combine Western theory andn€$e
thought is also challenging, having to deal wité gnoblem of “translatability of political and
moral visions across civilizational and culturalriexs and divides”, which is difficult to
overcome if not completely insurmountabfé.

Western IR theories and their conclusions reffetmghe dissertation topic are quite
controversial. Offensive realists continue to asgékina as a revisionist power which is or
will try inevitably to reconstruct the existing @rhational order by challenging the American
hegemony. The neo-liberal institutionalists argaied hope that China is and will remain a
status-quo power, contended with the economicesterachieved through the international
cooperation within the existing institutional artewture. In between there are undecided and
cautioned IR scholars with a relatively open apphoto the issues of China’s rise and
intentions. Constructivists highlighten the sociateraction between China and the
multilateral international institutions. For therjs a process in which China’s international
identity, intentions, and expectations are sociabnstructed and evolving, but with the
tendency of becoming too Sino-centric. English $thweorries whether China’s self-defined
identity will accept and comply with the new primamstitutions and norms of the
international society. SIT recommends that it i<Cimna's interest to be “socially creative’-
status-quo, as it has been in the last 30 yeashléSPeace theory proponent claims that
“nobody knows what China will be in the2gentury, as it is too premature”, and will depend
predominantly on creative and consensual diplomegtigroaches. Finally, IR scholars, who
under the influence of classical realism argue tihaite is possibility and flexibility for China
to choose to be either a responsible great powarabrallenger to the existing hegemon, due
to the contingent feature of power politics.

We have a wide range of Western IR assessmentseapdnses to the main issues
and questions of my research: from “yes” to “no”“y@s and no”, including “we do not
know, it is too premature to say”.

Even China assertive and pro-SFA “moral realisth Yaietong, who actually initiated
the 2014 domestic and international debate on KISPS¥A’s Chinese international strategy,
had to cede and admit in 2015, that “if China falfis second centennial goal of building
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prosperous and strong democratic civilized harmamsocialist modern country in 2049”, the
U.S. will not necessarily lose its superpower sttt

On the Chinese leading IR scholarship side, we lihgebasic luring tenet that the
classical Chinese Zhongyong dialectic (basicalkeep the middle course not extremes, and
continuity through change) should be used as tite theoretical framework for a discussion
on the China’s international strategy. Zhongyorajedtic is defined as the key to how the
Chinese think and act, and the worldview throughctvithey understand the self, the other,
the universe, the relationship among them and lodvehave internationally and otherwise. In
the processes there might be changes (even assedB) when safeguarding the national
interest, but the continuity of the basic princgotd “peaceful development”, “no alliance, no
expansion and no hegemony” will guide China forrjevenation of the Chinese people and
the realization of the China Dream in thé'2&ntury.

190 van Xuetong, ‘A Bipolar World is More Likely thanUnipolar or Multipolar®, April 20, 2015, www.chinafocus.com
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PARTI
SELECTIVE ANALYSIS OF THE RISE OF THE USA AND CHINA

When China’s overall and per capita economic dugmualizes or eventually
surpasses America's sometimes in the future, Ithvilthe first time since the ¥&entury
that the world's largest economy will belong tocawestern, not English speaking and not a
liberal democratic state. Yet, in the asymmetrigatld that is emerging, the US will remain
for a long time the dominant military force. Ecorionand military powers are separating.
Can these changes in the distribution of power opeacefully? Current reading of Grand
Strategies of both the U.S. and China shows thatlibe very difficult, but possible!

Rivalry between great powers, between the hegeamohthe second in economic
power in the system, with potential for changegplate at the top of the hierarchy is an old,
commonly well researched and theorized topic iermdtional relations. In contrast to this
predominantly offensive realist conflicting postuneore than a decade ago China officially
announced its adherence to a more liberal-constisicidea and pragmatic policy of peaceful
rise/development!

The mainstream historical record and structuraisea IR discourse supports the
story of inevitable tension and conflict betweem, @ane side, challenging rising powers
seeking to change the status architecture andrbiraand on the rival side, consuming the
status quo established ones, seeking to deferglygtem and its rules. The usual suspects and
primary examples in this kind of IR theorizing aj@en as: France rose to preeminence by
challenging Spain and the Austro-Hungarian Empire,British Empire ascended by fighting
the Netherlands and Napoleonic France, and tridceép the global throne by crashing two
challenges from Kaiser and Nazi Germany. RussiaRJ8%rged her own path of emergence
in many wars with Sweden, Poland, the Ottoman Eenplustro-Hungarian Empire and
Napoleonic France, and fought its way to superpostesius by taking and occupying Berlin
in 1945. Indeed, most of these aspiring powers itakly had to fight wars as main
components of their Grand Strategies for globa.righe two world wars of the $@entury
(the second 30 years Great War / 1914-19%mhd the Cold War), obviously support this IR
and history narrative.

In 1990, at the turn of the Soviet demise, Johrafgleeimer wrote, “The world is
about to conduct a vast test of the theories ofamar peace put forward by social scientists,
who never dreamed that their ideas would be tdsyethe world-historic events announced
almost daily in newspaper headliné?His prediction proved accurate.

China’s rise and its implications for the Westdominated international society
became hot topic in the post-Cold War period, opgrthe gate for immense number of
academic books, studies, research articles. Althowg a pioneer on the topic, and not the
first using the cliché “China rise” William H. Oumolt’'s work® in 1993 was the first
research to predict China's economic and geopallisaccess that prompted discussions and
debates which turned this concept-puzzle into ajtopal policy project in IR scholarship. By
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mid 1990s Chinese IR scholars and other politicedrece and philosophy authors also began
research and writing on China's rise. At the cloehe 1990s leading Western scholars
doubted that China would rise to a great poweustand some still doubtit> As a whole

by the middle of the first decade of the 2000srtbe of China as a great power has become
nearly a conventional wisdom among most scholaoficypmakers and strategists in the
West.

Mainstream IR, historical record and conventioneldom live with the notion that
the U.S. is arguably the only case of ~"peacef#d’fito world preeminence? Now, that we
have another claimant for similar attempt, with &&t&trategy incorporating the concept of
“Peaceful rise/development” to achieve the Chinaddr, with the exception of few scholars
— Buzan and Cdx® Kupchan®, Feng Yongping, Womack, Mearsheimer, Wolf and some
others, the comparison case study of the both ‘@ebdrises and Dreams” is quite
understudied and muted.

Some scholars point to the so called Anglo-Ameripaaceful hegemonic power
transition as an example of peaceful rise to belaed by contemporary U.S. and Chifé.
Others make the comparison arguing the existensarofarities and differences in the rise of
both countries, and that the rise of China curyeiotbks rather “cold” than “the mixed, but at
the end warmer” definite rise of the U.S. in thelfB0" century, sharing lessons and advice
to China for the present and for the futtifWhat is missing from the research are the
consequential questions and explanatory responsssues and facts regarding the processes
in the final rise of both the U.S. and China, sash objective motives and origins of their
respective rise Grand Strategies and the paradibaisguide and drives them, periodicity,
ups and downs, as these processes were not lindagzomsistent all the time. Reevaluation
and redefinition of the term — “peaceful”, if wecapt and agree with the mainstream IR and
history record, that 1945 was the benchmark wherp#aceful power transition from Britain
to the U.S took place.

What was so peaceful in 1945 after tens of milbead, what about Hiroshima and
Nagasaki, does the fact that the U.S. and Britarewot directly in war make the transition
peaceful in a six years period of WW? Could we bglagy and by default then argue that the
Soviet Union also “rose peacefully” in 1945, beamgally to the U.S. and Britain? What role
and impact the socially constructed driver of teaaept of “exceptionalism” had and still
has in the Grand Strategies of U.S. and China, simould we not rename John
Mearsheimer's The Tragedy of Great Power Politicsifito “The Tragedy of Exceptionalist
Power Politics?
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CHAPTER 1: POST-WWII LEADERSHIP RISE AND STATE OF THE U.S.

The aim of this dissertation is not to thoroughtyidw, compare, and analyze the
long historical periods of rise, respectively tbhtU.S. and China.

In the two chapters that follow | will make aneattipt for basic descriptive inference
regarding the comparative case and current statieeofid-26" century final leadership rise
of U.S. and first decade of 2tentury SFA assertiveness of China in supportyangument
that to a very large extent Beijing tries to pragjoadly and selectively emulate Washington's
post-WWII successful march to world preeminence.nfded within the Zhongyong
dialectics China struggles to evade all extremeksstrategic blunders, such as unilateralism,
domestic divisions, politico-military overreach asdcial engineering, deindustrialization,
national debt and financial travails, causing UtS relative decline in the beginning of the
215 century.

Setting the stage for the final U.S. leadershigeiin mid-20" century
Realism and/or Idealism

Narratives of America often begin with the westwargansion of the New England
colonies, the depredations against natives Amesjcand the wars against Mexico annexing
Texas, New Mexico, and California, to the Unitedt&¢. Securing the continental land mass
was the necessary condition for turning the raigkngerican power outwards. Yet, George
Washington's warning about not following the Eummpe in getting entangled in alliances,
John Quincy Adam's legacy for not looking for ertdrdragons to slay, and the early history
United States portraying itself as disdainful o# ghower politics that characterized Europe
did not prevail long as a policy. As America cammgtow as a world power, overtaking more
notably economically the British Empire at the tuinthe 19" century, USA also began to
acquire foreign lands beyond its continent througperial expansion in both the Caribbean
and the Pacific, and turned over time a pseudo-+@nmaition state.

Next to the Monroe doctrine, the "City upon thdl hi'the first new nation’,
‘promised land’, “special providence’, ‘indispetesaation that stands taller and sees
further’, “the U.S must and will continue to leache 2% century™?® these are some of the
highly domestically valued concepts and notionba# the USA sees its place in the world.
The main massage, like in the China casédjfference by geography; virtues of providence,
history, ideology and power, the USA and Chinararelike all other nations.

The reference to the notion of an American ieenpn my thesis is objectively
helpful for several reasons. The empire analogy dawerated impressive new scholarship
indicating that historians and political scientisee it as a credible description of the United
Stated’’. Most importantly, it is theoretically more viabtean other IR narratives and
hypothesis concerning the origins, motivations padadigms that elaborate on the basis of

200 ‘City upon a Hill’, used by John Winthrop, ‘A Moded Christian Charity’in Godfrey Hodgsdfhe Myth of American Exceptionalism

(New Haven: Yale UniversityPress, 2008); see TRnavis and Sean M. Lynn-Jones, ‘City upon a HhtireignPolicy No. 66 (1987), p.
22; Seymour Martin Lipsefhe First New Nation The United States in Histdrisad Comparative Perspective 1988w York: W.W.
Norton; Walter McDougallPromised Land, Crusader Stafehe American Encounter with the World Sincel@féw York: Mariner Books,
1998); Walter Russell Mea&pecial Providence:American Foreign Policy anddHbChanged the Worl(New York: Alfred Knopf,2001);
‘indispensable nation’ was US Secretary o f StaseléleineAlbright’s 1996 description of the UnitedtBs, cited in Samuel Huntington,
‘The Lonely SuperpowerForeignAffairs Vol. 78, No. 2 (1999), p. 3, and “stand talled ares further’, stated by her on NBG's Today
Show , Feb. 19, 1998; Hillary Clinton’s remarkslo®. leadership at the CFR on Jan. 31, 2013.

201 wiilliam Appleman Williams,The Roots of the Modern American Empire: A StudieofSrowth and Shaping of Social Consciousness in
a Marketplace Society,969, New York: Random House; Andrew Bacevismerican Empire2002, Cambridge: Harvard University Press;
Niall Ferguson, Colossu$he Rise and Fall of the American Emp2604, London: Allen Lane; Charles A. Kupch@hge Vulnerability of
Empire 1994, Ithaca: Cornell University Press, pp. 82:10
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the American international relations and foreigtiqyd®? — realism or idealism? Still, empire
analogy faces a number of issues. The notion opirem- is strikingly in contrast (allusion
with Rome, Britain or France) with the America sise of "Self °. “Most Americans believe
that the United States, by its history and veryurgt cannot be imperial, let alone
imperialist”2°% notes Peter Katzenstein as he tries to advantieefunis argumentation about
the “American imperium * in Europe and A$i4.

The nature and contrasts between the diametrioplpsed constructs of "City upon a
Hill' and empire/imperium are too stark for thetéatto be psychologically accepted by most
Americans, which explains why U.S. leaders andci$ almost never use the " E ~ word in
public discourse. Historians and political sciestiwho see utility and reason in the analogy
had also seen fit and “politically correct’ to asidrthe 'E” word by adding adjectives in front
or after as in ‘inadvertent empire’, ‘empire byitation’, ‘empire lite?®® or by using
euphemisms like “proactive and reactive globallgaper?®, etc. These qualifications try to
enhance the acceptability and benign model of theedcan empire, in total moral and
material contrast to previous empires, which Chimaw echoes with its claims for a
Confucian pacifism, “peaceful development’, "ctmtior to world peace’, deeply and
traditionally rooted in its international relatioasd foreign policy.

The British Empire is commonly regardesi the hegemonic power for most of the
1800s and, as such, represents a workable ( altradlitional by some scholars ) analogue for
the present United Staté¥.

Mainstream theory and narrative says that by thé ehthe 19 century, the
weakening British empire faced a power transitiarseveral fronts: the ascent of the United
States in the Western Hemisphere, the rise of Japaam Pacific naval power, the German
Kaiser's decision to draw on mounting economic iadstrial might to build a world-class
fleet of battleship®® , and the complex conflicting realities alongside ailing great powers
of the era: France, Russia, Austria-Hungary andQtteman Empiré® . London responded
to each of these challengers in a different way.

In the Western Hemisphere, U.S. and Britain wewpagiterm bitter enemies.
American colonies revolted against British rulelin75 and the two again went to war in
1812. Amid the U.S. Civil War, Britain came close dpenly intervene on behalf of the
Confederacy, yet London preferred a weak and dividenerica to one whose rise might
come at the expense of British hegemony. After theon's victory and for decades
thereafter, the United States and the British Eenpemained cautious and watchful
antagonists and competitors. Britain's naval sopigyi in the Western Atlantic and its

202 peter Katzensteim World of Regions: Asia and Europe in the Amerilcaperium 2005, Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

203 peter Katzensteim World of Regiong. 209.

204 pid., chapter 7.

205 \wjilliam Odom and Robert Dujarriémerica’s Inadvertent Empir2004, New Haven: Yale University Press; Geir Lestdd, "Empire
by Invitation” in the American Centurpiplomatic History 1999, Vol. 23, No. 2, pp. 189-217; Michael Ige#tiEmpire Lite: Nation-
building in Bosnia, Kosovo and Afghanist@&003, London: Vintage

208 peter Harris, “The Imminent US Strategic Adjustmerthina’, 2015The Chinese Journal of International Politié&l. 8. Issue 3, pp.
227-228.

207 Rebecca Berens MatzkBeterrence through Strength: British Naval Powed Foreign Policy under Pax Britannic20Q11, Lincoln:
University of Nebraska Press, see also, WillianW®hlforth, “The Stability of a Unipolar Worlditernational Security1999, Vol. 24,

No. 1, p. 39.

208 pryssia had been a regional great power at pretimes in its history, but the newly unified ( pd€71 ) German Empire was the first
German state ( excluding the Austrian monarchyigqebto seek truly global great power status.

299 of these, France and Russia in a way can alsormdered rising states. France rebound with hagpdstiowing its defeat by Prussia (
1870-1871) and Russia was a growing threat to tisBcrown in the Eastern Mediterranean, Cenfisah, and the Far East throughout the
period, in spite of its defeat by Japan in 1905fiekh Italy represented a new configuration of powe the Italian peninsula, while Austria-
Hungary and the Ottoman Empire were in decline.a@ssessments of Great Powers of this era, seerRibleal LebowWhy Nations Fight
2010, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, and Rennedy,The Rise and Fall of Great Powepq. 202-249.
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imperial presence in North and South America stodtie way of the United States™ growing
interest in extending its sway throughout the Waskéemispheré??

In the 1800s Britain led and shaped not only theofean, but also the global
geopolitical rivalries and games. London assumedrtie of a balancer in the concert of
Europe and kept its closest rivals masterfully neek and won a decisive position in the
outcomes of the most important multilateral confiees of the agé?!

The British Empire came to rule 10000000 squarkesmof territory and over 400
million people?*3While it would be overstatement to characterizetdfian Britain as fully
omnipotent in world politics during the long"1@entury, London was definitely much more
the primus inter pareswhen standing against the other great powers ef afe.Pax
Britannica was firmly based upon robust and multifaceted teryi and material
foundationg!®

Emulating the real world then, the practices anticigs of the British Empire, the
logic of the alleged Lord Palmerston's legacy thettions have no permanent friends or
allies, they only have permanent interests”, wasoed almost century later by Henry
Kissinger's “America has no permanent friend ornaies, only interest$** The great
turning point of America's foreign policy came ihet early 1890s, during the second
president Grover Cleveland Administration (1885&9893-97). It was then that the U.S.
turned sharply and pragmatically from a foreignigobf relative peace and non-intervention
to a hard and proactive program of political andnemnic expansion abroad. At the heart of
the new policy were the America's leading industaed finance eager to use the country's
growing economic strength to subsidize and foresféOpen Door) export markets and
investment outlets that they would finance, as w&slto guarantee Third World government
bonds. The major focus of this expansion in theO$88as Latin America, and the principle
enemy to be dislodged was Great Britain, which dh@minated foreign investments in that
region.

Richard Olney, Secretary of State from 1895 to7186t the tone. After leaving the
State Department, he summarized the policy he heslipd, “the old isolationism heralded in
George Washington's farewell address is over,” he’time has now arrived when it belongs
to us to accept the commanding position ... amongPtheer of the earth ... and the present
crying need of our commercial interests ...is morekets and larger markets” for American
products, especially in Latin Amerié®.

London's Rapprochement (1895-1906) and the appesdeof Washington, that
began with the Treaty of Washington of 1871, anatimenore pronounced since 1896, was
an explicit result of British overstretch, fiscaldadomestic difficulties and a pragmatic self-
interested effort to use strategic restraint to plxmgeopolitical rivalry with the United
States.

More often common goals, common culture and lagguadded to the positive shifts
in massive public discourse in both countries, thatped transform the identities of
opposition and rivalry into the identities of inslueness and friendship, were the engines and
factors that consolidated the rapprochement presess

210 Charles A. KupchanGrand Strategy and Power Transition, p. 3.

211 As Walter Russell Mead writes in Bod and Gold: Britain, America, and the Making loé tModern World2007, New York: Alfred
A. Knopf, pp. 94-95, "The Britons who laid the falation of the most powerful global empire ever tzdasaw the rivalries of Europe less
as a game to play than as a strategic asset. aet&and Prussia duke it out on the Rhine; letriuahd Prussia batter one another over
Silesia, an irregular, slightly sausage- shapeitaey now part of Poland that is roughly equattie combined area of Connecticut and
Massachusetts. While they were busy with one anofirgland would build a global economic systent tauld leave all rivals in the
dust.”.

212 Timothy H. ParsonsThe British Imperial Century, 1815-1914: A Worldstdiry Perspectivel 999, London: Rowman & Littlefield.
213 peter Harris, “The Imminent US Strategic Adjustnterthina’, p. 230.

2 Henry KissingerThe White House Yeark979, quoted from Dinesh D'Souza: What's greatiemerica

215 Murray N. Rothbard, "Wall Street, Banks and Amari€areign Policy’, 1984)orld Market Perspectivenline 2005.
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In terms of economic power (GDP) the U.S. objestivsurpassed the British Empire
during the 1870-80 and never lost the lead thezedBritain not only provided over 6 million
emigrants to the U.S. between 1800 and 1914, lsotwaéas by far the largest investor in the
American economy, with well over half of the FDtdrthe U.S%16

“Contrary to realist expectations, it [British Eirg} very quickly came to accept
America’'s rise as being both inevitable followiig tUnion’s victory in the Civil War, and
potentially beneficial as Britain's rivalry with &eany began to assume an increasingly
serious form in the late ¥&entury. Britain became, in effect, a major cadiaor in the rise
of the United States — though this fact of coursesdnot feature much in United States self-
understanding of its risé’

U.S. slowly challenged a declining and divided dp# for leadership of the world.
Financial dominance had moved from the City of Lamdo New York, as the U.S. became
the world's largest creditor. When researching pegod IR scholars and historians, rather
shun the fact of the unexpected and quickly sharedtion of the Fed in 1913, less than a
year before the outburst of the Great War in 19T4e Fed itself “enabled the banking
system to inflate money and credit, finance loanthé Allies, and float massive deficits once
the U.S. entered the wai*®

“The U.S. was also much powerful in other ways. Theeat War had boosted
American industry and speeded up the conversiorthef U.S. economic strength into
diplomatic and military power. By the end of therwthe U.S. was the world's largest
manufacturer and had the largest stock of goldattk bits dollar. Its navy rivaled the British,
up until then the world's biggest) American exceptionalism — that sense of being both
different and better than the rest of the worldas llso been reinforced echoing President
Wilson's — “America is an idea, America is an idéaherica is a vision2°

In 1901, the influential British publisher and joafist William T. Stead published a
best-selling book — The Americanisation of the WoH with a logo, quoting 1835 British
Radical and Liberal politician Richard Cobden rekndwWe fervently believe that our only
chance of national prosperity lies in the timelgnogleling of our system, so as to put it nearly
as possible upon equality with the improved managegnof the Americans”. The book
attracted a good deal of attention at the timegueatly cited, especially in the last couple
plus decades when the concept of “Americanizatcarhie to be more widely debated in the
social and historical scienc&2.Some forty years later, in 1941, the owner, ariliémtial
publisher ofLife — aspirant for the post of Secretary of State rriiéuce, wrote an article in
the magazine titled “The American Century”. Thisbjication has also generated plenty of
public and scholarly discussion and debatég.he debate on these two concepts has been
heating up in the current century as the questiotheir relevance is being raised by IR
scholars, and by the diversified political and paidiscourse in Europe regarding the secrecy

218 |bid., p. 116, fn. 14 and 15.

217pid., p. 116.

218 Murray N. Rothbard, "Wall Street, Banks and Amarmi€areign Policy’, p. 5.

21914 1921-1922, Britain formally acceded to navalityanith the United States. See Peter Harris, ‘Thm@inent US Strategic Adjustment
to China’, p. 236, fn. 58.

220 Margaret Macmillan, WWI — The War that Changed Etleng, The Wall Street Journallune 20, 2014

221 wjilliam T. Stead, The Americanisation of the World: The Trend of Taentieth Century 1901, New York: Horace Markley.

222 3ohn LukacsA New Republic: A History of the United Stateshia Twentieth Century2004, New Haven: Yale University Press; R.
Laurence Moore and Maurizio Vaudagna, edfie American Century in Europ2003, Ithaca NY: Cornell University Press; Harm G
Schroder, Americanization of the European Econgr2p05, Dordrecht: Springer; Volker R. Berghahnhé&TDebate on Americanization
among Economic and Cultural Historian€old War History February 2010, Vol. 10, No. 1, pp. 107-130; P&enrad,How the World
Was Won: The Americanization of Everywh@@l4, London: Thames & Hudson and others.

223 Henry Luce, “The American CenturyLife, Feb. 17, 1941, pp. 61-65; Thomas McCormi&kjerica's Half-Century: United States
Foreign Policy in the Cold War and Aftet990, Baltimore, MD: John Hopkins University Predary Nolan,Transatlantic Century:
Europe and the United States, 1890-202012, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press; B&llwood, The Shock of America: Europe
and the Challenge of the Centug@12, Oxford: Oxford University Press.
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and ambiguity of the now frozen Transatlantic Tradel Investment Partnership (TTIP)
between the U.S. and the EU. Some claim that theeeagent will mostly benefit
Washington's strategy, leading to the deindustadiibn of Europe. Scholars even question if
the “Americanization of the world” and the “Americaentury” ever existed, or lasted merely
a “half-century”, while others, highlighting thetamaction between America and Europe
speak for a mutually beneficial and equitable “Battantic Century” pointing out that the
American century in Europe is ova&f.

It would not be until the early 194838 when the British Empire and the United States
finally fashioned the non-linear and unbalancedets@ relationship” of today. The
rapprochement between 1895 and 1906 laid the faiomddor the allegedly mutually
beneficial strategic partnership — and made pasghe initial phase of the first “peaceful”
power transition in history in 1945. The second éndl phase took place during the Suez
crisis in 1956. Facing massive negative internafioeaction and Soviet missile threats, the
Americans peremptory, no objections accepted, ¥irtald the British government to stop
their military action, jointly staged with Francedalsrael against Nasser's Egypt, claiming to
crash the pound sterling, and imposing an oil egdr&® The age of old-fashioned British
Empire and European colonialism was, in the eygheiWashington administration and elite,
definitely over, and the end of the Suez crisis nipiguously demonstrated the final
ascendance of the U.S. in the power transition fmogess as the hegemon of the West.

John Mearsheimer argues that beginning with thenéimg Fathers and the Monroe
Doctrine in 1823, the U.S. behaves in the worldesism dictates, but uses rhetoric and
justifies its policies in terms of liberal idealtstideologies. In spite of this structural
argumentation, the analysis of the final periodhaf rise of the U.S. should not be entirely in
terms of “warm” and “cold” or “realism” versus “idésm”, but rather through the pragmatic
lens of a workable and complex mixture, or a wignio long model of “congagemefft” —
in which the U.S. uses instrumentally both engagegna@d containment approaches in its
interactions with the rest of the world, very mubbk British Empire way, as “America has no
permanent friends or enemies, only interests”.

American post-WWII Grand Strategy and mode of wolhdership

The end of the Cold War, and the demise of the€&@@amp, made possible the final,
this time, indeed peaceful, rise of the U.S. inghdy 1990s to the top sole superpower status
in the international system. The unipolar periodgtdy lasted for 20 years, till the 2008
global financial and economic crisis, challenged thuU.S. decline, the rise of China, Russia,
and the Rest.

224 Mary Nolan, Transatlantic Centuryp. 373.

225 The Joint Declaration, or as known also — The Aita@harter, agreed and accepted by both the WbBaitain on August 14, 1941,
following meetings and negotiations between Pregi&®osevelt and PM Churchill. From the 8 principténts laid down in the Charter, 3
— did not fare well with the British interests: édom of the seas ( No. 7); removing or loweringérharriers ( No. 4 ), and most importantly
— the principle of self-determination ( No. 3 ).eTAmerican side was insistent that the Chartertwasknowledge that the war was to be
fought to ensure self-determination of nations jpeoples. See, William Roger Louis, "American Antiléhialism and the Dissolution of
the British Empire’, 1988nternational Affairs 61 (3), pp. 395-420. The British were forced goee to these aims but in September 1941
speech, Churchill stated that the Charter was im@lgnt to states under German occupation, and rigrtait to the people who formed part
of the British Empire. See, Neta C. Crawfofdgument and Change in World Politics: Ethics, Deogation, and Humanitarian
Intervention,2002, Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Pres29Y.

226 Kennett LoveSuez: The Twice-Fought Wd969, New York: McGraw Hill, p. 651. See also,itieKyle, Britain “s End of Empire in
the Middle East2011, London: I.B.Tauris, p. 464.

227 First used by Zalmay Khalilzad, *Congage China d ®AND issue Papei/ol. 187, in the sense of a mastery hybrid styate
“congagement”, exploiting both the “engagement” &whtainment” strategies. Later the approach vagaifarized by other scholars and
strategists, ex. Friedber§ Contest for Supremacy
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The roughly one hundred years rise period of th®.,Uuntil the assumption of the
hegemonic preeminence in the international systethe early 1990s, was a very complex,
non-linear, and almost always actively challengimg system, process. Several phases can be
chronologically identified. From 1898 till 1956 —great power becoming hegemon and
leader of the Western world. From 1955 (the creatibthe Warsaw Pact) to 1991 — end of
the Cold War, and the balance of power bi-polarggefaccepting the USSR as a peer, on the
basis of nuclear parity during the 1960s, the f@ksometime in the 80s, caused by the threat
of mutually assured destruction (MAD)]. From 199il 2008 — the final peaceful rise,
Fukuyama's “end of history” and Krauthammer's “wtép moment”, the period of the
uncontested U.S. global dominance. And finally pegiod from 2008 till the present day,
with which some IR scholars and historians makeey wimplistic and structural analogy
with the pre-Great War (1914-1918) period, as wsllbetween Kaiser Germany and today
China??® Scholarly very cautious with general and simpl@lagies that provide simple
explanations and solutions, it may be acceptedithedme ways the world of today is like the
world of 1914, but at the same time there are oafdiifferences, much more important than
the similarities.

Some of the main research topics in my thesis déggthe international system in the
21% century are the ways of unfolding of the powensitdon from the West to the East and
more precisely the U.S. — China relationship. Bingighe method of basic comparison of
their respective ascendence to great power sthtlsp eclectically draw upon, and exploit
analogical reasoning regarding one of the mainrungénts of power for ages — Grand
Strategy.Within the model of U.S. post-WWII finase Grand Strategy come the pillars of
comprehensive national power, showing that USA @htha have more in common than is
generally recognized.

The analogies analyzed and considered nat for the sake of simple isolated
comparison between the United States and Chinay ateeorganically interwoven, explicitly
affecting and having much to say to my thesis ausregarding the behavior and future
interactions between Washington and Beijing, whitdy strongly disbalance the rest of the
world in case of conflicting scenarios. One mudtfooyet the Chinese national psychological
shock, and the existential crisis of the “centuirjpemiliation” which followed the collapse of
the Chinese world order by the mid"1@entury: Chinese Empire’s sense of its glorious
hegemonic posture in the world shrank from - “tianliterally — all under the heavenly sky)
to “guojia’(an ordinary state ), and the ~ Chineseld” turned into * China in the world®
On the other hand we have the American Grand §yatethe 28" and 2% centuries that
turned the state republic into a ‘tianxia’, or “Pemericana”, which currently is also under
sort of “psychological shoch” due to domestic diyidreign pressure and challenges.

Since Deng Xiaoping’s era of reformd apening up, all Chinese leaderships with no
exceptions, have continuously and meticulously wdrland added value to the final rise of
China Dream, for the restoration of the greatness glory of the “tianxia’, with ‘new era
Chinese characteristic”. The crucial question sgithains — shall we have two competing and
rival models of “tianxia® or healthy and construetcompetition and peaceful co-existence
between the two great countries?

In geographical, demographic and economic perspgebibth U.S. and China are one
of the biggest factors in the international systemterms of land area, they are almost of the
same proportions, U.S. - around 9.85 million, arfdn@ — around 9.6 square kilometers,
ranking the 3 and the ¥ in the world. During the period of its great powise the U.S. was

228 Njicholas D. Kristof, The Rise of China, 19%reign Affairs 72 (5), p. 72. See also, Walter Russell Meathédnfootsteps of the
Kaiser: China Boosts US Power in Asldie American InteresBept. 26, 2010; Edward Luttak, China’s Militarghnturism is Ill-Timed,
The Wall Street JournaDec. 29, 2013; Joseph Nye Jr., 1914 RevisRedject SyndicateJan. 13, 2014.

229 7hang Yongjin, “System, Empire and State in Chirlesznational Relations’, pp. 60-61.
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also definitely a big country. At the beginning thie 20" century it had the third largest
territory after the Russian Empire and China, er fisurth, if considering the British Empire
as a single entity. In terms of population the Lh&s around 4.5% of the world's, which
places it after China and India.

Why have parallels between China andul& s approach to the international system
been so long invisible and muted?

The“Inadvertent Empire”, “Empire by Itafion”, “Empire Lite”, “Global Gatekeeper”
and the “Patron-Client” concepts contain the sdeda possible framework for the U.S. as a
hub or epicenter of dominant liberal democracy Ipgrédo dominant Confucian-ideational
system of Ming and Qing China in most parts of Asia

Post-WWII United States” Grand Strategy had inwtd the most successful
international Bretton Woods system the world haer @een. As hub or epicenter of the most
extensive network of formal and informal allian@ser built, the U.S offered its allies and
partners — military protection as well as econofimahcial/trade access to its markets.
Through an equally impressive array of internatianstitutions — IMF, WB, GATT/WTO,
many of which it helped created, even the UN, UWhB¢ates transmits and imposes its values
and its preferred rules of the game on the intenal system. The ensuing economic and
politico-military “orders™ are construed as "pulbdjcods™ provided by a benign American
hegemony. In return for all its exertions, the mesge America seeks is straightforward: first,
that it is recognized as the power or hegemon, second, that others emulate its
political/economic forms and ideas. With both ttdmi at hand, the United States finds
equanimity: it and the world are safe, at leasinfrine United States’ point of vieit’ The
insights that America wants its likeminded to acklemige its dominant position and emulate
its political system (in the same way that Chinpested its tributaries to adopt its cultural-
ideational forms) are the distinct attributionstloé Grand Strategy idea. In practice it is not
easy to separate these two expectations: U.S. sleonhegemony are based in part on its
overwhelming material power and in part on its titgras a liberal democracy*

The norm of sovereign equality was supposedly woweto the conduct of
international relations and enshrined in the Uniadions Charter after the end of the Great
War in 1945. Yet, whatever the United Nations Gérasays, few would presume to deal with
the U.S. as an equal. To be sure, the United Stasedohn lkenberry has also argued, may
mitigate that inequality by exercising “strategestraint’, creating, and locking itself in
international institutions aimed at providing “fiakgoods” such as security and economic
order. In doing so, it may facilitate the "buy iaf its tributaries to the American-led
hegemony3?

From all five veto power permanent members (PM)hef UN Security Council, the
U.S. sits at the apex by the virtue of its politickeological, economic and military
superiority and strength, not to mention its enarmadvantages and benefits from the status
of the dollar as world reserve currency. The Uniates spends more on its military than all
the other major powers combined [to the tune 0@ fGillion for 2018], has the highest share
of world GDP, and its research and technologicaivess are peerle$s

In his publicationImperial by DesignJohn Mearsheimer discusses the options for
optimal U.S. Grand Strategy, and argues that theéehaf "Offshore Balancing' is the best for

230 pid., p”. 1.

231 5ee G.John lkenberriiberal Leviathanwhere the link between liberal democracy anddisdience of the U.S. hegemonic order is
emphasized.

282G, John Ikenberryifter Victory: Institutions, Strategic Restrainfdithe Rebuilding of Order After Major Wag)01, Princeton:
Princeton University Press.

233 Stephen Brooks and William WohlforttWorld Out of Balance: International Relations ahe {Challenge of American Prima@008,

Princeton: Princeton University Press, pp. 27-3% &lso Joseph Nye Jrhe Future of Powe2011, New York: Public Affairs Book, pp.
157-163.
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the United States to follow, as it would allow theS. to keep its hegemonic posture in the
Western Hemisphere, to balance and to containfiheaaance of ‘peer competitors’ in other
strategically important for the U.S. national ségyparts of the world3*

What kind of power is the United States? Some led e&mpire epithets and
euphemisms that | have recorded and mentioned abogk as: ‘inadvertent’; "by invitation’;
‘lite”; "global gatekeeper’, that some historiarns fand of, do not resonate as well with
American policymakers, mainstream IR scholars, famdign elites. "Hyperpower™ - coined
by former French foreign minister in a moment offialso imply a psychologically unsound
and over the top approach to power. Most consowéht American self-understanding and
dominant frames originating in U.S IR scholarshie descriptions, devoid of normative
content, that portray the USA as great power (stheeearly 28 century), superpower and
Western hegemon (1945 — 1990), or the unipolarrpopeer (since 19913

William Wohlworth's three dimensional graphs ofahthe United States outclassed
all others in the past and everyone today alonghallrelevant power indicators, went far in
establishing his depiction of the United Statethasunipolar superpower.

“Hegemony and unipolarity, however, are not theofad descriptions of America for
policymaker in the United States and its allies padners. Hegemony smacks of domination
while unipolarity sounds too social scientific asawllless. Their preferred discourse is one of
U.S. leadership?®® now modified into the winning 2016 election Presit Trump’s
“principled realism” strategy of "America first’.

Limits of unipolarity

The unexpected and unpredicted, well in advangentelligence, diplomats and IR
scholars” collapse of the Soviet Union in 1990 911, %roduced the greatest change in world
power politics since the end of the Great War id5L9A ‘tectonic geo-strategic shift’, for
which the bipolar superpower international struefigovernments and IR theorists were not
prepared and ready for swift accommodation andsaajents. The United States emerged as
the sole surviving superpower and some strategrslscommentators were quick to announce
that ‘the end of history" and a new “unipolar momeh unprecedented U.S. power had
arrived.

In 1992 Pentagon drafted a new Grand Strategyefidef Planning Guidance) or the
Wolfowitz Doctrine, co-authored with then SecretafyDefense and future Vice-President
Dick Cheney. The draft said that containment wasldnidea, a relic of the Cold War and
advocated that America should maintain military esugrity beyond challenge and use it to
preempt provocations from rogue states with weamdmaass destruction, and if necessary,
the U.S. be prepared to act aloiresident Bush Senior ordered Cheney to rewrite and
softened it, as he was not previously consultedtaieded on the draft. After all, it was only
one year after the fall of the Soviet Union andsbecessful coalition in the Gulf War in 1991
carried out with U.N. support and closer cooperatnong all great powers. Although the
U.S. came out of the Cold War as the unilaterakgupwer, the President knew there were
going to be new realities — of what might be calledthitecture” of international politics and
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national security. President Bush was also higlelysgive to his relationships with other
world leaders who would not have been very pleagddthe new American “preemptive and
unilateral “ Grand Strategy and with the perspectivbe named potential U.S. rivals.

In 2002, after the war in Yugoslavia, Wolfowitznoa to be vindicated as major parts
of his views laid down in the 1992 draft were irdgd in the U.S National Security Strategy,
approved by President Bush Junior in September ,26G#king dramatic and sweeping
reformulations of U.S. foreign policy that went aueeyond his two terms in officd’

The rise and the sudden demise of the “Wolfowdetdne” as an official strategy for
preserving primacy and unipolarity lent credencéh® IR scholarship and widespread belief
and critique that unipolarity is dangerous and ainis?*® For neo-realists, unipolarity is the
least stable of all structures as any great conateo of power threatens other states and
causes them to take action and restore the bat&hther scholars argued that a large
conc;gtration of power promotes peace, but douthtadU.S. global preeminence can last
long.

Although they disagreed vigorously on virtuallyeey other aspect of post — Cold War
politics, in the 1990s scholars of IR increasinglyared this conventional wisdom about
unipolarity.

In his seminal 1999 publicatidft Wohlforth makes an attempt for a theoretical
neoclassical realism paradigmatic case in defehs€he Stability of a Unipolar World™. He
claimed and advanced three main propositions tt@irding to him undermine the emerging
then conventional wisdom that the distribution ofyer is unstable and conflict proff&:(1)
The system is unambiguously unipolar. The UniteateStis the first leading state in modern
international history with decisive preponderancali the underlying components of power:
economic, military, technological and geopoliticalnd to describe this unprecedented
guantitative and qualitative concentration of poagran evanescent “moment” is profoundly
wrong; (2) The current (1999) unipolarity is praoepeace.- no important source of conflict,
no hegemonic rivalry, no security competition amartger great powers and tendency to
bandwagon with the U.S.; (3) The unipolarity is naty peaceful but durable. If Washington
plays its cards right, it may last as long as k@ptl. His main message and appeal was: as
unipolarity is prone to peace and the probabikigttit will last several more decades at least,
America should focus on it right intellectually anthterially, the chief threat being U.S.'s
failure to do enough?*3

In 1999, William Wohlforth challenged the consemsund the prevailing throughout
the 1990s argument that unipolarity is not durabiejncluding also the notion of “unipolar
peacefulness’ in which believers in the transiextire of unipolarity expressed little or no
interest. Indeed, durability and peace have ofteenbdiscussed in the context of systemic
“stability” in the past. In 1964, Kenneth Waltz ohefd a system’s stability “in terms of its
durability, as well as peacefulness of adjustmaitttiwit”. >4 Later, however, he revised his
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view on stability, redefining it exclusively in taes of durability and dropped the requirement
for peace* admitting the mistake he made by conflating peamkstability?*°

His benevolent theorizing and views of unipolarityohlforth developed further with
his coauthor Stephen BrooK¥.The question of unipolar durability remained thubjsct of
spirited debate during the first decade of the 2081 their work emerged as one of the most
influential perspectives about current internatlorgations, echoing the “end of history”,
“the unipolar moment”, and the universalization/déstern liberal democracy.

Many analysts, such as Robert Kagan, continuedangue that “American
predominance is unlikely to fade any time sotff’Others, however, believe that it is in
serious decliné?® Adm. Michael Mullen, former Chairman of the Joi@hiefs of Staff,
repeatedly warned that the greatest threat to thitetl States's national security is the U.S.
national debt. Richard Haass bluntly puts it, “kgmePolicy Begins at Home” and argues that
the biggest threat to the United States comesraot &broad but from withifr°

Potential peer competitors, especially China,arghe comprehensive ri8& while
Russia is demonstrating military power. U.S. trlvan Afghanistan, Irag, and as a whole in
the Middle East, added to the unchecked North Korazclear (allegedly hydrogen bomb)
program and the continuing China assertivenessast Bnd South China Seas seem to
confirm Paul Kennedy's argument on the inevitapiitimperial overstretch?> Some see the
continuing financial and economic crisis that begathe United States in 2008 as the death
knell of U.S. predomonan€® and Robert Pape argues that “the unipolar worlthdged
coming to an end®®*

The first two decades of the unipolar era havenba®ything but peacefét® U.S.
forces have been deployed in four new interstaterswaKuwait/lrag in 1991;
Kosovo/Yugoslavia in 1999; Afghanistan from 2001the present, and Iraq 2003-2G%0),
with some presumable military presence even aeptafay. In all, the United States has been
at war for thirteen of the 25 years of unipolaritshich makes up around 10% of U.S. history,
account for more than 25 % of the nation’s totaktiat war®’ In spite of the empirical data,
the theoretical consensus still upholds that umifityl encourages peace, and the debate on
whether, when, and how unipolarity will end haslalt monopolized U.S. and foreign IR
scholarship.
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Western liberal democracy had won decisive victovegr fascism and communism,
and should be seen as the “final form of human govent’?>® One consequence of this
“ideological evolution” was that large-scale cocifi between great powers was “passing
from the scene”. As the only remaining superpowethe planet, and based on the durability
and peacefulness of the unipolar world, Americauéss were urged not to be reticent about
using that power, but “to lead a unipolar worldasinamedly laying down the rules of world
order and being prepared to enforce thém”.

In 2011, analyzing the U.S. Grand Strategy thatfbHhowed these basic prescriptions
for the past twenty years after the Cold War, JdMearsheimer concludes that the results
were disastrou&? arguing that the root cause of America’s troubiEsin the adoption of a
flawed Grand Strategy, starting from President 8lihton on, of global dominance or global
hegemomy, which was doomed to il

In search of a new U.S. Grand Strategy

Mearsheimer and Monteiro’s 2011 challenges anifjeeis of unipolarity, and world
dominance tractions of the U.S. Grand Strategy wetaunique and unprecedented. In 1943,
Walter Lippmann expressed similar concerns and iderations offering a classical
formulation on the issue of Grand Strategy: "Irefgn relations, ... as in all other relations, a
policy has been formed only when commitments andigpdiave been brought into balance
... The nation must maintain its objectives and ds/@r in equilibrium, its purposes within
its means and its means equal to its purpg$ésAlthough Lippmann was mindful of the
economic costs of global engagement, his primancem was the political “solvency™ of
U.S. foreign policy. The spectacle of this greatarawhich does not know its own mind is as
humiliating as it is dangeroug®

Lippmann's anxiety and fears proved to be unfodndtewas the coupling of U.S.
power and international partnership, rather thafateral actions and initiatives that gave the
U.S. Grand Strategy such a distinctive charactethen decades following 1945. Working
together, Democrats and Republicans fashioned atlsign consensus behind a new type of
U.S. engagement in world affairs, and to coalesoeral a common strategy. Abroad, the
United States used its superior military powerheak potential challenges to stability and an
open international economy, turning to multilateretitutions to reassure allies and partners.
In the U.S., the political environment was ripe tloe emergence of a “centrist” coalition. The
formation of a North-South alliance, the easinglats tensions due to economic growth and
rising incomes, the onset of political pragmatismd &eological moderation — these were the
conditions that led Democrats and Republicans atiKerge what Arthur Schlesinger labeled
the “vital center?®* Thus began the era of liberal internationalism.

In the aftermath period of 9/11 and the Iraqgi Biga in 2003, Lippmann's concerns
and fears surfaced again. In 2007 publication, Kapcand Trubowitz declared that the
polarization of the United States has dealt a gelikaw and the era of liberal internationalism
is over, the bipartisan compact between power aadn@rship has been effectively
dismantled. They warned that “if left unattenddut political foundations of U.S. statecraft
will continue to disintegrate, exposing the courttrythe dangers of an erratic and incoherent
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foreign policy. To find a new equilibrium betwedretnation’s commitments abroad and its
polarized politics at home, the United States wdkd a Grand Strategy that is as selective
and judicious as it is purposefiff®

Indeed, in the 2000 presidential election campéigreign policy and strategy was far
from a major focus of either party — and of litikeerest to the public. In the previous decade
America seemed to have embarked on a new era fefilssdrption and even complacency
after a half century of global conflict and tension victors in the Cold War and the
campaigns in Kuwait and Yugoslavia, champions eé ftrade, exemplars of prosperity and
marketeers par excellence.

One of the allegedly first, early 2000s neo-re@alscholarly attempts to address these
issues, was Robert J. Art's 2003 book — “A Grancht&gy for America®®, sort of
complementary and corrective theoretical versionPadsident Bush Junior 2002 official
National Security Strategy (NSS).

He postulates and ranks six overarching natiomarésts for the United States: the
first vital, the second and third as highly impattaand the last three as important: Prevent an
attack on the American homeland. Prevent great-pdsueasian wars and, if possible, the
intense security competition that make them mdkelyi Preserve access to a reasonably
priced and secured supply of oil. Preserve an apiennational economic order. Foster the
spread of democracy and respect for human rightsadb and prevent genocide or mass
murder in civil wars. Protect the global environmyegspecially from the adverse affects of
global warming and severe climate change. All engompassing both realpolitik and liberal
internationalist goals, are consistent with theditranal American style and practice of
foreign policy and strategy, which has always fudkd realist and liberal strands of
statecraft®’

In his theoretical work Art evaluates 8 Grand tgigges that the United States might
choose, selects and makes the case for the onens&lers and favors as the Grand Strategy
that would best protect America’s six nationalriests — Selective Engagement. For Art, the
United States should keep a peacetime militarygoras in the Persian Gulf, Europe, and East
Asia, maintaining its key alliances and forwarddxh$orces in those regions, and preserve a
healthy military capability to reinforce troops ahd when necessary. Selective engagement
is characterized as the optimal Grand Strategy jmegecting America’s national interests,
steering a middle course between not doing enough aspiring too much, neither an
isolationist, unilateralist path at one extreme aavorld-policeman role at the other. In sum,
if properly conceived and executed, Selective eagamt Grand Strategy is politically
feasible and materially affordabié®

In his 2009*%° second book on the topic, Art continues promotinig preferred
American Grand Strategy of Selective Engagement,uydike the neorealist approach in his
2003 work, in this one he evolves into being a m@eclassical realist with an emphasis on
the importance of aspects other than solely thectstre of the international system, such as
legitimacy, domestic politics, and economics.

His realism-strong American-centrism, howevemas as determinist as some other's
who viewed the inevitability of a rising China wiawg with a declining America. Instead, Art
saw opportunities for the U.S. and China to makd ohoices in diplomacy, institutions,
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nuclear forces and military modernization that doldad to better and more peaceful
outcomeg.’°

Since 1987, the United States had adopted 17ialffidational Security Strategies
(NSSY’%, including the last one of the Trump administrafipublished in December 2017.
All of them address and evaluate the current stteS.-China relationship.

National Security Strategy, like the Defense PilagrGuidance and Defense Strategy
of the USA do not entirely fall and cover the natiof a Grand Strategy. Still, NSS is the
result of bureaucratic process that obliges mdtgtecutive departments of the government,
often rivals for resource and influence, to congetber and produce a single report regarding
the national security and interests of the U.Suiiag to address the China rise issue.

NSS was initially intended to be an annually sedi document, submitted to Congress
as an attachment to the budget authorization apdoppation process, communicating a
rationale to Congress for resource request andrnegments of presidential priorities. Over
the past 30 years, since Reagan's first NSS in,iB87balance between these purposes has
lifted. More and more its pragmatic intent is todexss audiences beyond the U.S.
government and Congress: the domestic public fppaen, allies, partners, and adversaries
alike. The George H.W. Bush administration wasfitst to miss the annual mandate of the
NSS, showing its shift of importance, and sincedleetion of George W. Bush in 2000 it has
become practice for only a single NSS documenttpen. NSS has real value, with two
caveats. First, given the political risk of beingequivocal, the NSS only communicates an
implicit hierarchy of priorities. Second, any padiar NSS only captures one administration’s
worldview and self-image at the moment of unveiliagd can quickly become dated.

All U.S. NSSs can be separated in two distinctioois: the NSSs prior to the
financial-economic crisis of 2008, and the NSSerdfie crisis, i.e. the 2010 and 2015 NSS of
the Obama administrations, and President Trumpl¥ 20SS. The first ones, prior to the
crisis, while outward oriented, and addressing magjobal issues like terrorism, nuclear
proliferation, free trade and liberal globalizatiamere not explicitly concerned with the rise
of China, despite that the “China threat theoryswafready out in the world by the beginning
and mid-2000s. After the crisis, though, 2010, 20dtd 2017 NSS are much more inward
oriented, still, seriously addressing and prioniijz the complex implications of the rise of
China. In principle, all National Security Strategiare constructed around the idea of the
national interests of the U.S. The core conceph®f American way of life” has been invoked
by all administrations since that of George H.WsBt(? The idea, that the United States
occupies a position of ‘leadership” is also a «test feature, having a status somewhere
between assumed established fact and normativeiaasé®

Every administration has faced difficulty in idi#éying a hierarchy among interests
that is explicit, systematic and sustainable. Theseast any NSS comes is the Clinton
administration’s 1998 report, which offers a hiengrwith three categories: “vital interests’;
‘important national interests” and "humanitariad ather interests’, though, the distinctions
between the first two are not easy to sustain, evktile last one leaves wide range for
interpretations.

The Reagan administration's 1987 report was #ghktfarward outline of Cold War
thinking, that laid out a classical conception lo¢ tSoviet threat and a robust variant of the
orthodox strategic response of containment.1987 &880 NSS included extensive
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discussions of nuclear weapons in the context ohtaiaing the deterrence strategy against
the USSR/

The Clinton administration was the first to use term “globalization” in its NSS, and
also made its assessments on the changing globabmic environment — with free trade,
technological innovations and intensified globakmonnectedness as its driving forces — a
priority component in its re-conceptualization aBSUsecurity and leadership in the post-Cold
War perioct’® Clinton created the National Economic Council amedduded the Secretary of
the Treasury as a non-statutory member of the Nalti®ecurity Council. Moves such as
these demonstrated the Clinton administration'dsgim a strategy of "‘geo-economics’, to
the extent that some termed this “the Clinton Doetr’®

Due to 9/11, the “axis of evil’, Afghanistan anagl wars, George W. Bush 2002 and
2006 (more low-profile) NSS were notable for thicus on the threat of terrorism and
weapons of mass destruction, the willingness tagadn preemptive use of force even with
limited international support, and aggressive rheteright and wrong on the exclusive
legitimacy of liberal democracy social engineerasga basis for political order.

The National Security Strategies of the 1990s 20@Ds underwent a gradual general
non-confrontational, but mixed evolution and appfoawhen addressing the issue of China's
rise. The Clinton era ended with the highly difficyet significant passage in Congress of the
bill establishing permanent normal trading relasiowith China, and with support for
Beijing's ultimate membership of the WTO in 200beth justified by the argument that this
would maximize the chances of integrating Chinacpédly into the American-led
international liberal order.

In the George W. Bush's cover letter and in tix¢ o€ the 2002 NSS there were both
hopeful and cautious, even softly warning paragsaphen addressing and assessing the
China issue: “The U.S. has led the way in comptgtite accession of China and a democratic
Taiwan to the WTO?”; “... Russia is in a hopeful trdims, a partner in the war on terror ...
and Chinese leaders are discovering that econfreedom is the only source of national
wealth”; “China should adhere to the rights of asisly, talk and beliefs of its people, ... and
to its nonproliferation commitments ...”; “...U.S. idtentive to the internal transition in
Russia and China ... and to possible renewal of attems of great power competition.2”":
The main message was: “We welcome the emergenaesttbng, peaceful, and prosperous
China. The democratic development of China is alutd that future ..., (but still has)
communist legacy... In pursuing advanced militaryatalities that can threaten its neighbors
in the Asia-Pacific region, China is following antdated path that, in the end, will hamper its
own pursuit of national greatness”, and “The U.8l. work to narrow differences where they
exist, but not allow them to preclude cooperatidrere we agree?’8

The 2006 NSS, compared to the 2002, was a moré&kéywaffair mainly due to the
travails in Iraq and Afghanistan and the mixedeslliperception of the Bush unilateralism.
Still the report reassessed the 2002 NSS claimtkigat).S. has the right to use preemptive
forces in dealing with perceived threats.

Like in 2002, there are mixed messages of hopdscancerns with some nuanced
differences: the requirement China to be a ‘redptenstakeholder’, the missing 2002 NSS
adjective of ‘strong” when welcoming China, andairway acknowledging its economic
success .., and the direct statement that therha$ hedge against China .
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As evident in president Obama’s 2010 and 2015, NSS. approach and strategy of
"balance and hedge” was the main driver in a seandhneed for a productive relationship
with China, together with the imperative of meetidagerica’s security commitments to its
Asian regional allies and partners.

Following its assessment that the most importdrategyic centers of power and
influence in the 2% century world would lie in Asia, Obama adminiswat announced its
intention to pursue a strategic Pivot/Rebalancingn@rgies and resources towards the region.

As expected, the 2015 NSS picked up and evolad Wwhere the 2010 report left off,
retaining the core of Obama administration’'s meoweard, seeking bipartisan consensus,
cautious, restrained approach to the wielding ofefioan power, and its aspirations to
facilitate the integration of rising powers inteetimternational liberal order, with one major
exception — Russia — ‘openly accused of being agiye and revisionist”?

One of the main concerns of the NSS 2015 was fthasize and demonstrate, that the
achievements, and the management of world affairthb Obama administration will still
sustain the USA as the undisputed global leader hf$ presidency.

China’s approach in the 2015 NSS echoes the one MSS 2010, but this time new
elements of competition, cyber-security, and UpBsition of strength were inserted.

Rising tensions between China and its neighbarses2010, at the same time as the
country's economic and financial pro-activity anditary modernization proceeded apace,
made it more important than ever that the UniteateStfind the right combination of words
and actions to persuade China to embrace its prevale of status-quo power. In seeking a
middle way that does not antagonize China, or gtlem the latter's quasi-alliance
relationship with Russia, 2015 NSS emphasized tiortance of upholding the normative
framework of the liberal international order, a mgothe NSS made in reference to the
unacceptable and punishable "Russian aggressidBuiope’, equally applicable to any
similar destabilizing strategic challenges, andastby China in Asia-Pacific.

Trump's December 2017 “America First” NSS, urgedtlafted over the course of the
year, depicts China and Russia as “revisionist” grew“rivals”, and for all practical purposes
strategic competitors, only short of defining thamenemies to the U.S., in a way admitting
that geopolitics, if not Cold War 2.0, among majowvers is back on stage.

The NSS of the United States do not stand as kigeposts. They should be
interpreted in context, next to U.S.” National &efe Strategy and Nuclear Posture Review
as major part of a Grand Strategy, and good pradaftan administration's efforts to present
a coherent, and functioning rationale for its 48oyears approach to the external world. To
regard it as an all encompassing key that can reékwedorces and logic uniting every Grand
Strategy policies is to expect far more than a N&Sdeliver.

As discussed, based on his offensive realismdstiva and paradigm, Mearsheimer
argues that since president Clinton on, the Unf&ates has adopted and pursued a Grand
Strategy of “global dominance, or what might alirrely be called “global hegemoriy®.
According to his analysis, global dominance has Ibnaad objectives: maintaining American
primacy and spreading democracy across the glolaéjng the world over in America’s
image, with an important difference and disagredraemng "global dominators’ in the U.S.
establishment, about how best to achieve theitegfyas goals. On one side, he argues, are the
neoconservatives of the George W. Bush era, wheusal that the United States could rely
heavily on the armed forces to dominate and transfine world unilaterally, and president
Clinton’s “liberal imperialists’, on the other, whelieved that running the world required the

2192015, p. 1 of Obama’s Cover Letter to the NSS1pp19, 25.
280 3ohn J. Mearsheimer, “Imperial by Design’, p. 18.
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U.S. to work closely with allies and internatioriabtitutions?®! or as Richard Haass has
labeled the U.S. during the Clinton era - “the ctdmt sheriff 282

More recent, balanced and comprehensive critigo&)jenge, and alternative scenario
to American Grand Strategy is presented and offemedonstructive debate in the 2014 work
of the political science professor and directorttid Security Studies Program at the MIT,
Barry Poser®® His basic argument is that the United States hasvrg incapable of
moderating its ambitions in international politiggjrsuing since the collapse of the Soviet
Union a Grand Strategy of ‘Liberal Hegemony whitle considers unnecessary,
counterproductive, costly, wasteful, and claimst titais time for a change of Grand
Strategy?84

Defining Grand Strategy as — “a nation-state ®ty@bout how to produce security
for itself”, Posen offers a platform for debatetos alternative — Grand Strategy of Restraint,
which he considers, is responsive to the deep enablencountering the present policies of
Liberal Hegemony?®® Grand Strategy makes its argument for the foreigiicy and military
share, yet Posen admits that complex domesticigadliand economic prosperity processes
ultimately influence and decide how much “securiystate will buy?8®

Conclusions:

Successful U.S. final rise to world preeminencesraVWIl was marred by the
unilateral Bush Junior period after 2001, and #&iative decline inflicted by the 2008-9 Great
Recession.

At present, none of the above analyzed two cardiebates — on unipolar durability,
and Grand Strategy — has reached a consensuslumiteel States. The clash between the two
main philosophies — Liberal Hegemony and Restranstill on display. The question of
whether unipolarity is still durable continues te the object of much spirited debate, as
witnessed during the 2016 presidential electionsipzagn. Many insist and argue that
“American predominance is unlikely to fade any tiseon”, and that the United States will
continue to be the world's default power and indéma uberpower”. Others, however,
believe that U.S. power preponderance is in semmatine, and question how the pursuit of
Liberal Hegemony can be sustained without payiggiBcant national price to maintain that
too costly unipolar world posture.

American political scientists, IR scholars andatggists from all paradigmatic and
political specters call for a new U.S. Grand Stgieas it takes no great leap of imagination
to realize the obvious: the world shows clear sighshaotic deviations and increasing
disorder. Failure to formulate such a strategy willy further fuel talk and commentary of
American decline, disorientation and lost of tharfjus inter pares” status.

Evidently, many states make crucial policy chomébiout an overriding and coherent
Grand Strategy. This is, without doubt, an immenskingerous human regression, given the
multiple sources of disorder, sometimes even chaod,the consequential threats to world
peace and stability. Per se, recent events: cleddshed war in Syria, unstable situation in
the Middle East as a whole and in the Gulf, Yemieaq, Afghanistan and Pakistan in
particular, shaky Iran nuclear deal, North Koreasertainty, despite plans for Trump-Kim
meeting, still remain geopolitical scary headlinesonomic, financial and refugee’s travail of
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post-Brexit EU, U.S."economy stuck in neutral, beltrends, despite 8-9 years talks of
recovery, signs of potential U.S.-China trade Warssia and China seemingly gaining power
and influence, based on their muscle policies inaSYkraine and the South China Sea, all of
which continue to disbalance the system of intéonat relations. The list can go on and on.

A reevaluation of the need of adequate and redplenGrand Strategy is in order. As
these shifts and threats to the international systentinue to cascade upon each other, there
are many questions that societies and their polkgrs can no longer avoid. How nation-
states formulate Grand Strategies for properly memgaa world that shows signs of
increasing fracture, disorder, and diffusion of poWwWhat principles should govern foreign
policy? What choices should societies make? Howdidd leaders create viable world order
out of the emerging disorder?

Answering these questions is the key challenggifesent leaders and policymakers if
they want to ensure world peace, freedom and ggcuri

From the prospects of the 2016 presidential resalthe United States, can President
Donald Trump and the new American leadership pm\lte right answers and policies to
these questions? The analysis of the presiderdgrapaign and the striking insurgencies and
division in both the Republican and the Democrpacties, clearly show that the American
people, especially the elderly, middle class amdyibung generation, are tired of war, socio-
economic and financial domestic hard times.

President Trump’s controversial and sometimes gihgnand unpredictable stands,
his “America first” and “renewal of the Americanrispdeclared strategies are too young to
give any convincing outcomes and assessments, lththay show his affiliation to a new
“Principled Realism” based American Grand Stratefggonditional Restraint and relative
offshore balancing, without giving up U.S. leadgusttatus.

Perhaps the forthcoming practical domestic an@raat policies based on the U.S.
2017 National Security Strategy will hopefully giseme more clear, and characterizing his
presidency’s answers to these crucial for titec2htury challenges.
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CHAPTER 2: THE RISE OF CHINA

In the previous chapter, attempting theory synghasd analytical eclecticism, | tried
to blend predominantly a realist and constructipetspectives in analyzing and explaining
the successful final rise of U.S. after WWII, itsr@nt domestic Grand Strategy debates, and
challenged preeminent unipolar power. By recongiliealist and constructivist traditions |
was searching to apply higher explanatory poweruioderstanding the multidimensional
domestic and external reality confronting U.S. sumaicy®’ in the last 25 years.

Both material and ideational factors are necesdaryunderstanding continuing
predominant position of the United States in theldvdt is not the only superpower, but as
well as most dominant in both the ideational dinn@mgdiscourse power and attraction,
ideology), and in the material dimension (econorfityance, technology, military) which
together glue into “thick hegemo#R§?. U.S. world hegemony, then, rests on material ppwe
but was complementary and organically created aaidtained via the constructs, promotion
and imposture of ideas and norms.

In this chapter and in the rest of my dissertatiomtend to be faithful to my initial
approach in trying to understand and explain theparative case of the assertive emergence
of China, notably after 2010-2012, and to answerrtfain research questions in the title of
my work.

Genesis and evolution of China’s rise strategy

Ancient Chinese Empire was economically one ofrtteest developed civilizations in
world history and formed a world system in itsélhe 18" century was regarded as the
apogee of development in Qing (Manchu) dynastythin 19" century, the traditions-rooted
Chinese society was infected from both internal ertérnal problems. Dynastic struggles
and decline were accompanied by peasant unresteantts causing government reshuffles
and falls. In the outside world, “dynamics of ecomo technological, and ideological
revolutions generated in Europ&” The enduring empire was disseminated in its erteoun
with the more advanced and developed Western ialpsdtes.

First Opium War (1840-1842) initiated the "hundyers of humiliation™ in Chinese
history. The Second Opium War (1860-1861) furtlaeaged the empire. The former imperial
glory fell victim to military inferiority. Series founequal treaties were imposed. By the
summer of 1862, all French, British, Russian andeAoan diplomatic envoys arrived in
Beijing to acquire their residences and to demdradr tconcession spoils. The spheres of
influence - actually colonies in everything but remeduced China to the status of a semi-
colony. Its independence and sovereignty had beeofiction2%°

In the process of Western penetration in China,niiimber of ports open to the great
powers grew rapidly from five in the first imposedequal treaty in 1841 to one hundred and
fifteen in 1943. British Empire started the pattebut “other nations joined Britain at
different stages. All major powers of the West wiemdlved in the final treaty settlement that
ended the conflict in 1860-186%%! The wars not only inflicted humiliation and suffeg on
the Chinese people, but also disintegrated thethmasand years™ empire, and forced the
Chinese to deeply reconsider the relations betzena and the world.

287 3. samuel Barkin, "Realist ConstructivisiReview of International Studie9(5), 2003, pp. 325-342.

288 Cornelia BeyerYiolent Globalisms — Conflict in Response to Emp2@98, London: Ashgate.

289 A Doak BarnettCommunist China in Perspectjvk961, New York, Washington and London: FredeAclPraeger, Publishers.
290 Mark Mancal,China at the Centre: 300 years of Foreign Palit984, New York: The Free Press, p. 120.

291 Editing group of Chinese Modern Histoghongguo Jindaishi (Chinese Modern Histoi@hinese Books Bureau, 1979, p. 30.



73

Although the Chinese empire had existed for sétkoausands years, formally till the
beginning of the 20 century, the Chinese had never regarded themsab/@sWestphalian
type of a “nation-state”. The differences betwednn@ and the outside world were for them
differences between the civilized Chinese, theutabies and the barbarians, between a
superior unified by the Chinese emperor — the SoHeaven, central world, and the rest.
Culturally and Confucian - philosophically bounitl,the 20" century China, was not a nation
state?®2 When in 1839 the British urged the imperial cdorsettle the conflict between the
“two nations”, the Chinese officials could not umstand that one of nations implied was no
more or less, but Chirfd®

The genesis of the rise of the United Statesbeatraced and found in its search and
acquisition of power, wealth, expansion and leddprsThe genesis of the Chinese rise
strategy can be defined and explained by its steudor existential survival, territorial
reunification, independence, and by attempts tairegt least equality, dignity, respect and
power, as their forced “entry into the emergingvensal international society was a historical
experience and was conditioned on the approvdietEuropean powers as original members
of that society2® It was humiliating and painful process for Chigachange, and adapt its
institutions and statecraft in line with the Westémposed political patterns and practices.
The Chinese were “forced to accept Western concegtsnation, sovereignty, race,
citizenship, and identity?®®

In traditional Chinese political and philosophidabught, and culture as a whole,
nationalism did not exist. It was cosmopolitanigiaher than nationalism, that forged the
driving developmental force of the Chinese empus, nationalism implies priority of
ethnicity and the state, while cosmopolitanism embs the power of culture and
philosophical thought. “The traditional Chinesefsm@lage has generally been defined as
“culturalism”, based on the historical heritage aacceptance of shared values, not as
nationalism, based on the modern concept of thismatate?®® The birth and spread of
Chinese nationalism came as a result and readaitimetinflow of massive foreign ideas and
the military incursion of foreign powers. The csisind the falling of the empire gave birth to
the national self-consciousness, as “challengemn fte foreign "other” played off and forced
an increasingly radical rethinking of the Chiness 2%’

"Fugiang” (literally — wealthy and strong) — tlikinese idea goes back thousands of
years and represents a holistic imperial traditioparallel with Confucianism. Every country
wants to be wealthy and strong. What makes Chiffareint? The Chinese case is unique,
because historically speaking the Middle kingdonti feom such towering height of
supremacy during the Qing dynasty, as it becameeawfats inability to defend itself against
the great powers, and ultimately against the Ja@andéo were the most predatory of them
all. This feeling of weakness, helplessness anbuofiliation was very deep and crushing,
and it was out of that whole tragic experiencet tha fabric was woven of China as the
aggrieved party, it was this kind of fierce deteration to someday, somehow make it up and
claw China's way back to the ladder of success poiat where it could neither be pushed
around, bullied and exploited. In this process @b @p and rise China tried many different
guises, ways of government, philosophies, econamoclels and systems in the hope of
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finding the key to the restoration of this ideafafgiang’, and most importantly — to regain
respect®®

The genesis of processes and strategies in seatble resurrection of China during
the last one hundred years, results of which carolimerved only in the last couple of
decades, can be traced and placed chronologicaltpree distinct historical periods: the
Republic of China period from January 1, 1912 ® phoclamation of the People's Republic
of China on October 1, 1949, Mao Zedong era frod91® 1976, and from 1978 to present
days, the pragmatic "Chinese characteristics” garideng Xiaoping's reforms and opening
up of the country.

The first two periods were marked by series olufas and self-inflicted, arguably
with foreign footprints, setbacks — civil war (192949) and “cultural revolution™ (1966-
1976), though they played their historic role adrdantling the pillars of the archaic imperial
system and Confucianism, and laid down the basmmadern China. All three periods have
their own specific form of nationalism as a soeatl development driving force, while in the
third and last, not surprisingly there is an ardeetvaluation and rehabilitation of the Chinese
classical thought and culture, including - the imignce and role of Confucid®’

On January 1, 1912, the nationalist forces ledSbyg Zhongshan (Sun Yat-sen)
overturned the Qing dynasty and declared the RepablChina. Imperial China came to an
end due to foreign interventions and pressure attdthe rising hope and sense that Chinese
nationalism will turn the tide of imperial declia@d decay.

Both first and second attempted China rise perdrdsnatically downgraded the role
and influence of Confucianism, denouncing it asseovative ideological fetters to national
modernization progress and development. At theriméng of the 28 century, Western
educated Chinese intellectuals and scholars hopesgjaining the empire’s past greatness via
the elimination of Confucianism, and turned theioral survival of China into an antithesis
of its values and institutior’§®

The establishment of the Republic of China in 1912however, did not change
China’'s overall deteriorating situation. The Waestgrowers kept their privileges and
concessions. National independence and sovereignityternational affairs were not fully
granted to the newly founded republic. While sudasg in eliminating the dominant position
of Confucianism in Chinese society, the MdyMovement in 1919, intended as an attempt of
liberal capitalist revolution, could not attain ig®als to rise and revitalize China by the
advanced developmental model of the WestThe sense of humiliation and wounded
national pride mounted even higher in 1919 whenGhmese government bent down to the
great power's “proposal” allowing Japan to take rod@aodong Peninsula (Shandong
Province) recently held by Germany. Calling forritshg for national pride externally and
ridding the national traitors internalf§?? the Chinese poured massively into the nationalist
movements.

The Republican period (1912-1949) of Song Zhonggh&un Yat-sen ), then of the
Confucian - Methodist® Jiang Jieshi (Chiang Kai-shek) and his Christiafe \Boong Mei-
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ling, ended in total catastrophe, in feudalism,lards, disunity, a country that was broken by
the Japanese occupation and the civil war ( 192B 19 between the Chinese Nationalist
Party (Goumindang) and the Chinese Communist Ra@¢P (Gongchandang), founded in
1921. In a series of ups and downs, finally the @aomists took the upper hand in the
struggle against the Nationalist and chased Chiaigshek to Taiwan, as they managed to
gain support of the masses of poor peasants, atlized a guerilla war on the Japanese
occupiers. Mao, after capturing and restoring Bgijas the capital of the country, declaring
the People's Republic (PRC) on October 1, 1949 ftben Qing imperial headquarters —
Zhong Nan Hai, proclaimed, “Our country will nevagain be an insulted nation. We have
stood up!®%

Both the United States and China experienced t@asiarand destructive civil wars in
advance of their constructive periods of rise. @heivil war ended three decades before its
policy and search of peaceful rise began to bearesmitial fruits, commencing in 1978.

The establishment of the PRC in 194%inalized the initial transition of China to a
modern independent sovereign state, restoring thexabh territorial integrity (with the
exception of Taiwan, Hong Kong, Macao and dispuidxbt). Safeguarding equality among
states as a basic principle in international refegj Beijing had to wait though for full official
recognition and diplomatic relations with the Uahd most Western countries another few
decades till the 1970s.

The relative self-sufficiency of the Chinese eaogoenabled the new Chinese
leadership to reverse the process of semi-coldoizaind put the People's Republic back on
track of joining the world economy as a developaogintry. To stimulate development and
bridge the gap with the industrialized world the ®itroduced a model of USSR-style
economic planning. In the beginning the remnantshef national capital’ represented by
petty and middle owners and producers was lefeat@ to continue in business, but soon this
Chinese mutant of the Soviet 1920s N.E.P. (New BEegoa Policy) was replaced by a more
collectivist approach and Maoist economic volustariduring the "Great Leap Forward
campaign.The 'Leap represented an economic andl s@enpaign and experiment led by
Mao from 1958 to 1961 aiming to rapidly transforine tcountry from an agrarian economy
into a socialist society through accelerated intkistation and collectivization, but tragically
ended up and caused the Great Chinese Faminetingdnoltens of millions of death®® In
subsequent party conferences in 1960 and 196X)dbative effects of the campaign were
analyzed, and Mao criticized. Moderate leaders like Shaoqi and Deng Xiaoping (both
purged later) rose to power while Mao was relayivelarginalized within the party, leading
him to initiate the Cultural Revolution in196%. The ‘Revolution’ was a socio-political
movement that took place from 1966 till the dedtMao in 1976 and the purge of his wife's
clique - "The Gang of Four' that took power forhers period after 1976. The Revolution
marked the return of Mao to a position of suprerowgr after the Great Leap Forward. The
chaotic period was a definite set back for China\gval, paralyzed China politically and
significantly drew back the country's economic andial development.

After Mao's death and the arrest of the "GangafrF, the reformers faction led by
Deng Xiaoping gradually began to dismantle the Mfapobwerbase and policies associated
with the Cultural Revolution. In 1981, the CCP deetl the period as “responsible for the
most severe setback and the heaviest losses suffgrihe Party, the country, and the people
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since the founding of the People’s RepubiffDeng Xiaoping, though, managed to
safeguard the undisputed symbolic role and impodari Mao Zedong legacy for the PRC.

From the initial period of the founding of the PR@ashington spared no efforts and
full fledged resources to contain, block, and silarthe rise and development of the new
communist country. The United States “quarantined Rhind° confrontation with the U.S.
certainly “ill served China’s long-term interes#sd the ingredients for this confrontation
were all too evident in the fall of 1948

Three year (June 25, 1950 - July 27, 1953) Kornean had negative impact on
China’s international relations. U.S. managed tabdish a series of pacts and treafiwith
China’s direct and regional neighbors with the aincontainment, and internationally —
China’s application to replace Nationalist Taiwanthe UN was rendered void. The only
positive moment, besides the massive military aiinfthe USSR during the war, was the
psychological and nationalistic pride — a preced@mte 1840, that China can challenge and
fight the Western greatest power.

The four fundamental pillars of U.S. policy towsr@hina: non-recognition; total
support for Taiwan; opposition to Beijing's seattla# UN, and trade embargo, underwent
insignificant changes into the rest of the 50s #r@d60s, in spite of the Chinese attempts in
1954 and 1955 to mend the relationship. Premierfargign minister Zhou Enlai invited the
American government to direct talks with the PR(lymg that Washington accepts the
legitimacy of the regime in Beijing. The ambass&ldevel talks began on September 10,
1955 in Geneva, and with virtually no substantsluits, were the only direct official bilateral
contact, prior to the secret Beijing visit of Henissinger in July 1971, followed by
president Nixon's trip and summit talks with MadHebruary 1972.

1970s cautious shift in U.S. policy towards Chiaaulted due to the increasing split
and hostility, including military border clashestiween China and the USSR in the 1960s.
Although Beijing accused Moscow of ideological senism and opportunism, hegemonic
aspirations and military thredt§ the real motives of the “divorce were rathegpratic and
practicaf'2. The Soviets did not have the potential and tts®urces to contribute for the
further Chinese development, as well as for Beignigternational UN recognition, and for
the unification with Taiwan. Playing independerancing role in U.S.-USSR strategic
rivalry, China aspired for realization of its sosignty atributes. Nixon’s overture and kind of
rapprochement with China also had its pragmatic sarategic goals — a way of gradual face
saving exit from the Vietham war, tapping the hpgeential of the economic, financial and
trade Chinese mark&t, and most importantly — adding a new strong parime¢he world-
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wide efforts for the USSR containment — “The masportant strategic chance which has
occurred to the benefit of the United States stheeend of the Second World War was not
any major technological change or weapons develapimeat rather the shift of China from
being an ally to becoming an adversary of the Sdygon ” 314

These Grand Strategy policy epochal shifts hanimanmediate impact on China’s entry
in the UN. While the United States could no longestpone the Chinese UN membership,
Washington tried to maneuver and proposed thatri§egain the seat on the UN Security
Council, and Taiwan retain only a General Assemilgmbership. Beijing categorically
rejected the “Two China” scheme..

Second genesis stage of China's rise strategydemplevith mixed and ambiguous
results. On the domestic political and socio-ecodmont the outcomes were mostly failures
and setbacks, analogues, as Orville Schell rightints’®®, to the Joseph Schumpeter's 1942
dilemma of “creative destruction’. Mao's dilemmauwhbthe Chinese socialism during that
period can be found in his — “Bu Po, Bu Li” dictunfliterally, if you do not destroy, you do
not create).

Deng Xiaoping period

To understand a country as complicated and caotoag as China, one must delve
into China’s complex national conditions, histargtional policies, and seek to identify both
the core elements affecting periodic changes, aedkey forces influencing its long-term
development and rise strategies. The history oh&hntil 1978 is conventional proof that no
success is greater than the formulation of a fonatg Grand Strategy, while no failure is
greater than the formulation and implementatioa wfrong one.

Since 1978, the principle of “seeking truth froactts™ is theoretically the unique
pragmatic policy-making philosophy of the CCP, emsdd in its constitution as well as in the
national constitution of the PRC. This leading piite combined with the other pragmatic
and practical principles and maxims of Deng Xiagpimeform and opening up, one country,
two systems, keep a low profile/search for achiex@s) represent the logic and the practice
of China’s domestic and external policies in thespill of its rise strategy and self-interest
after the Mao Zedong era.

The pragmatic reformer forces that took power viitd return to the stage of Deng
Xiaoping in 1977 were well aware that China wasanposition to succeed in its rise strategy
on its own, on “class struggle, permanent revahstiand international economic isolation'.
The new era began with the historical five day heat Il Plenary of