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Abstracts

Cultural Theor ies of W orld Politics

———Cultural Structure, Cultural Unitsand Cultural Forces
Qin Yaqging(4)

Since the anergence of the sociological shift in international politics, cultural phenom ena have increasingly
attracted scholarlyattention. Socialconstructivisn isthetheoryw iththerichestculturalcontentw ithinthemainstrean
establishment of international politics Constructivisn, how ever, isnot a cultural theory in a complete sense and
cannot explicate culture as common know ledgeor as networksof meanings T herefore, it is necessary both to le-
arn from and to go beyond social constructivisn to develop a cultural theory of world politics First, three
concepts that are to be included in a cultural theory need to be clarified: cultural structures, cultural units, and
cultural forces The latter is the key, for it channels private know ledge to common know ledge, w eaves the
networksof meanings at the systemic level, and brings about changes in the existing culture itself.

Extracts of Speeches fran the Saninar on Theor ies of International Relations and China: Canparison and
Reference

A saninar on thé Theory of International Relations and China: Comparison and Reference”w as held in
Beijing on December 21 and D ecenber 22, 2002, ponored by our journal Herew e present summaries of some
of the presentations made during the saminar The follow ing extracts have been gpproved by the regpective
geakers
By the Editor

Theor ies of International Relations in China: Several Pointsof View on Achievanentsand D ef iciencies

W angY izhou (10)

The Problen DeservingM ost Inquiry in Present-day Theoretical Studies of International Relations

Y u Zhengliang(12)

Factsand Theor ies Theor ization of Studieson the History of International Relation

ShiY inhong(14)

How to View theD ifferent Schools in Studies of International Relations

L i Shaojun (16)

Pramoting Studies of International Relations in China with theTheoretical Achievements of Social
Constructivign

Guo Shuyong(18)

New Headway in Theor ies of Regionalisn

Xiao Huanrong(20)

The Rise in Studies of PublicD iplanacy in the United Statesand Reflectionson Amer ican Foreign Policy
Tang X iaosong andW angY iwei(22)
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“ Public diplomacy” is a nev form of diplomacy arising from theU. S self- examination over the 9/11 ter-
rorist attack and itsforeign policy making; it isamed at solving theproblem of why theworld hates theU nited

”

States?” It differs from botlf public affairs, "and even more 0 front traditional diplomacy”of civil diplomacy.
“ Public diplomacy” engages the public audience as its recipient body, that is, betw een the government and the
foreign people, whilé traditional diplomacy” and civil diplomacy, "w hich are the second and third conduits to
diplomacy, engage the public as their main body. T he study of public diplomacy” and the self-exam ination over
U. S foreign policy will help us to understand the neav changes inU. S diplomacy andw ill ingire our country

to build a national mage after China' s entry into thewW TO.

Readjustmentsof U. S -European Relationsafter the End of the ColdW ar
Zhao Huaipu (28)

Since the end of the Cold W ar, the foreign policies of the U nited States and Europe have undergone
constant readjustments, thus changing transatlantic relations So far, these readjustments have gone through
two main stages Thefirst covers the decade of the 1990s, duringw hich time the initial readjustment of relations
w as completed, and, as a result, the U nited States and Europe managed to preserve their alliance relationship
and NA TO survived Entering the 21st century, the readjustments in U. S -European relations have entered a
nen stage, follow ed by the great changes in the foreign strategies of the U nited States This newv stage is ch-
aracterized by a trend of intensifying contradictions, grow ing rifts, and a loosening of the alliance,w hich reflects
the far-reaching mpact of the end of the Cold W ar on transatlantic relations A t present, theU. S -European
relationship is still experiencing readjustments, and its future development asw ell as itspossible mpact on the

patternsof international relations deserve our close attention

The Evolution of International Political Systan sand Japan’sD iplanatic Choices ——A Per spective Based on
Histor ical and Geographical Elenents
W u Sheng(34)

Since its foundation, Japan has undergone three periods of diplomatic history, that is, the tributary system
period, the period from theM eiji Restoration to WorldW ar Il, and the ColdW ar period This classification is
based on the changes in the international political system; in accordancew ith such changes, Japan had to make a
series of diplomatic choices D egite the differences in Japan’s diplomacy,w e can see some underlying common
features, which are detem ined by Japan’ s geopolitical status, its historical and cultural backgrounds, asw ell as
by the strong influence of the international political systam. These common features provide usw ith a new
pergective to analyze Jgpan’s current dip lom acy.

On Regional and International Human Rights Protection
He Jian (38)

Compared w ith the international human rightsprotection convention, the regional human rights protection
conventions providemore complete and concrete protections, hence enriching the content of international human
rightsprotection A t present, the regional human rights protection systen has developed to such an extent that



