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retrenchment is not a static or mechanical form of policy behavior Its long-term
ramifications are contingent on the great powers’ maneuvers in concrete contexts,
as well as on the complex dynamics between them.
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From a Struggle for Institutions to an Economic Contest: Domestic
Politics and the Evolution of America’s China Policy (2009-2018)
Wang Hao
Abstract: America’s China policy has always been a product of the twin
logics of geopolitics and domestic politics. Following the end of the Cold
War, as the structure of the international system became more unipolar in
nature, while America’s own domestic politics shifted to become bipolar,
the importance of the geopolitical logic for the shaping of America’s China
policy was drastically reduced, while domestic politics became a much more
critical driver of policy logic. As such, economics replaced security as the
core theme in US-China relations. Starting from the Obama Administration,
the US and China entered into an era of strategic competition, and the role of
geopolitics in setting the agenda for America’s China policy became much
more prominent. Over the medium to long term, it is ultimately becoming
the key variable in determining the nature of US-China dynamics. While so,
America’s China policy and the core themes of strategic competition in the
US-China relationship are still defined and re-defined periodically by
America’s domestic politics. For example, with the transition from Obama
to Trump, domestic political changes caused the core themes of US-China
relations to evolve from a form of competition constrained by liberal norms
and manifested through multilateral institutions to one moored a realist logic
of cooperative pressure and bilateral economic competition. As such, changes

in America’s domestic politics might be seen as a prism through which one
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can observe the future of trends in America’s China policy.
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Strategic Choice of Neighboring States in Responding to China’s Rise:
An Explanation based on Balancing Capacity and Balancing Will
Chen Xiaoding and Wang Cuimei
Abstract: With the continued growth of its state power, China feels
increasing pressure to make changes in its neighboring state diplomacy. At
present, the intervention of extra-regional powers led by the United States in
China’s periphery has become a status quo reality. As such, the strategic
autonomy of neighboring states has become an important variable to consider
in explaining differences in their respective strategies towards China. When it
comes to the strategic choice of how to respond to China’s rise, China’s
neighbors take significantly different approaches, largely due to differences
in their ability and will when it comes to balancing great states. Considering
regional characteristics, we might be able to classify the strategies of
neighboring countries towards China into four distinct categories: balancing,
accommodating, opportunism, or hedging Specifically, if a neighboring
state has both strong capacity and will with respect to balancing, and the
conditions and motivations for balancing behavior are both present, such a
state will have a preference towards balancing Japan might be one such
example If on the other hand, a state has only strong capacity to balance,
but is lacking in will, it will prefer accommodation. Russia might be an
example of this type of state If on the other hand, a state’s capacity to
balance is weak, but it has strong will, it will lean towards opportunism,
such as Vietnam. If a state’s will and capacity to balance are both weak,
such a state is likely to follow a hedging strategy. Two types of phenomenon

emerge around hedging strategies depending on the type of power structure

— 157 —



