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Abstract 

 

Whether the future of the Asia-Pacific is one of peace or conflict depends to a large 

extent on relations between China and the United States. Contrary to pessimists who 

see a "Thucydides trap" or hegemonic competition or optimists who find reassurance 

from trade or international institutions, this paper argues that the two countries are 

likely to take a third route where they compete and cooperate with each other at the 

same time. This mutual hedging is attributable to the dual structure of the region (and 

the world): anarchy and heterarchy. The existence of anarchy is apparent given the 

suspicion and distrust that remain among states. Heterarchy manifests in the growing 

economic, financial, institutional and other linkages in the region and beyond, and in 

the possibility for multiple states to emerge as a central player on a given issue or 

linkage. This diarchic structure of the world makes it difficult for either China or the 

US to unambiguously define its self-interests or view the other (and many other states) 

simply as either friend or rival, prompting both to avoid a completely competitive or a 

wholly cooperative approach to relations with the other. Although the relative shares 

of cooperation and competition in Sino-US relations are likely to vary, the 

Asia-Pacific region, whose peace and prosperity greatly hinge on the future of this 

bilateral relationship, is likely to continue to experience relative regional stability 

accompanied by possible occasional tensions as long as the diarchic structure of the 

world persists. 
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US-China Mutual Hedging and the Relative Stability of the 

Asia-Pacific 

 

 

I. Introduction 

There is no doubt US-China relations are critical to the peace and security in the 

Asia-Pacific and beyond. As China keeps rising in terms of both economic and 

military strength and political influence, there have been concerns about a possible, 

future frontal conflict between the two. And the changing balance of power between 

the two nations seems to give pessimists a lot to worry about. 

A brief look at some basic indicators of its economic and military growth 

vis-à-vis the United States will help us understand what animates their worries. First, 

while for much of the 1980s China's growing GDP constituted less than 10% of that 

of the United States, it continued to expand quickly since the early 1990s, reaching 20% 

in 2006. After that, the pace of Chinese growth quickened appreciably as it only took 

two more years to reach 30% of American GDP in 2008, and another two years to 

reach a little less than 40% (or 39.75% to be exact) in 2010. The same growth rate 

maintained the momentum in the next few years as the figure stood at 51.89% in 2012 

and 59.59% in 2014. Although Chinese growth has generally slowed in the past few 

years, the IMF's projected figures show that China's GDP will still make up more than 

70% of that of the US by 2020. 

Figure 1 Chinese Gross GDP As Percentage of the US, 1980-2020 

 

Source: The percentages are calculated based on figures from the IMF's World Economic Outlook 
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Database, April 2015, http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/weo/2015/01/weodata/weoselgr.aspx. 

 

Second, China's trade profile with the United States has been steadily increased. 

As shown in Figure 2, China's share of America's export, import and total trade in 

goods has all displayed similar patterns of impressive growth. First, while China's 

share of total US export slowly increased from 1.22% in 1990 to 2.01% in 1995 and 

hovered around 2% for the rest of the 1990s, it picked up the pace after 2000, 

reaching 4.23% in 2004, 5.23% in 2006, 6.58% in 2009, before climbing to its highest 

at 7.71% in 2013. The percentage for 2014 is 7.63%. Second, China's share of US 

imports has grown the most vigorously. Imports from China constituted 3.08% of US 

total in 1990, then quickly reached 5.43% in 1995, 10.87% in 2002. Afterwards, it 

swiftly rose to 15.52% in 2006, and has stayed around 18-19% since 2009, reaching 

its highest at 19.88% in 2014. Finally, China's share of America's total trade in goods 

has increased from 2.26% in 1990, to 5.36% in 1998, and 10.12% in 2004. Since 2009, 

it has remained around 14%, reaching 14.88% in 2014.  

Figure 2 China's Share of America's Export, Import and Total Trade in Goods, 

1990-2014 

 

Source: Calculated based on figures from the US Census website. Statistics on overall US trade in 

goods are drawn the from relevant spreadsheet in the Historical Series section, http://www.census. 

gov/foreign-trade/statistics/historical/goods.xls, while figures on trade with China come from 

"Trade in Goods with China," http://www.census.gov/foreign-trade/balance/c5700.htm. 
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Third, China's military strength has continually been enhanced relative to the 

United States. As a key indicator, China military spending has made impressive gains 

over the United States. In 1990 China's military spending took up only 3.74% of the 

US military expenditures, and the percentage figures tripled by the beginning of the 

next decade, reaching 11.42% in 2001. Probably as a result of China's quick economic 

growth since the early 2000s, China's military expenditures as percentage of the US 

also soared, as it reached 20.70% in 2011, and 33.07% in 2014 (see Figure 3).  

Figure 3 Chinese Military Expenditure As Percentage of the US, 1990-2014 

 

Source: Calculated based on military expenditures (in constant 2011 USD) from the Stockholm 

International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) Military Expenditure Database, whose spreadsheet 

provides comprehensive statistics for regions and every single country, 1988-2014. See http:// 

www.sipri.org/research/armaments/milex/milex_database/milex-data-1988-2014. 
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largely informed by realism and optimists who basically subscribe to liberalism. 

Prominent pessimists are represented by power transition theorists and offensive 

realists. Power transaction theorists (e.g., Kugler and Tammen, 2004, 2009; Tammen 
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2014) has over more than a decade raised grave concerns about China becoming a 

"gathering storm" for the US because he believes that China will imitate the United 

States and try to dominate the Western Pacific region, thus setting itself on a collision 

course with the US which has been the region's most preeminent power. And in his 

more recent thinking (Mearsheimer 2014), Mearsheimer suggests that the US should 

cobble together a "balancing coalition with as many of China's neighbors as possible." 

Yet another strand of the pessimist literature has capitalized on the notion of a 

possible "Thucydides trap" that sees the US and China as hopelessly drawn into a war 

that neither side wants. Zbigniew Brzezinski (2014, 31) concedes that "there is a real 

danger that, despite [...] good intentions, even the American-Chinese relationship may 

deteriorate" unless both nations work to "consolidate more deeply their strategic 

relationship." But the one who has consistently thought and published along this line 

is Graham Allison (e.g., 2013, 2015) who has in past few years popularized such a 

notion. He warns that "war between the United States and China in the decades ahead 

is not just possible, but much more likely than recognized at the moment. Indeed, 

judging by the historical record, war is more likely than not" (Allison 2015, para. 4). 

Contrary to the gloomy picture the pessimists paint, the optimists see the 

possibility for China and the US to avoid sliding into a war. John Ikenberry (2008a; 

2008b; 2011a; 2011b, esp. 242-248; 2013) for instance argues that the current 

international system built on the basis of Westphalian principles and the post-WWII 

arrangements are open, expansive and rule-based, which allows for the participation 

and integration of a rising China. Because the system's rules and norms are extensive 

and coalition-based (i.e., with the West), and China has no better alternatives, it has to 

choose to rise from within (see also Li M. 2011). Similarly, Quintus Snyder (2013) 

argues that the current open, liberal commercial order that the West has built creates 

systemic pressures for China to integrate itself into the system because inclusion 

entails benefits such as investment, market access, and competition. And this should 

help the two countries avoid going to war with one another. Liberally-minded scholars 

who study interdependence between China and the US also assure us that the two 

countries are linked ever more closely through globalization, leading to a convergence 
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of interests that limits strategic competition and promotes cooperation (e.g., B. Garrett 

2006; Q. Zhao and Liu 2010). 

These conflicting views on the possible direction of US-China relations are as 

incisive as they are confusing. Although there are scholars who recognize the 

complexity of the relationship and are more nuanced in their analysis of the future 

course of US-China relations (e.g., Glaser 2011; Christensen 2015; Drezner 20009; 

Mastandun 2014), there is no doubt that their analyses are also framed by the realist 

and liberal theories that point to either competitive or cooperative directions. And this 

bifurcated mode of thinking unnecessarily limits our horizon and prevents us from 

better appreciating the true dynamics at work in such an important relationship. A new 

framework is needed to help us understand the seemingly contradictory elements -- 

both cooperation and competition -- that are present in US-China relations. 

This paper argues that this paper argues that the two countries are likely to take a 

third route where they compete and cooperate with each other at the same time. This 

mutual hedging is attributable to the dual structure of the region (and the world): 

anarchy and heterarchy. The existence of anarchy is apparent given the suspicion and 

distrust that remain among states. Heterarchy manifests in the growing economic, 

financial, institutional and other linkages in the region and beyond, and in the 

possibility for multiple states to emerge as a central player on a given issue or linkage. 

This diarchic structure of the world makes it difficult for either China or the US to 

unambiguously define its self-interests or view the other (and many other states) 

simply as either friend or rival, prompting both to avoid a completely competitive or a 

wholly cooperative approach to relations with the other. 

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section II will outline a 

general theory hedging that is based on a reconceputalization of the international 

structure as one of diarchy consisting of both anarchy and heterarchy. Section III will 

briefly situate the US and China in the changing diarchy. Section IV goes on to 

examine the Obama administration's China policies, 2013-2015 while Section V 

examines China's policies toward the US in roughly the same period. These are cases 

where the two countries are least likely to have cooperated with the other given 
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Obama's hardened rebalance to Asia and the more assertive foreign policy under 

Chinese President Xi Jinping. 

 

II. A Diarchical Theory of Hedging 

To better understand the seemingly contradictory dynamics in US-China 

relations, we need a structural theory that helps account for the hedging behavior on 

the part of both states. A starting point for the construction of a new structural theory 

is to see how it is different from the predominant structural realist theory advanced by 

Kenneth Waltz (1979). Then this section will then go on to outline a diarchical theory 

of hedging. Finally, it will briefly introduce some possible forms of hedging. 

My new theory of hedging is based on a view of structure that differs from the 

Waltzian notion in some important respects. First, unlike Waltzian insistence on 

anarchy as the only conceptual form of international structure, it is possible for a great 

variety of forms to exist as demonstrated by several strands of relevant literature. 

Liberal scholars (e.g., Lake 1996; 2009; Donnelly 2006) and power transition 

theorists (e.g., Tammen et al. 2001; Kugler and Tammen 2004) have established the 

existence of hierarchies in international politics. And network theory (or systems 

theory) in a variety of social science disciplines points to emergent properties that 

stem from the interconnection and interaction of the various units. The crucial point is 

that the unit-level interactions may have systemic implications (e.g., Hafner-Burton, 

Kahler, and Montegomery 2009; Maoz 2010; Cairney 2012). Second, there is 

structure only when the units of a possible system are able to interact with one another. 

As Buzan, Jones and Little (1993, ch. 4) emphasize, interaction is more than a 

unit-level attribute and the system's "interaction capacity" increases with advances in 

technology, especially "communication, transportation and information," gradually 

making it possible for the units to be truly thought of as a system. In this sense, it is 

only after technology and trade, among other things, gradually made it possible for 

the units to come into contact with one another that there emerged various 

sub-systems in different parts of the world which finally constituted a larger system 

with interactions among them. And third, with growing interaction it is possible for 
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the system to evolve in significant ways. Both Modelski (1996) and Tang (2013) have 

demonstrated such possibilities, especially in a more peaceful direction. 

Now that I have delineated the differences between my conception and the 

Waltzian notion of structure, I now suggest that structure consists of two basic 

elements -- anarchy and heterarchy -- that fundamentally reorients state strategies 

away from realist calculations of simple balancing or bandwagoning. And this new 

conception of the international structure may be referred to as the international 

"diarchy," which is characterized by both diffusion and concentration of power and 

authority and by the increasing interdependence of state and non-state actors. 

Although seemingly a marriage of convenience of various elements, the idea of an 

international diarchy is far from a haphazard hodgepodge. Instead, it captures the 

fundamental elements of the international system and allows for a more nuanced and 

principled understanding of the workings of the system and its impact on state 

strategy. 

The idea that there is anarchy in the system is well underscored by the realists 

(Waltz 1979, chs. 5-6; Mearsheimer 2001, ch. 2), and accepted by some of the liberals 

(Keohane 1984, ch. 5; Axelrod and Keohane 1985; Oye 1985). To the extent that there 

is no institution to exercise effective governance on a global scale, then the state of 

anarchy persists as realists rightly insist. But the problem is the extent to which 

anarchy should constitute the mainstay of the structure as Waltz claims. While both 

Waltz and Mearsheimer emphasize the overriding impact of anarchy, I think the realist 

case is grossly overstated. As the foregoing paragraphs have sought to demonstrate, 

alternative structures do exist. And it is my contention that the degree of anarchy has 

gradually lessened over the long course of history as the international systems emerge 

and evolve. The primary mover of this process is trade and social-cultural exchanges 

made possible by, among other things, technologies of transportation and 

communication. With the increasing intensity and multiplying patterns of interaction 

among actors on the world stage (primarily states in the modern world), the system 

has evolved so much that alternatives to anarchy have developed (as cited above and 

further elaborated below) that effectively reduced the severity and impact of 
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international anarchy. 

While it is still out there, anarchy no longer exercises a totalizing effect as 

realists assume in a rather ahistorical and primordial fashion. Rather than compelling 

states to be mostly or almost solely concerned with survival, a much moderated 

anarchy now still conditions state calculations especially on security matters yet 

without forcing states to be just security maximizers any more because states have 

developed links with one another in ways that also shape their calculations about how 

to deal with others states.  

The second basic element in my new notion of the international structure is 

international heterarchy, which is a fairly new concept in international relations. 

According to anthropologist Carole Crumley (2005, 39), heterarchy can be defined as 

"the relation of elements to one another when they are unranked, or when they possess 

the potential for being ranked in a number of different ways, depending on systemic 

requirements." In other words, it allows for the possibility of unranked order similar 

to the idea of anarchy or of multiple hierarchies. Sociologist David Stark (2001, 22, 

24-26) defines heterarchy as "an emergent, self-organizing form" that involves 

relations of interdependence and "a multiplicity of organizing principles." According 

to Kyriakos Kontopoulos (1993) who offers a much-cited theoretical treatment, 

heterarchy, which is "a partially ordered level structure implicating a rampant 

interactional complexity," entails "several-to-several connections" between different 

levels and the existence of "multiaccess, multilinkages, multiple determinations and 

differential stabilities" (381, chs. 3-4). Heterarchy should be seen as consisting of 

many different levels, which interrelate with one another in complex ways, with the 

potential for various groupings to emerge at the local level (ch. 13). 

In international relations, heterarchy has only caught the attention of a few 

scholars. Baumann and Dingwerth (2015) have used the term without offering an 

explicit definition, simply implying it is almost tantamount to global governance, 

which has given rise to "the presence of multiple, and partially overlapping, rule 

systems that transcend national borders and that are not reducible to the interests and 

power of a single dominant actor" (106). Jack Donnelly (2009, 64), who draws on 
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work in other disciplines, defines heterarchy as "systems with multiple, and thus often 

'tangled', hierarchies" which involve "multiple ranking associated with differentially 

divided capabilities or authority" (see also Jackson 2014). 

For the purpose of this paper, I define heterarchy as multi-centric structures that 

emerge out of the complex interaction of actors on multiple levels with the potential 

of forming groupings that can impact the interests and strategies of other actors and 

structures in the system. This largely agrees with the spirit of the literature on 

heterarchy just cited, but the emphasis is a bit different from Donnelly (2009) who is 

more concerned with ranking. What I have in mind is the existence of the various 

ways for any number of actors to meaningfully relate and interact with one another in 

ways that carry implications for other actors and other similarly formed structures. 

The reason for the emergence of heterarchy as I see it is again the result of 

interaction of actors and the evolution of the system with growing scale and intensity 

of the interactions that I discussed earlier. Global governance is certainly one 

important factor in the emergence of international heterarchy as Baumann and 

Dingwerth (2015) have argued. But global governance is as much a cause as it is also 

a result of globalization and the accelerating rate of interactions of actors that I have 

been emphasizing. As Keohane and Nye (2004) suggest, it is the growing "complex 

interdependence" that makes it possible for growing role of international institutions. 

Again I would argue that this increasingly complex interdependent relationship has 

had to do with the ability of the states to interact along with the policies of the states 

that facilitated the globalization process. In addition, one may just as well argue that 

state policies that promoted globalization was also partly a response to the growing 

need for more and freer trade and more exchange in other aspects. 

So far we have identified and discussed the two basic components of the new 

international diarchy. But how do they relate to one another? They were all present 

when the international system first emerged, contrary to the realist focus on anarchy 

alone. This is the case because, as already argued above, the international system in 

the true sense only came into being after states were able to interact with one another 

in meaningful ways thanks to technology and trade. In other words, the system came 
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about primarily because the interaction capacity of the states reached a threshold level 

that allowed all states to be conceived as constituting a whole on the global scale. And 

in this sense, anarchy was certainly present even at the beginning. As indicated just 

above, it is also true heterarchy was present at the creation of the system because by 

then the interaction capacity of the actors already allowed them to interact with others 

on a regional level. The inclusion of all or most regional structures in system marked 

the beginning of a true system although it was and still is possible for some actors to 

be excluded because of their small size or geographical isolation. But this does not 

mean that the whole system has always remained the same since its beginning; rather 

it has qualitatively evolved over the centuries. What has changed is that while there 

was more anarchy in the early periods relative to heterarchy, now heterarchy has 

greatly increased even though anarchy may not have been qualitatively changed, only 

with less intensity than before. 

What are the major characteristics of the new international diarchy? I suggest 

that there is a dualistic mix of seemingly contradictory elements. On the one hand, 

there are the familiar realpolitik characteristics of anarchy, one the other there are the 

elements associated mostly with heterarchy. The realpolitik characteristics of anarchy 

refer to the self-help principle in security, the uncertainty of intentions, and the 

inequality of power as anarchy and hierarchy connote. I agree with the realists that 

security is a primary goal of the state, and states spare no efforts to attain it. But we 

also need to recognize that as the death rate of states go down considerably with the 

evolution of the international system (Tang 2013, ch. 3), states are able to put more 

efforts in other pursuits although they will not let down their guard. And given the 

power inequality between states, states vary in their ability and freedom of action with 

regard to what they can do to maintain their own security. 

For the new elements in the diarchy that are mostly derived from heterarchy, I 

would highlight two key features: growing interdependence and multicentricity. First, 

interdependence can be demonstrated through the growth of multiple linkages and 

multiple issues on which states are linked with one another. Multiple linkages refer to 

the possibility for states to form meaningful ties with one another in many different 
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ways that have an impact on their interactions with other states. By meaningful ties, I 

mean the kind of association that can have an impact on or carry costs for their 

relations with others, in line with Koehane and Nye’s (2004, ch. 2) idea of “costly 

effects” as a way to distinguish interdependence from mere interconnection which 

may not produce any cost at all for the parties involved. Such ties can be forged on 

different issues, with multiple actors, and on different geographical levels (regional, 

trans-regional, global). And given the accelerating pace of meaningful ties among 

states, it is reasonable to expect their interactions will play out on increasingly more 

issues that they will come to be faced with. 

The second is multicentricity which refers to the possibility for many different 

actors (states and non-state actors alike) to emerge as the central focal points on any 

given issue or cooperative endeavor. The focal actors play a leading and more central 

role in these efforts such as setting the agenda, providing necessary leadership, or 

simply being a central rallying force. Multicentricity in this sense is synonymous with 

multiple hiearchies which some authors (e.g., Donnelly 2009) have used to define 

heterarchy. And it must be kept in mind that the emergence and evolution of 

multicentricity is an evolutionary process that gains momentum with growing ties 

among states, making it possible for more players to assume some central roles in the 

system. It does not mean that equal distribution of power and authority; instead it is 

just a possibility for more actors to have more opportunities to gain and exercise 

greater influence through the ties they have with other states. 

Then what are the implications of the new conception of the international 

structure as one of diarchy, especially for state strategy? My argument is that it 

induces a dualistic approach to strategy that combines seemingly contradictory 

elements. The realpolitik dimensions will most likely incline them toward competitive 

policies to deal with others given the concern for security, the unknowability of other's 

intentions and the importance of power in all of these security-related considerations. 

As a result, states will likely watch closely the policies of other states especially as 

they relate to their security, be concerned about or even fear the consequence of some 

of the actions of others, and will not hesitate to utilize all means at their disposal to 



12 

deal with what they see as a matter of concern or a threat to their security. The means 

they may use include diplomatic, economic, military, and any other resources that 

they have access to. Here, in a word, is the largely familiar story told by mostly realist 

scholars. 

But in the diarchical thinking adopted here in this paper, such competitive 

aspects will be greatly moderated, not by their innate inclination toward more 

peaceful approaches, but by the countervailing imperatives of the heterarchic structure 

in the world. Specifically, the heterarchic structure will have an impact on three 

matters: power (more leverage points for power and influence), interest (entanglement 

of interests and conflict of self-interests), and strategy (strategic paradox). First, states 

have more leverage points for power and influence because of the multiple linkages 

they have with others, the existence of multicentricity, and diffusiveness of 

vulnerability. Since multiple linkages allow them to have many potential partners to 

work with on multiple issues and different actors may become the focal point on a 

given issue or in an interdependent relationship, a state may be able to use some of 

these linkages to balance its relations with another actor. This flexibility and the 

concomitant fluidity give states more opportunities to leverage their multiple linkages 

for power and influence. In addition, the diffusiveness of vulnerability also lends itself 

to the manipulation by a state to exert influence on another party. All these will make 

it possible for an actor to utilize various ways for the purpose of exercising some 

relative power and influence. 

Does this mean that heterarchy tends to "equalize" power among states? The 

answer is both yes and no. Yes, because the availability of more leverage points 

certainly gives an otherwise less powerful actor more opportunities to exercise some 

power and influence that it previously was not able to do. In this sense, there is some 

leveling effect. But on the other side, this also gives the more powerful state more 

leverage as well. In addition, many of the arguments about power asymmetry is likely 

to hold. Factors such as relative size, first mover advantage, and the importance of 

hard power still favor the more powerful actors (Nye 2002, 63-65). 

The second consequence relates to how a state now conceives of its own interests. 
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One aspect here is the entanglement of interests. This entanglement is attributable to 

the characteristics of the heterarchic structure. As a result of the complex ties a state 

has with other parties, it necessarily means that the state's calculation of its own 

interests becomes rather complicated because it has so many parties that it can choose 

to work with on so many issues. One's interests are now inexorably intertwined with 

those of so many others. Even with regard to just one specific state, a state's 

calculation of interests may be compounded as well because the state has ties on many 

issues with the other state. It does not mean that such ties are always for the better in 

the sense of generating more cooperation; in fact some of the ties may actually cause 

some conflict. It just means that it is difficult to view any other state in purely 

adversarial terms or purely friendly terms. 

The other aspect on the conception of interest is the conflict of self-interests, 

again attributable to the consequence of the heterarchic structure. There is a conflict 

of self-interests in the sense that it is getting difficult to clearly formulate a coherent 

idea about one's own self-interests. One state may have an interest in working with 

another state on one particular issue but at the same finds itself in some conflict with 

the same other state on another issue. This has to do again with the characteristics of 

the heterarchic structure. Given the multiple ties that a state has with multiple others 

on multiple issues, it is unlikely for it to have compatible interests with all other actors. 

It may have common interests with other states on many issues of concern to it, and 

may need to work with those states that share common interest. But the problem is 

that the states with which it shares common interests on issue A may be different from 

those with which it has common interests on issue B. The incongruity of many of its 

common interest-groupings makes it difficult for the state to develop a coherent idea 

about where its self-interests lie. 

The final consequence that emerges out of the heterarchic structure is strategic 

paradox. In a sense, it is the cumulative consequence of the previous two points on 

power and interest. On the one hand, since a state many potentially choose from many 

parties to work with on a whole host of issues, heterarchy implies great strategic 

latitude because of the freedom it gains in considering how to respond to one another. 
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Given multiple linkages, multicentricity, and diffusive vulnerability, a state may have 

more options to choose from in their strategic choices. Given the thick web of 

relations that now envelop states of the world, any state is potentially able to use their 

linkage with some of their interacting partners to influence the action of some others. 

It is no longer possible to conceive of a zero-sum situation. But on the other hand, the 

state will actually be faced with uncertainty in how committed it has to be in dealing 

with another state. This is understandable because too much freedom of choice also 

means difficulty in its determination to view the other as the only choice of partner, 

causing it to shy away from exclusive close ties with the other. This is also because 

the conflict of its self-interests with regard to other actors. Now that it has to deal with 

actors whose interests may overlap with its own only partially, it is difficult to view 

any single other state as just a friend or an adversary. 

The cumulative impact of the diarchic structure is that states will likely choose to 

adopt a two-handed approach toward another in its international relations. We will 

discuss two scenarios. First, in relations with states with which it has security 

concerns, the state will necessarily adopt competitive policies that it thinks will help 

to increase its security. This is in line with the impact of the anarchic logic as the 

realists argue. But at the same time, the competitive side will likely be accompanied 

by cooperative policies that seek to realize the common interests it has with the state 

that poses a security concern. In the current climate, the common interests that can 

induce more cooperative relations include trade and cultural ties, for instance.  

Second, even in its relations with a state that is not a security concern, or even a 

security partner or ally, the state will likely adopt two-handed approach as well. This 

is because while the security concern is largely absent, state A's interests are not likely 

to be totally compatible with state B's given the impact of the heterarchic structure. So 

state A will likely work with state B on some issues and compete with it on some 

others. And given state A's multiple linkages with a great number of states in the 

world, it is likely to share common interests with states that be in conflict with state B 

over other issues including security. To the extent that state A does not scale back its 

cooperative policies with those states that are in conflict with state B, then it can be 
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said that state A is partially competing with state B, even though the intensity may be 

rather mild. 

Now that I have discussed the implications of a new international diarchy, the 

next task is to briefly explain what a hedging strategy will look like. And my answer 

goes beyond the familiar realist or liberal accounts. I make two points here. First, the 

strategies should not just involve military or political means, but also economic or 

financial means. Any hedging strategy is likely to be multidimensional because states 

under diarchy necessarily conceive their approaches in a holistic fashion by viewing 

each of their options as related to one another in meaningful ways. And the major 

dimensions include the military/security dimension, the political/diplomatic 

dimension, and the economic/financial dimension. Second, a hedging strategy will 

involve countervailing elements drawn from both competitive and cooperative options 

available in all three major dimensions. 

 

III. The US and China in International Diarchy 

Now that the previous section has just outlined the international diarchy, this 

section will provide some illustration of the position of the US and China in it. 

Because anarchy is well documented and theorized, both in general and as it relates to 

US-China relations, this section will focus on the new element of the heterarchy by 

illustrating two of its features: growing interdependence and multicentricity. 

A. Growing Interdependence 

This growing interdependence will be illustrated in two aspects: the political/ 

diplomatic dimension and the economic dimension. 

The political/diplomatic interdependence between China and the United States 

has been rising and can be demonstrated through their joint membership is IOs and 

the ever-growing number of dialogue mechanisms between the two countries. First, 

US and Chinese joint memberships in international organizations are a good example. 

As Figure 4 shows, US and Chinese comemberships in IGOs have seen a generally 

upward trajectory in more than a century since the late 19th century, with the 

exception of a tumble between 1940 and 1960, which was probably caused by WWII 
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and the onset of the Cold War that divided the West and the East. Shared memberships 

in IGOs went from just a few in the late 19th century to more than 10 in 1940. After 

the interruption of the 1940-1960 period, the comemberships leveled off at about 15 

to 16 for the next two decades, reached 30 by mid-1980s, and 40 by 1990 before 

hitting 50 by the mid-1990s and stabilizing at 51 for up till 2005. And if we compare 

the US-China comberships against the average dyadic IGO comemberships in the 

international system between 1960 and 2005, we see that the growth of US-China 

comemberships (especially for the period of late 1970s to 2005) was apparently more 

pronounced than the systemic average which reached 20 in the late 1970s and 30 only 

by early 2000s. 

 

Figure 4 Chinese and US Co-memberships in International Organizations, 

1860-2005 

 

Source: The percentages are calculated using dyadic information contained in the COW dataset 

on IGOs (v2.3). 

 

Second, the growing number of US-China dialogue mechanisms that were 

established between 1972 and 2015 constitute another set of evidence in support of 

the growing political interdependence between China and the US. As shown in Figure 

5, the cumulative number of mechanisms saw a rising trend although the line remains 

rather flat -- and below 20 -- for the period 1980 up to the mid-1990s. But since the 

late 1990s, the cumulative number of dialogue mechanisms climbed to 42 in 2004, 86 

in 2008, 121 in 2012, and 143 in 2015, almost an increase by 10 on average each year 
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in the past decade (2004-2015).  

 

Figure 5 Cumulative Number of US-China Dialogue Mechanisms, 1972-2015 

 

Source: Based on this author's calculations. 

 

The growing interdependence between the US and China in the economic and 

trade dimension can be clearly seen through increasingly close bilateral trade and 

financial ties. First, bilateral trade has been growing at breathtaking pace. According 

to Figure 6, US trade with China as percentage of total US trade in goods, which was 

almost negligible in the 1960s, began to gradually rise from the early 1970s up till the 

late 1980s, reaching about 2%. Since the end of the Cold War, the figures have 

skyrocketed, rising to 4% by 1992, 8.23% in 2002, and 12.27% in 2006, finally hitting 

16.38% by 2015. US export to and import from China have also experienced a similar 

rising trend although the exact patterns differ slightly from that of total trade with 

China. US export to China outweighed its import from China before the late 1980s, 

but was quickly overtaken afterward. Since the late 1980s, US import from China saw 

a greater rising trend than that of US trade with China, reaching 21.9% in 2015 while 

US export grew much slower than US trade with China, climbing to 7.8% in 2015. 

But since the different growth rates between export and import have more to do with 

US trade balance with China, their consistent rise with the overall trade percentage is 

an unmistakable indicator of the tightening of trade interdependence between China 

and the US. Although Chinese statistics on US trade with China are slightly different 
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and would suggest that it was around 1992-1993 that the US began to import more 

than it exported to China, the overall rising trend is very much similar (Feng Lei 2011, 

15-17). 

 

Figure 6. US Trade with China as Percentage of Total US Trade (in Goods), 

1962-2014 

 

Source: The percentages are calculated based on trade figures taken from the UN COMTRADE 

database (http://comtrade.un.org/). I have consistently used data reported through the SITC Rev.1 

classification. 

A second set of figures that can help to appreciate the deepening interdependence 

between the US and China is their financial relations. Although Chinese direct 

investment in the US is relatively insignificant (Xia Xianliang 2011, 53-55), China's 

holdings of US debts constitute a remarkable proportion of all US debts. As shown in 

Figure 7, China's holdings almost skyrocketed from 1989 to 2011, beginning with 

merely 0.2 billion USD, rising to 92.3 billion USD in 2000, nearly doubling in the 

next two years reaching 181.5 billion USD by 2002, and continuing to rise to 255.5 

billion USD in 2003. Between 2004 and 2011, Chinese holdings would increase by an 

astonishing 100-200 billion USD each year, culminating in the peak at 1726.6 billion 

USD in 2011, which was 1.87 times as much as in 2007 and 5.06 times as much in 

2004. Despite a slight fall in 2012, the figure rebounded and stood at 1843.4 billion 

USD in 2015. The sheer magnitude of China's holdings in the last few years is 

unprecedented because the 2014 Chinese holding of US debts would be equal to 17.5% 
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of China's GDP in the same year.
1
 

 

Figure 7  Chinese Holdings of US Debts, 1989-2015 (in billion USD) 

 
Sources: This bar chart is constructed using data from "Foreign Holdings of U.S. Securities at the 

end of the period shown" (updated April 30, 2015, https://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/data- 

chart-center/tic/Documents/shlhistdat.html) and "Preliminary Report on Foreign Portfolio Hold- 

ings of U.S. Securities at End-June 2015" (updated February 29, 2016, http://ticdata.treasury.gov 

/Publish/shlprelim.html), both from the US Treasury Department. Figures are as of end of June for 

2002-2015, March for 2000, and December for 1989 and 1994. 

 

B. Increasing Heterarchy 

The increasing heterarchy can also be illustrated through the reduced gap in 

centrality in two respects: the political/ diplomatic dimension and the economic 

dimension. 

For the political dimension, there has been a narrowing in the gap between the 

centrality of the US and China in the system constituted by IGOs. There is no doubt 

the US played a very important role in shaping and building the post-WWII 

international institutional structure, but over time US influence in the structure has 

waned (Ikenberry 2001; 2011; Mastanduno 2014). For instance, this can be 

demonstrated through the changing US centrality scores in IGOs. For this I have again 

relied on the COW datasets on IGOs (v2.3), and calculated the centrality scores of all 

the states in the system by processing the numbers of dyadic comberships through 

UCinet 6. The results show that for the years 1950-2005, Chinese share of centrality 

                                                 
1 The proportion is calculated by using GDP data identified in Figure 5.10. 
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stood at about 0.1% until the mid-1950s and then rose to 0.4% by mid-1960s, and has 

henceforth leveled off. In contrast, the US share of centrality has steadily gone down, 

from 2.4% in 1950 to, 1.7% in 1965, 1.3% in 1985, and 0.9% in 2005. This translates 

into a drop by 20-30% in US centrality since 1965 although US centrality is still 

higher than that of China's (see Figure 8). 

 

Figure 8  US and Chinese Shares of IGO Centrality, 1950-2005 

 
Source: Data on dyadic IGO comemberships are derived from the COW datasets on IGO (v2.3) 

and then processed through UCinet 6 to calculate the centrality degree scores. 

For the economic dimension, US and Chinese centrality in the global economic 

and trade system has changed in that China's centrality has gone up while the US 

centrality has gone down. This can be seen through changes in their relative share of 

GDP and their importance in the trading system. The first indicator of relative 

economic centrality is a country's share of GDP. According to data from the World 

Bank (see Figure 9), US share of world GDP since 1960 has on the whole seen a 

declining trend although there are periods of rebound. Starting from 1960 when the 

US share was nearly 40% of the world total, it gradually fell to 36.4% in 1970 and 

would lose nearly 10 more percentage points in a decade, hitting the bottom in 1980 

when it was reduced to 25.7%. It rebounded to a high of 34.3% in 1984, but then fell 

again in a decade to 25% in 1994 before rising to another high of 32.1% in 2001. 

Since 2001, it has again gone down, and has hovered between 21.4%- 22.4% in the 

2010s.  

The Chinese share of world GDP, on the other hand, has seen an overall trend of 
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to Figure 9, between 1960 and 1987, the Chinese share slowly declined from nearly 

4.3% in 1960, to 3.1% in 1970, and 1.7% in 1980 before tumbling to the lowest of 1.6% 

in 1987, which many fluctuations in between the years. Since 1987, it would double 

almost every 7-10 years, reaching 3.1% in 1997, 6.1% in 2007, and 12.5% in 2013. 

 

Figure 9  Chinese and US GDP as Share of the World, 1960-2014 

 

Source: Raw data on Chinese, US and world GDP are taken from "GDP at market prices (current 

US$)," updated February 17, 2016, at the World Bank Database, http://data.worldbank.org/indica 

tor/NY.GDP.MKTP.CD. The Chinese and US shares are calculated by this author. 

 

A second way to measure Chinese and US centrality in world trade is to look at 

their share of trade centrality. As shown in Figure 10, US share of centrality in total 

trade stood between 8.1% and 9.3% between 1962 and 1990 with the years at both 

ends all at 9.3%. Since 1990, US share dropped to 8.7 and 8.1 in 1997 and 2000, and 

to 7.2 and 7.1 in 2004 and 2007, and finally to 6.3 and 6.2 in 2011 and 2014. US share 

of world export saw more fluctuation, especially a huge bulge in 1984, but was on the 

whole consistent with declining pattern of total trade. The decline in US share of 

world import saw greater fit with that of US total trade, but was on whole much lower 

than the share of total trade. And there is no doubt that on the whole the trend for US 

share in trade was one of gradual decline. 

In contrast, the Chinese story was still one of steady growth, especially after 

1990. While Chinese share of total trade climbed from 0.04% and 0.05% in 1962 and 

1970, it hovered at 0.08-0.09% between 1974 and 1990. Since rising to 1.4% in 1997, 
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it nearly doubled, up to 2.7% by 2004, and doubled again in the next ten years 

reaching 5.4% in 2014. The patterns of growth for Chinese share in export and import 

were very much similar to their normalized scores of centrality in that export grew 

much slower than total trade while import was consistently greater than total trade. 

Overall, the contrast between Chinese and US share of centrality in world trade 

makes it clear that US share has been declining while Chinese share has been going 

up. As Figure 10 clearly shows, the gaps in terms of total trade, export and import are 

all being narrowed. In particular, the line marked with a triangle (▲) which stands for 

the gap in centrality share between China and the US provides the clearest indication. 

The gap fluctuated between 7.3 and 8.9 percentage points between 1962 and 1990, but 

since around 1984/1990, it progressively went down from 8.3-8.4 percentage points to 

6.4 in 2000, 1.8 in 2011, and 0.8 in 2014. 

 

Figure 10  Chinese and US Share of Centrality in World Trade (in Goods), 1962-2014 

 

Source: Dyadic statistics on world trade (i.e., between pairs of states or economies) are obtained 

from the UN COMTRADE database through the advanced query function of the World Integrated 

Trade Solution (WITS) system (https://wits.worldbank.org/) maintained by the World Bank. 

Dyadic trade ratios are then calculated and later processed by UCINET 6 to calculate the share of  

centrality. 

 

IV. Obama's China Policy, 2013-2015 

Since Obama announced its rebalance to Asia in late 2011, the first three years in 

his second term was a time in which he made serious efforts to implement the 
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rebalancing strategy. Although such high-profile strategic stance has caused a lot of 

tension in the region and in US relations with China, a careful analysis of the actual 

policies Obama took in the three years 2013-2015, which were conventionally thought 

to be very confrontational, reveals that Obama in fact adopted a hedging strategy 

toward China as in all three dimensions, the US mixed both significant amounts of 

competitive and cooperative elements in its policy toward China. What's more, the 

intentions and perceptions as expressed by the key decision-makers are also consistent 

with the policy behaviors. The four subsections below address these issues in turn. 

 

A. Political/ Diplomatic Dimension 

In the political/ diplomatic dimension, the Obama administration adopted mixed 

policies. On the cooperative side, it made serious efforts to enhance dialogue and 

consultation at the head of state and cabinet levels and continue to use or expand the 

range of dialogue mechanisms between the two countries. On the competitive side, it 

criticized China for human rights, tried to intervene in territorial disputes China has 

with neighbors, and worked to enhance its relations with countries around China 

As indicated just above, the cooperative side of the Obama's approach lay in its 

willingness to sustain political ties with China through high-level exchange and 

dialogue mechanism. First, at the presidential level, in the three years between 

2013-2015, President Obama held three summits with President Xi, held talks with Xi 

three more times on the sidelines of international conferences, and had seven 

telephone conversations. What distinguishes the three summits is the hours Obama 

spent interacting with Xi: he held about 8 hours of talks with Xi at the Sunnylands 

informal summit in June 2013, and spent about 4.5 hours conversing with Xi at the 

November 2014 summit in Beijing and the September 2015 summit in Washington, 

DC, respectively. The length of the Obama conversations with Xi allowed them to 

exchange views in greater depth on wide ranging issues and to develop better working 

relations. (Glaser and Vitello 2013a, 25-27; 2015a, 27-26; 2016, 21-23, 25-27; Xuexi 

Xiaozu 2015a; 2015b). 

Second, exchange also took place on the cabinet levels. US vice president Joe 
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Biden visited China in December 2013 to consult on North Korea and to express 

concern over the rising territorial disputes in East Asia (Glaser and Vitello 2014a, 

24-25). US officials with foreign policy portfolios frequently meet their Chinese 

colleagues. For example, as Secretary of State, John Kerry was no doubt the most 

active in doing so. In addition to attending the 2014 S&ED which was held in Beijing, 

Kerry separately visited China once a year: first in April 2013, then in February 2014, 

and finally in May 2015. Kerry also held separate meetings with Foreign Minister 

Wang Yi or State Council Yang Jiechi many times a year on the sidelines of 

international conferences (Glaser and Billingsley 2013a; 2013b; Glaser and Vitello 

2013; 2014a; 2014b; 2014c; 2015a, 2015b, 2015c; 2016).  

Third, the cooperative side of Obama's policy can also been seen in its efforts to  

sustain and broaden institutionalized mechanisms for dialogue with China. There is no 

doubt that the premier mechanism has been the annual session of the S&ED that 

began in the first year of Obama's first term, and of particular relevance here is the its 

strategic track which largely focuses on diplomatic issues. In the past three S&EDs, 

discussions along the security track has produced growing lists of tangible results, 

including agreements on emission reduction, the implementation of energy policies, 

counter-proliferation, maritime law enforcement (Glaser and Vitello 2013, 28-29; 

2014c, 27-28; S&ED 2013; 2014; 2015). 

The competitive side of the China policy of the Obama administration consisted 

in criticism of Chinese human rights, in its efforts to wade into territorial disputes 

China has with neighboring countries, and in its attempts to enhance its relations with 

countries around China. First, the Obama administration continued to raise concerns 

with human rights in China. For instance, Obama voiced his concerns with human 

rights and rule of law in China when he met Xi on the sidelines of the Nuclear 

Security Summit in the Hague in March 2014. Kerry also raised human rights and 

China's denial of visas to foreign journalists when he met Wang Yi in New York in 

September 2014. The US monitored and criticized what it saw as China's "crack- 

down" on human rights lawyers. And Obama continued to meet the Dalai Lama, 

which he did in February 2014 at the White House and in February 2015 at the 
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National Prayer Breakfast in Washington, DC (Glaser and Vitello 2014b, 38-39; 

2015a, 25-26, 33-34; 2015b, 22; 2015c, 34-35). 

Second, the Obama administration made sustained efforts to intervene in the 

territorial disputes China has with its neighbors, especially those in the South China 

Sea (SCS). Over the three years under study here, US policies gradually hardened and 

became more confrontational. For much of 2013, the basic approach of the Obama 

administration was to call for restraint and peaceful settlement of differences. Obama  

raised the issue with Xi at the Sunnyland summit in June 2013, and Vice President 

Biden in a speech in July stated that with respect the issue, nations should avoid 

intimidation, coercion or aggression. Defense Secretary Chuck Hagel both at the June 

Shangri-La dialogue and on his visit to Malaysia in August called for restraint and 

urged the parties to seek peaceful resolution. John Kerry stated that the US was 

against coercive or provocative action, called for the conclusion of a binding Code of 

Conduct and especially warned China not to establish an air defense identification 

zone (ADIZ). In January 2014, Assistant Secretary of State Daniel Russel challenged 

the legality of Chinese claims in the SCS by suggesting the nine-dash line was 

inconsistent with international law because it was not based on land features (Glaser 

and Vitello 2013, 31-33; 2014a, 26-27; 2014b, 29-31; 2014c, 33-34). 

After the Obama administration failed to promote its idea of a "freeze" on all 

reclamations in the SCS in the summer of 2014, a slew of officials in the 

administration began to focus their criticism on China in late 2014 through mid-2015. 

They criticized Chinese reclamation activities as destabilizing and a challenge to the 

status quo (Glaser and Vitello 2014c, 33-35; 2015a, 29-30; 2015b, 22-24; 2015c, 

30-32). Then in last few months of 2015, the Obama administration took even more 

competitive actions by actually challenging Chinese sovereignty in the SCS. For 

instance, in late October the US sent its navy destroyer USS Lassen to sail within the 

12 nautical miles of the Subi Reef in the Spratlys. Then in December, an US B-52 

strategic bomber flew within just two nautical miles of one of China's islands in the 

Spratlys (Glaser and Vitello 2016, 27-28; Pak 2015; Page and Lubold 2015). 

Third, the Obama administration also worked to enhance its relations with 
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countries surrounding China. As it continued to pay attention to Southeast, Obama 

visited Thailand, Myanmar, and Cambodia, and had invited Thailand to join the TPP 

talks. It also worked to improve its relations with Vietnam and upgraded it to a 

comprehensive partnership, which was announced in July 2013, when the Vietnamese 

president visited Washington. The Obama administration also put a premium on its 

relations with India, and after Nerendra Modi became prime minister, it went out its 

way to embrace him despite its past misgivings about Modi (Ruan 2015, 37-38;  Ni 

Feng 2015, 154). 

 

B. Economic/ Trade Dimension 

In the economic/ trade dimension, the Obama administration also adopted a 

mixed approach toward China between 2013 and 2015. On the cooperative side, it 

engaged in frequent high-level contact, cooperated with China through regular 

dialogue mechanisms and worked together on the negotiation of a bilateral investment 

treaty. On the competitive side, the Obama administration leveled criticism on China, 

took protectionist steps, and competed with China over trade and financial 

institutions. 

On the cooperative side, first, Obama continued to engage China through 

high-level exchange. In his summits with Xi, some important decisions were made. 

For instance, at the June 2013 summit, Obama agreed with Xi to push forward the 

talks on a bilateral investment treaty (BIT). At the 2014 summit in Beijing, Obama 

and Xi agreed to expand the Information Trade Agreement (ITA), which serves to 

further liberalize trade. And at the 2015 summit in Washington, D.C., Obama 

announced the establishment of "mechanism on regular phone conversation on 

economic affairs" for two countries to consult on major economic issues (Glaser and 

Vitello 2015a, 27; 2016, 22; Song Guoyou 2014, 51; Obama and Xi 2015). 

The Obama administration continued to cooperate with China through regular 

bilateral dialogue mechanisms, particularly the economic track of the S&ED which 

has been at the forefront in this respect, and the JCCT which has a long history. In the 

give and take at these dialogues, the Obama administration made some notable 
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cooperative moves in addition to raising its own concerns. At the SE&Ds, for instance, 

some important progress was made, including US promise to "treat Chinese 

investment equally and fairly" and welcome "Chinese investors, including SOEs," the 

signing of new Eco-Partnership with China, and an agreement to "implement the plan 

of IMF quota and Executive Board reform" that would give China more voting rights 

in the IMF (Glaser and Vitello 2013, 27-28; 2014c, 28-29; 2015a, 32; 2015c, 28-29; 

2016, 30-32). 

Another important issue on which the Obama administration cooperated with 

China was to push forward negotiations on the bilateral investment treaty (BIT), for 

which formal negotiations first began in 2008. In the years 2013-2015, the US worked 

with China, through bilateral exchanges and dialogues such as the S&ED and the 

JCCT, to make some real progress on the BIT (Glaser and Vitello 2013, 27-28; 2014c, 

28-29; 2015a, 32; 2015c, 28-29; 2016, 30-32; Zhen 2016, 80-81). 

On the competitive side, the Obama administration also took some moves with 

regard to China, including applying pressure on China on issues it was concerned 

about, taking protectionist measures such as anti-dumping and countervailing duty 

investigations, and pressing China hard on intellectual property rights, and competing 

with China over trade and financial norms and institutions. 

First, the US continued to raise concern with or simply criticize China for what 

they viewed as unsatisfactory or unfair Chinese practices. US criticism revolved 

around a familiar set of issues including China's exchange rate, intellectual property 

rights, and barriers to foreign investment. It was apparent the US was getting 

impatient with the pace at which China was implementing its part of the deal. In 

addition, cyber security took an economic turn in these years because the Obama 

administration loudly criticized China for permitting cyber attacks against US 

companies (Glaser and Vitello 2013, 29; 2014c, 28; 2015b, 20-21). 

Second, the Obama administration took very competitive steps against China by 

actively launching anti-dumping duty (AD) investigations and countervailing duty 

(CVD) investigations, and section 337 investigations against a wide range of Chinese 

products. In 2013, for instance, the investigations involved more than 443 million 
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USD worth of Chinese exports to the US (Jia Ru 2014). With regard to AD and CVD 

investigations, the US International Trade Commission (USITC) initiated 11 

investigations against Chinese companies in 2013, 14 in 2014, and 11 in 2015, 

representing 17.2%, 37.8%, and 17.7% of all the initiations in the three years 

respectively (see Table 1). It is also worth noting that a great proportion of these 

investigations resulted in affirmative final determinations (54.6% and 85.7% for 2013 

and 2014 investigations) or preliminary determinations (63.6% for 2015 

investigations). It must be noted that the USITC has not yet made preliminary 

determinations on four other investigations initiated in 2015, so the final percentage in 

2015 may be higher than 63.6%. 

 

Table 1 AD and CVD Investigations Initiated Against Chinese Companies, 2013-2015 

 2013 2014 2015 

Total No. of Initiations 62 37 64 

Initiations against Chinese Companies 11 (17.7%) 14 (37.8%) 11 (17.2%) 

Initiations against Chinese Companies that Resulted 

in Affirmative Final (2013, 2014)/ Preliminary 

(2015) Determinations 

6 12 7 

No. of Affirmative Final/Preliminary Determinations 

as Percentage of No. of Initiations against China 

54.6% 85.7% 63.6% 

Source: Calculated based on data contained in "Antidumping and Countervailing Duty Investiga- 

tions Initiated After January 01, 2000," (update January 21, 2016), provided by the USITC, http:// 

enforcement.trade.gov/stats/inv-initia-tions-2000-current.html. 

 

In addition to AD and CVD investigations, the Obama administration also took 

protectionist steps on intellectual property rights by extensively using Section 337 

investigations against Chinese products, especially those that involve high-technology. 

In 2013, the USITC initiated 19 section 337 investigations against China, which 

constituted more than 45% of the total number of 42 investigations (Jia Ru 2014). In 

2014, the USITC instituted 12 investigations against products of 68 Chinese 

companies. In 2015, it brought 11 investigations against Chinese products (involving 

43 Chinese enterprises) which took up more than 30% of its total number of section 

337 investigations (Chen Jie 2016; CTR 2015). In addition, the section 337 
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investigations increasingly targeted high-tech Chinese products, especially electronic 

products. 

Third, the Obama administration continued to apply pressure on China with 

respect to intellectual property rights. The USTR in its annual "Special 301 Reports" 

consistently put China on the section 306 priority watch list for the years 2013-2015 

for allegations of Chinese theft of US IPR involving issues such as software 

legalization, online piracy, and technology transfer requirements and so on (Marantis 

2013, 31-38; Froman 2014, 30-37; 2015, 32-43). The Obama administration in 

particular made cyber theft of IPR an important issue, which constantly raisedt in its 

discussions with Chinese leaders. And in March 2014, the US took the unprecedented 

step of indicting five active duty Chinese officers for hacking and stealing commercial 

secrets from US companies such as Westinghouse, United States Steel, and Allegheny 

Technologies (DOJ 2014). 

Fourth, the Obama administration took competitive actions toward China regard- 

ing trade and financial rules and institutions, such as the TPP and the AIIB. The TPP, 

which was the economic centerpiece of Obama's rebalance to Asia strategy, was 

important for the US to regain and enhance its influence in regional integration and 

the establishing rules of the road for the future of the global trading system because 

the agreement sets high standards on the protection of labor rights, the environment, 

and intellectual property rights. A New York Times article point out that "Many of the 

TPP's current provisions are designed to exclude China" (DePillis 2013). According to 

USTR Fromann (2014), the TPP would give the US strategic advantage by enabling it 

to play "a leading role in writing the rules of the road for a critical region in flux." 

In an effort to conclude the TPP negotiations, the Obama administration made an 

aggressive push to enlarge its membership and to get the negotiations completed. It 

had worked hard to get Japan into the negotiations, a step that significantly enhanced 

the overall economic clout of the TPP. It also worked to encourage South Korean 

participation, although the latter did not formal join the negotiations (Fergusson, 

McMinimy and Williams 2015, 3; Ruan 2015, 40-41). 

The Obama administration also took competitive action by trying to block 
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China's efforts to establish the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB), which 

was first announced in late 2013. While preparatory efforts were well under way and 

the parties were about to sign in October 2014 an MOU on establishing the bank, the 

US reportedly tried to persuade some of its allies such as Australia, Japan, and South 

Korea not to join, and the US would like the G7 countries to take a unified stand by 

refusing to be part of the bank. And when the UK became the first major Western 

country to announce its decision to join the bank, the US was very frustrated and 

complained about Britain's "constant accommodation" of China. In addition to trying 

to discourage its allies from joining, the Obama administration also talked down the 

Chinese project by raising various concerns about standards in an effort to create 

negative publicity for China. For instance, Obama also stated in his 2015 State of the 

Union address that the US should not let countries like China write the rules. And in 

mid-March 2015 while countries were in a rush to join, Treasury Secretary Lew 

similarly expressed doubts about the ability of the AIIB to "adhere to the kinds of high 

standards" on protecting workers' rights and the environment and on dealing with 

corruption (Glaser and Vitello 2015b, 25-26; Perlez 2015; The Economist 2015; 

Sobolewski and Lange 2015). 

 

C. Military/ Security Dimension 

In this dimension, the Obama administration adopted a mixed approach toward 

China. On the cooperative side, it worked to enhance high-level exchange on defense 

issues and improve military-to-military contact through mutual visits, port calls and 

joint exercises. On the competitive side, it took steps to challenge China on security 

matters, and particularly sought to bolster its military presence in the region and 

strengthen and upgrade its alliances and partnerships that could help to 

counterbalance China's growing military influence in the region. 

On the cooperative side, the Obama administration sought to develop sound 

high-level military exchange. In the years under study here (2013-2015), the US took 

active measures to promote and enhance military contact with China, including 

mutual visits by high military/ defense officials, institutionalized dialogues mechani- 
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sms, and joint military exercises or friendly port calls. First, the Obama administration 

worked to engage with China through a series of high-level exchanges. Military 

relations was an important part of head of state exchanges. For instance, President 

Obama decided to sign on to proposals made by President Xi, and their November 

2014 summit resulted in the signing of two memorandum of understanding (MOU), 

one on "rule of behavior for safe military encounters at sea and in the air," and the 

other on "mutual notification of major military activities" (Glaser and Vitello 2015a, 

30-31). The Obama administration also engaged China in frequent contact between 

chief military/ defense officials through phone calls and mutual visits. 

Second, the Obama administration also worked with China through existing and 

new dialogue mechanisms. It used the annual Strategic Security Dialogue (SSD) 

which was part of the S&ED to discuss with China issues such as cyber security, 

maritime security, space, and risk reduction. It also availed itself of the Defense 

Consultative Talks (DCT) to promote its military relationship with China. The Obama 

administration also worked with China to develop new mechanisms of dialogue. For 

instance, it held the first Joint Staff Strategy Talks (JSST) with China in October 2014, 

and in November 2015, it also held with China their first bilateral Army-to-Army 

Exchange and Cooperation Dialogue Mechanism (Glaser and Vitello 2013, 29; 2014a, 

27; 2014c, 28; 2015a, 31; 2015b, 27-28; 2015c, 30). 

Third, the Obama administration worked to enhance military relations with 

China through joint military exercises and mutual port calls by navy warships. For 

example, US warships visited China and held drills or practiced the code for 

unplanned encounters at sea with Chinese ships. Of particular note was the US 

invitation to China to participate in the RIMPAC exercise, in which China did take 

part in late July and early August 2014. And in October 2014, the US welcomed 

China in a trilateral military exercise with Australia, which took place on Australian 

soil (Glaser and Vitello 2013, 27; 2014c, 32-33; 2015a, 31-32; 2015b, 27-28; 2015c, 

35-36; 2016b, 29). 

On the competitive side, the Obama administration directly challenged Chinese 

security by approving arms sales to Taiwan and challenging China's ADIZ, and it also 
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worked to bolster its military presence in the Asia-Pacific, enhance its alliances in the 

region, and improve military relationships with other countries surrounding China. 

First, the Obama team took competitive on a number issues directly related to China. 

In November 2013 when China announced the establishment of its ADIZ in the East 

China Sea, the US criticized it as an unilateral and destabilizing move that would 

change the status quo, and stated that it did not recognize the zone. The US military 

also sent two B-52 bombers to fly to the area to challenge China's ADIZ. In 

November 2014, Obama raised concern with China's concept of Asian security which 

President Xi proposed at an inter-Asian security conference earlier in the year. In 

December 2015, the US approved more than 1.83 billion USD of arms sales to 

Taiwan (Glaser and Vitello 2014a, 23-24; 2015a, 29; 2016, 30). 

Second, the Obama administration took concrete steps to increase US military 

presence in the region. Secretary of Defense Chuck Hagel announced in 2013 that it 

had already allocated 60% of its overseas-based air forces to the Asia-Pacific, and the 

US Air Force would allocate 60% of space and cyber capabilities to the region (Hagel 

2013). The administration also continued to optimize US military presence in regional 

allies. In late 2013, the US was able to finalize its adjustment of military forces in 

Japan after the relocation plan was approved by local authorities in Okinawa. In South 

Korea, the US made an additional deployment of 800 service men in 2014 as part of 

the rebalancing. In Singapore, the US deployed the first of its latest littoral combat 

ship in 2013. In 2014, the US signed an Enhanced Defense Cooperation Agreement 

with the Philippines which would allow the US to engage in military construction and 

use facilities that give it closer access to the South China Sea. In addition, the Obama 

administration made vigorous efforts to increase its military presence along the 

so-called "second island chain." In 2013, the US signed an agreement with Australia 

to include on Australian warship in the US Pacific Fleet (Ruan 2015, 45-48; Ni Feng 

2015, 156; Glaser and Vitello 2014b, 30). 

Third, the Obama administration sought to enhance it bilateral alliances. Given 

Japan's centrality in the alliance structure, the US paid particular attention to the 

upgrading the US-Japan alliance. At the October 2013 "2+2" meeting, Secretary of 
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State John Kerry and Defense Secretary Hagel and their Japanese counterparts 

reached the decision to revise the US-Japan Defense Guidelines. The April 2015 

revision of the guidelines made it possible for Japan to assume great military 

responsibility in both peaceful and conflict situations and the grey area in between. 

The revision also enlarged the scope and geographic areas in which Japan may choose 

to get militarily involved such as situations in which the US or Japan's close partner is 

attacked, UN peace keeping missions, humanitarian assistance and disaster relief. 

This would make Japan far stronger ally for the US. On the Korean Peninsula, the 

Obama administration reached an agreement with South Korea in late 2014 to delay 

the transfer of operational control to the Koreans. Since 2014 the Obama 

administration had pressed South Korea to allow the US to deploy the Theater 

High-Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) system (Zhang Weiwei 2015, 33-35; Ruan 

2015, 49-50; Ni Feng 2015, 157; Glaser and Vitello 2014b, 30; Manyin et al. 2016, 

16). It also went to great lengths to upgrade and enhance its alliance with the 

Philippines through increased high-level military contact, arms sales, and joint 

exercises, in addition to the 2014 cooperation agreement mentioned above. It 

maintained frequent high-level exchange with visits by defense ministers, and held 

regular bilateral strategic dialogue (Song Runqing 2015, 114-124; Xin Qiang 2015, 

57-58). 

Fourth, the Obama administration worked to develop trilateral relationships 

among its key regional allies and its important partner India by relying on the 

US-Japan and US-Australian alliance as the core. Like the Bush administration, the 

Obama team used the trilateral collaboration with two key regional allies Japan and 

Australia to express concern and opposition to Chinese security activities. At the 2013 

Trilateral Security Dialogue, the foreign affair ministers of the three countries voiced 

opposition to "coercive or unilateral actions that could change the status quo in the 

East China Sea", and emphasize the importance of freedom of navigation in the South 

China Sea, calling on claimants to exercise restraint. The defense ministers of the 

three countries held annual trilateral meetings on the sidelines of the Shangri-La 

Dialogue in 2013-2015 for security coordination. Their May 2015 joint statement, for 
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instance, makes a lot references to security matters relating to China, expressing 

concern over freedom of navigation and overflight, criticizing China's maritime 

activities, challenging China's territorial claim in the South China Sea (S. Smith 2013; 

Bishop, Kishida and Kerry. 2013; Nakatani, Carter and Andrews 2015). The Obama 

administration also encouraged the security coordination between its allies. It 

promoted a "2+2" meeting between Australia and South Korea, the first of which took 

place in July 2013. It also encouraged the cooperation between Japan and the 

Philippines (Ruan 2015, 25-26). 

The Obama administration worked to enhance its security relationship with India 

which it values very much, and promote trilateral security coordination between India, 

the US and its allies. In 2014, Obama signed with Indian Prime Minister Singh 

"India-US Declaration on Defense Cooperation" that aimed to enhance their 

"long-term strategic partnership." In June 2015 the US signed with India a new 

"Framework for the U.S.-India Defense Relationship" which provided a framework of 

defense and security cooperation for the next ten years (DOD 2015). The Obama 

administration also promoted security cooperation among India, Japan, and the US. In 

June 2015, the defense chiefs of the three countries held a trilateral meeting in New 

Delhi where they expressed concern over China's "aggressive attitude" (Lang 2015, 1). 

Then in September 2015, the foreign ministers of the three countries held their 

trilateral meeting in New York where again they coordinated on security issues 

relating to China. 

Fifth, the Obama administration also worked to improve its relationship other 

countries in Southeast Asia. It deployed its most advanced littoral combat warship in 

Singapore in 2013 and 2014 and more than 60% of US arms sales in the Obama 

administration to Southeast Asia went to Singapore. It decided to establish a 

"comprehensive partnership" with Malaysia in April 2014. With Indonesia, the US 

increased high-level military contact through mutual visit by national defense chiefs 

and other senior military officers in recent years. The scope of its military exercises 

with Indonesia was also expanded from counterterrorism to a host of security issues. 

On mainland Southeast Asia, the Obama administration consistently supported and 
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upgraded its security relations with its ally Thailand through joint military exercises, 

military aid, and arms sales. The Obama administration also worked to enhance 

security relation with other countries such as Myanmar, Cambodia, and Laos (Song 

Runqing 2015, chs. 3-5; Li Yibo 2016, 71-74; Xin Qiang 2015, 58-59). 

 

D. Interests, Roles, and Strategy: US Assessments of China through Statements by Key 

Decision-Makers 

Now that the preceding paragraphs have looked at the patterns of hedging in 

Obama's strategy toward China during the periods under study here, my next task is to 

see if the perceptions and calculations of the key decision-makers are also consistent 

with the predictions of the theory of hedging. I have systematically sorted through all 

the public remarks, statements, interviews of some of the most important foreign 

policy decision makers in which they talk about the overall approach to China. 

Careful reading of these textual material reveals a few inter-related themes 

concerning the Obama administrations China policy, including an appreciation of the 

effect of the "interconnection" of the world, how Chinese interests intersect with those 

of the United States, the relationship between China and the US, and finally the kind 

of strategy the US should adopt in dealing with China. 

First, the Obama administration had a fuller understanding of the impact of the 

interconnection that exists among countries of the world today. For instance, in 

remarks made during the 2013 Sunnylands summit with President Xi, Obama (2013a) 

pointed out there are many "global challenges that no single nation can address by 

itself," and that's why the US had to work with China on issues like climate change. 

Then at the November 2014 APEC CEO summit, he stated that "the pursuit of 

economic growth, job creation and trade is not a zero-sum game. One country's 

prosperity doesn't have to come at the expense of another." And commenting on US 

relations with China, Obama (2015f) stated at business roundtable in 2015 that US 

and Chinese "fates are sufficiently intertwined" to prevent a the relationship from 

turning worse. And John Kerry has also made similar remarks as when he (Kerry 

2013a; Kerry, Biden, Liu et al. 2015) that US-China economic relations was not a 
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zero-sum game, or that the deepening economic interdependence between the two 

countries made them mutually dependent on each other's economy. 

Second, the Obama team saw both common interests and differences between the 

US and China. It seemed to place equal emphasis on both the shared interests and on 

the differences (e.g., Obama 2015e; Kerry 2014c; Kerry, Wang and Lew et al. 2014). 

But for the most part, the terminologies changed a bit in that on most occasions, they 

tended to say there are instances where interests between the US and China overlap or 

align, and instances where they do not (e.g., Obama 2014b; 2014d; 2015c; Kerry 

2014d; Russel 2014). In addition, the Obama team tended to see more serious 

differences in US relations with China. For instance, Obama made references to 

"some significant disagreements and sources of tension" (2013b), or "tensions and 

disagreements" (2014b) or some inevitable differences (2015b). But while this change 

of tone is largely detectable, their overall characterization of the intersection of 

interests between the US and China was still a mix of shared/ overlapping interest 

plus differences/ tensions (see also Obama 2015a; Kerry 2014e; 2015a; 2015b). 

Third, with regard to how to view China's role or US relationship with China, the 

overall idea of the Obama team was that this was complex relationship that involved 

both cooperation and competition. The administration was very explicit about the 

non-zero-sum nature of the US relationship with China. They stuck with the basic 

view that the US had a complex or complicated relationship with China which was 

characterized by a "mix of competition and cooperation" (Kerry in Kerry, Biden, and 

Lew et al. 2013; Kerry 2014b; Donilon 2013a; Rice 2013a; 2013b). Biden (2013b) 

even described this as "a healthy mix of competition and cooperation." Under the 

broad theme, the Obama team emphasized that the US relationship with China 

(economic or otherwise) was not a zero-sum game because deepening economic 

interdependence meant both nations had "a stake in the success of the other" (Kerry 

2013a; Kerry in Kerry, Wang, Lew, et al. 2014; Kerry in Kerry, Biden, and Liu et al. 

2014). 

Fourth, as a result of the foregoing views on interests, China's and the nature of 

US China relationship, the Obama administration expressly stated a hedging strategy 
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that combines both cooperation and competition was the right mix of policy in dealing 

with China. It basically summarized the overall approach as "practical cooperation" 

plus "constructive management of difference" (Kerry 2014e). Obama (2014b; 2014c; 

2014d; 2015c) repeatedly stated that his approach toward China was to "cooperate 

where [US and Chinese] interests overlap or align," and "stand up for [US] interests 

and principles" "where there are difference," or that cooperate more where our 

interests align, even as we candidly confront areas of disagreement." Biden (2013a; 

2015; see also Biden 2014) made similar pronouncements saying that policy toward 

China was to "cooperate and compete simultaneously," or to work together "where 

our interests align," and address "differences candidly and constructively."  

While the overall approach to China as stated by the Obama team was one of 

mixing both competition and cooperation, they also took care to soften the 

competitive tinge by suggesting that they were not seeking to contain China and 

welcomed China's rise. In joint press conferences in the Philippines and in Beijing in 

2014, Obama (2014b; 2014d) expressly stated that the US goal was not to "counter" 

or "contain" China, and the US pivot to Asia "is not about containing China." 

Similarly, Kerry (Kerry, Hagel et al. 2014; see also Kerry and Xi 2014) stated that the 

US was "not seeking conflict or confrontation" with China, an idea echoed by 

Donilon (2013) as well. And concomitant with these statement are likely those that 

indicated the US "welcomes the continuing rise of a China that is prosperous, 

peaceful, and stable" (Obama 2014b; 2014d). 

 

V. China's America Policy Under Xi Jinping, 2013-2016 

 

(To be completed) 

 

VI. Conclusion 

This paper has offered a new structural theory in an effort to shed new light on 

the past and the future of US-China relations. This theory differs from the mainstream 

liberal or realist theories in some important respects. It takes the realist notion of 
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structure to task by pointing out the dual nature of the system. While recognizing the 

role of anarchy, it highlights the role of heterarchy which is formed as a result of the 

interaction and interconnectedness of the countries of the world. This helps to put 

international relations theory on a sound historical basis. 

The reconceptualization of the structure suggests that states do not normally 

behave the way realist or liberal theories expect them to do. Instead of adopting 

mostly competitive or cooperative policies, a state should find it sensible to hedge in a 

world where anarchy is increasingly moderated and counter-balanced by the growing 

heterarchy characterized by interdependence and muliticentricity. Under the diarchical 

structure, a state, while still concerned about its security, will find it difficult to clearly 

define its self-interest because interests are intertwined with so many other states. And 

given this, a state will also find it difficult to clearly name another state as either a 

friend or an enemy in the complete sense of either word. Instead, it is very likely that 

one state may be a partner on some issues and a possible rival on others.  

This structural constraint will fundamentally reorient state strategies in pursuit of 

their interests. Unlike the mainstream theories that see rational actors as utility 

maximizers, my new theory should lead us to expect states to be guided by a 

dialectical rationalism that seeks to strike a balance between the extremes of either 

cooperation or competition. This hedging strategy tries to advance state interests by at 

the same time taking precautions to avoid possible loss. Although the exact balance 

will depend on many other things in addition to the structural environment, it is 

reasonable to expect a state to avoid using just competitive or cooperative measures as 

diarchy thickens. 

The theoretical framework has been successful in describing and explaining the 

policies of China and US toward one another in the last few years when the Obama 

administration hardened its rebalance to Asia and when China's new President Xi is 

said to have adopted more assertive policies. As the preceding empirical sections 

demonstrate, neither country adopted a purely competitive or cooperative approach. In 

fact, both have been hedging one another by mixing both elements in their policies 

toward the other. It is also remarkable that their conceptions about their interests and 
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strategies are congruent with the predictions of my new theory. 

Since the international diarchy has already emerged and developed to a fairly 

impressive extent, it is reasonable to expect that both China and the US will continue 

to hedge one another in the decades to come, avoiding the gloomy scenarios that the 

pessimists have feared. But the optimists are also likely to be disappointed by the 

continued existence of elements of tension and competition in this most important 

bilateral relationship. The latest developments in the Trump administration's China 

policies are yet another example of hedging at work as it cooperates with China 

shying away from the hawkish campaign promises Trump made and competes with 

China through efforts to enhance US military power and economic and trade influence. 

And all this should reassure us that instead of a future frontal conflict between China 

and the US, the Asia-Pacific region will likely experience relative stability as the two 

countries continue to hedge one another. 

 

References 

Allison, Graham T. Jr., “Obama and Xi Must Think Broadly to Avoid a Classic 

Trap,” New York Times (6 June 2013). 

Allison, Graham T. Jr. 2015. "The Thucydides Trap: Are the U.S. and China Headed 

for War?" The Atlantic, September 5. https://www.theatlantic.com/international/ 

archive/2015/09/united-states-china-war-thucydides-trap/406756/. 

Axelrod, Robert and Robert Keohane. 1985. “Achieving Cooperation under Anarchy: 

Strategies and Institutions.” World Politics 38 (1): 226-254. 

Baumann, Rainer and Klaus Dingwerth. 2015. "Global Governance vs Empire: Why 

World Order Moves Towards Heterarchy and Hierarchy." Journal of International 

Relations and Development 18 (1): 104-128. 

Bishop, Julie, Fumio Kishida, and John Kerry. 2013. "Trilateral Strategic Dialogue 

Joint Statement." Australian Ministry of Foreign Affairs. October 4. http://foreign 

minister.gov.au/releases/Pages/2013/jb_mr_131004.aspx?ministerid=4. 

Brzezinski, Zbigiew. 2014. "Can China Avoid the Thucydides Trap?" New 



40 

Perspectives Quarterly 31 (2): 31-33. 

Cairney, Paul. 2012. "Complexity Theory in Political Science and Public Policy." 

Political Studies Review 10 (3): 346-358. 

Christensen, Thomas J. 2015. The China Challenge: Shaping the Choices of a Rising 

Power. New York: W. W. Norton. 

Crumley, Carole L. 2005. "Remember How to Organize: Heterarchy Across 

Disciplines." In Nonlinear Models for Archaeology and Anthropology, edited by 

Christopher S. Beekman and William S. Baden, 35-50. Aldershot (Hampshire), 

UK: Ashgate Press. 

DOD. 2015. "Fact Sheet: U.S.-India Defense Relationship." US Department of 

Defense (DOD). http://archive.defense.gov/pubs/US-IND-Fact-Sheet.pdf. 

DOJ. 2014. "U.S. Charges Five Chinese Military Hackers for Cyber Espionage 

Against U.S. Corporations and a Labor Organization for Commercial Advantage." 

Office of Public Affairs, Department of Justice. May 19. https://www.justice.gov/ 

opa/pr/us-charges-five-chinese-military-hackers-cyber-espionage-against-us-corpo

rations-and-labor. 

Donilon, Tom. 2013a. "Press Briefing By National Security Advisor Tom Donilon." 

The White House, June 08. https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2013/06/ 

08/press-briefing-national-security-advisor-tom-donilon. 

Donilon, Tom. 2013b. "The United States and the Asia-Pacific in 2013." The White 

House, March 11. https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2013/03/11/rema 

rks-tom-donilon-national-security-advisor-president-united-states-an. 

Donnelly, Jack. 2006. "Sovereign Inequalities and Hierarchy in Anarchy: American 

Power and International Society." European Journal of International Relations 12 

(2): 139-170. 

Donnelly, Jack. 2009. "Rethinking Political Structures: From Ordering Principles’ to 

‘Vertical Differentiation’ – and Beyond." International Theory 1 (1): 49-86. 

Drezner, Daniel W. 2009. “Bad Debts: Assessing China’s Financial Influence in Great 

Power Politics.” International Security 34 (2): 7-45. 



41 

Feng Lei [冯雷]. 2011. "Sino-US Goods Trade Development and Its Balance" [中美

货物贸易发展及其平衡]. In On Sino-US Trade Balance [中美贸易平衡问题研

究], edited by Xia Xianliang et al. [夏先良 等], 1-27. Beijing: Social Sciences 

Academic Press. 

Fergusson, Ian F., Mark A. McMinimy and Brock R. Williams. 2015. The Trans- 

Pacific Partnership (TPP) Negotiations and Issues for Congress. R42694. 

Washington, DC: Congressional Research Service. 

Froman, Michael. 2014a. “Remarks by Ambassador Michael Froman at the Council 

on Foreign Relations: The Strategic Logic of Trade.” Office of the USTR, June 16. 

https://ustr.gov/about-us/policy-offices/press-office/speeches/transcripts/2014/June

/Remarks-USTR-Froman-at-Council-Foreign-Relations-Strategic-Logic-of-Trade. 

Froman, Michael. 2014b. 2014 Special 301 Report. The Office of the United States 

Trade Representative. https://ustr.gov/sites/default/files/USTR%202014%2 

0Special%20301%20Report%20to%20Congress%20FINAL.pdf. 

Froman, Michael. 2015. 2015 Special 301 Report. The Office of the United States 

Trade Representative. https://ustr.gov/sites/default/files/2015-Special-301-Report- 

FINAL.pdf. 

Garrett, Banning. 2006. “US-China Relations in the Era of Globalization and Terror: 

A Framework for Analysis.” Journal of Contemporary China 15 (48): 389-415. 

Glaser, Bonnie and Brittnay Billingsely. 2013. "Leadership Transition Ends, Bilateral 

Interaction Picks Up." Comparative Connections 15 (1): 25-39. 

Glaser, Bonnie and Jacqueline Vitello. 2013. "Sizing Each Other Up at Sunnylands." 

Comparative Connections 15 (2): 25-39. 

Glaser, Bonnie and Jacqueline Vitello. 2014a. "Biden Visits China amid ADIZ 

Fracas." Comparative Connections 15 (3): 23-36. 

Glaser, Bonnie and Jacqueline Vitello. 2014b. "China’s Maritime Disputes Top the 

Agenda." Comparative Connections 16 (1): 29-43. 

Glaser, Bonnie and Jacqueline Vitello. 2014c. "Still Treading Water, the Sixth 

S&ED." Comparative Connections 16 (2): 27-39. 

Glaser, Bonnie and Jacqueline Vitello. 2015a. "Summit Provides Renewed 



42 

Momentum for Better Ties." Comparative Connections 16 (3): 25-38. 

Glaser, Bonnie and Jacqueline Vitello. 2015b. "China Makes Strides with AIIB and a 

Great Wall of Sand." Comparative Connections 17 (1): 19-34. 

Glaser, Bonnie and Jacqueline Vitello. 2015c. "The Run-up to Xi Jinping’s State 

Visit." Comparative Connections 17 (2): 27-41. 

Glaser, Bonnie and Jacqueline Vitello. 2016. "Xi’s First State Visit to US: Pomp and 

Progress." Comparative Connections 17 (3): 21-38. 

Glaser, Charles L. 2011. “Will China’s Rise Lead to War? Why Realism Does Not 

Mean Pessimism.” Foreign Affairs 90 (2) (Mar./Apr.): 80-91. 

Hafner-Burton, Emilie M., Miles Kahler, and Alexander H. Montgomery. 2009. 

"Network Analysis for International Relations." International Organization 63, no. 

3: 559-592. 

Ikenberry, G. John. 2001. After Victory: Institutions, Strategic Restraint, And The 

Rebuilding Of Order After Major Wars. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 

Ikenberry, G. John. 2008a. “The Rise of China and the Future of the West: Can the 

Liberal System Survive?” Foreign Affairs 87.1 (Jan./Feb. 2008): 23-37. 

Ikenberry, G. John. 2008b. “The Rise of China: Power, Institutions, and the Western 

Order.” In China’s Ascent: Power, Security, and the Future of International 

Politics, edited by Robert S. Ross and Zhu Feng, 100-114. Ithaca, NY: Cornell 

University Press. 

Ikenberry, G. John. 2011a. “Is a ‘One World’ Order Possible? The Rise of China, the 

West, and the Future of Liberal Internationalism.” Center on Asia and 

Globalization Working Paper no. 030. Lee Kuan Yew School of Public Policy, 

National University of Singapore. June. 

Ikenberry, G. John. 2011b. Liberal Leviathan: The Origins, Crisis, and Transform- 

ation of the American World Order. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 

Ikenberry, G. John. 2013. “The Rise of China, the United States, and the Future of the 

Liberal International Order.” In Tangled Titans: the United States and China, 

edited by David Shambaugh, 53-72. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield 

Publishers. 



43 

Jackson, Van. 2014. "Power, Trust, and Network Complexity: Three Logics of 

Hedging in Asian Security." International Relations of the Asia-Pacific 14 (3): 

331-356. 

Jia Ru [贾茹]. 2014. "The US Launched 11 AD Investigations and 19 Section 337 

Investigations Against China in 2013" [2013 年美国对中国发起产品反倾销 11

起 337 调查 19 起]. China Development Gateway [中国发展门户网] August 12. 

http://cn.chinagate.cn/news/2014-08/12/content_33210356_3.htm. 

Jackson, Van. 2014. "Power, Trust, and Network Complexity: Three Logics of 

Hedging in Asian Security." International Relations of the Asia-Pacific 14 (3): 

331-356. 

Jia Ru [贾茹]. 2014. "The US Launched 11 AD Investigations and 19 Section 337 

Investigations Against China in 2013" [2013 年美国对中国发起产品反倾销 11

起 337 调查 19 起]. China Development Gateway [中国发展门户网] August 12. 

http://cn.chinagate.cn/news/2014-08/12/content_33210356_3.htm. 

Keohane, Robert O. (1984) 2005. After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the 

World Political Economy. Reprint, Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 

Keohane, Robert O. and Joseph S. Nye. (2001) 2004. Power and Interdependence, 

3rd ed. Facsimile, Beijing: Peking University Press. 

Kerry, John. 2013a. "The People's Republic of China National Day." The US State 

Department, September 27. http://www.state.gov/secretary/remarks/2013/09/214 

884.htm. 

Kerry, John. 2014a. "China, America and Our Warming Planet." The US State Depart- 

ment, November 11. http://www.state.gov/secretary/remarks/2014/11/233958.htm. 

Kerry, John. 2014b. "Interview With Wang Guan of CCTV." The US State Department, 

June 30. http://www.state.gov/secretary/remarks/2014/06/228904.htm. 

Kerry, John. 2014c. "Press Availability in Beijing, China." The US State Department, 

July 10. http://www.state.gov/secretary/remarks/2014/07/229019.htm. 

Kerry, John. 2014d. "Remarks on U.S.-China Relations." The US State Department, 

November 4. http://www.state.gov/secretary/remarks/2014/11/233705.htm. 

Kerry, John. 2014e. "Solo Press Availability in Beijing, China." The US State Depart- 



44 

ment, February 14. http://www.state.gov/secretary/remarks/2014/02/221658.htm. 

Kerry, John. 2015a. "Interview With Beijing TV's Yang Lan." The US State Depart- 

ment, September 24. http://www.state.gov/secretary/remarks/2015/09/247490.htm. 

Kerry, John. 2015b. "Secretary Kerry Co-hosts a Lunch for Chinese President Xi 

Jinping Along With Vice President Joe Biden." The US State Department, 

September 25. http://www.state.gov/secretary/remarks/2015/09/247326.htm. 

Kerry, John and Xi Jinping. 2014. "Remarks With Chinese President Xi Jinping." The 

US State Department, July 10. http://www.state.gov/secretary/remarks/2014/07/2 

29022.htm. 

Kerry, John, Joe Biden, Jacob Lew, et al. 2013. "U.S.-China Strategic and Economic 

Dialogue Joint Opening Session Remarks." The US State Department, July 10. 

http://www.state.gov/secretary/remarks/2013/07/211773.htm. 

Kerry, John, Joe Biden, Liu Yandong et al. 2015. "The U.S.-China Strategic & Econo- 

mic Dialogue / Consultation on People-to-People Exchange - Remarks." The US 

State Department, June 23. http://www.state.gov/secretary/remarks/2015/06/244 

120.htm. 

Kerry, John, Wang Yang, Jacob Lew, et al. 2014. "Remarks at the Sixth Round of the 

U.S.-China Strategic and Economic Dialogue." The US State Department, July 9. 

http://www.state.gov/secretary/remarks/2014/07/228910.htm. 

Kerry, John, Chuck Hagel, et al. 2014. "Remarks With Secretary of Defense Chuck 

Hagel, Australian Minister of Foreign Affairs Julie Bishop, and Australian Mini- 

ster of Defense David Johnston." The US State Department, August 12. http://ww 

w.state.gov/secretary/remarks/2014/08/230525.htm. 

Kontopoulos, Kyriakos. 1993. The Logics of Social Structure. New York: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Kugler, Jacek and Ronald L. Tammen. 2004. “Regional Challenge: China’s Rise to 

Power.” In The Asia-Pacific: A Region in Transition, edited by Jim Jolfe, 33-53. 

Honolulu, HI: the Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies. 

Kugler, Jacek and Ronald L. Tammen. 2009. “Implications of Asia’s Rise to Global 

Status.” In Systemic Transitions: Past, Present, and Future, edited by William R. 



45 

Thompson, 161-186. New York: Plagrave MacMillan. 

Lake, David A. 1996. "Anarchy, Hierarchy, and the Variety of International 

Relations." International Organization 50 (1): 1-33. 

Lake, David A. 2009. Hierarchy in International Relations. Ithaca, NY: Cornell 

University Press. 

Lang, David. 2015. "The Not-Quite-Quadrilateral: Australia, Japan and India." Strate- 

gic Insight, No. 92. Australian Strategic Policy Institute, July. https://www.aspi.or 

g.au/publications/the-not-quite-quadrilateral-australia,-japan-and-india. 

Li Mingjiang. 2011. “Rising from Within: China's Search for a Multilateral World 

and Its Implications for Sino-US Relations.” Global Governance 17 (3): 331-351. 

Li Yibo [李益波]. 2016. "US-Indonesia Military and Security Cooperation during the 

Obama Administration" [奥巴马政府时期美国与印尼的军事安全合作]. The 

Chinese Journal of American Studies 30 (121): 70-81. 

Manyin, Mark E., Emma Chanlett-Avery, Mary Beth D. Nikitin, Ian E. Rinehart, and 

Brock R. Williams. 2016. U.S.-South Korea Relations. R41481. Washington, DC: 

Congressional Research Service, March 28. 

Marantis, Demetrios. 2013. 2013 Special 301 Report. The Office of the United States 

Trade Representative. https://ustr.gov/sites/default/files/05012013%202013% 

20Special%20301%20Report.pdf. 

Mastanduno, Michael. 2014. “Order and Change in World Politics: the Financial 

Crisis and the Breakdown of the US-China Grand Bargain.” In Power, Order, and 

Change in World Politics, edited by G. John Ikenberry, 162-191. Cambridge, UK: 

Cambridge University Press. 

Mearsheimer, John J. 2001. The Tragedy of Great Power Politics. New York: Norton. 

Mearsheimer, John J. 2006. "China's Unpeaceful Rise." Current History 105 (690): 

160-162. 

Mearsheimer, John J. 2010. “The Gathering Storm: China’s Challenge to U.S. Power 

in Asia.” The Chinese Journal of International Politics 3 (4): 381-393. 

Mearsheimer, John J. 2014. “Can China Rise Peacefully?” The National Interest 

October 25. http://nationalinterest.org/commentary/can-china-rise-peacefully-10 



46 

204. 

Modelski, George. 1996. "Evolutionary Paradigm for Global Politics." International 

Studies Quarterly 40 (3): 321-342. 

Nakatani, Gen, Ash Carter, and Kevin Andrews. 2015. "Japan-U.S.-Australia Defense 

Ministers Meeting Joint Statement." US Department of Defense. May 30. http://w 

ww.defense.gov/News/News-Releases/News-Release-View/Article/605538/japan-

us-australia-defense-ministers-meeting-joint-statement. 

Nakatani, Gen, Ash Carter, and Kevin Andrews. 2015. "Japan-U.S.-Australia Defense 

Ministers Meeting Joint Statement." US Department of Defense. May 30. http://w 

ww.defense.gov/News/News-Releases/News-Release-View/Article/605538/japan-

us-australia-defense-ministers-meeting-joint-statement. 

Ni Feng [倪峰]. 2015. "Assessment of the US Rebalance to Asia" [美国亚太再平衡

战略及其评估]. In Adjustments in Obama's Domestic and Foreign Policies and 

Their Impact on Sino-US Relations [奥巴马政府内外政策调整与中美关系], 

edited by the Institute of Peace Development, CASS, 149-167. Bejing: China 

Social Science Press. 

Nye, Joseph, Jr. 2002. The Paradox of American Power: Why the World’s Only 

Superpower Can’t Go it Alone. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Obama, Barack. 2013b. "Remarks by President Obama and President Xi of the 

People's Republic of China Before Bilateral Meeting." The White House, 

September 6. https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2013/09/06/remarks- 

president-obama-and-president-xi-peoples-republic-china-bilatera. 

Obama, Barack. 2014a. "Remarks by President Obama and President Benigno Aquino 

III of the Philippines in Joint Press Conference." The White House, April 28. http 

s://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2014/04/28/remarks-president-obama-an

d-president-benigno-aquino-iii-philippines-joi. 

Obama, Barack. 2014b. "Remarks by President Obama and President Xi Jinping in 

Joint Press Conference." The White House, November 12. https://www.whitehou 

se.gov/the-press-office/2014/11/12/remarks-president-obama-and-president-xi-jin

ping-joint-press-conference. 



47 

Obama, Barack. 2014c. "Remarks by President Obama at APEC CEO Summit." The 

White House, November 10. https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2014/1 

1/10/remarks-president-obama-apec-ceo-summit. 

Obama, Barack. 2014d. "Remarks by President Obama at the University of 

Queensland." The White House, November 15. https://www.whitehouse.gov/the- 

press-office/2014/11/15/remarks-president-obama-university-queensland. 

Obama, Barack. 2015a. "Remarks by President Obama and President Xi of China 

Before Bilateral Meeting." The White House, November 30. https://www.whiteho 

use.gov/the-press-office/2015/11/30/remarks-president-obama-and-president-xi-ch

ina-bilateral-meeting. 

Obama, Barack. 2015b. "Remarks by President Obama and President Xi of the 

People's Republic of China in an Exchange of Toasts." The White House, Septem- 

ber 25. https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2015/09/28/remarks-presid 

ent-obama-and-president-xi-peoples-republic-china-exchange 

Obama, Barack. 2015c. "Remarks by President Obama at ASEAN Business and 

Investment Summit." The White House, November 20. https://www.whitehouse.g 

ov/the-press-office/2015/11/20/remarks-president-obama-asean-business-and-inve

stment-summit. 

Obama, Barack. 2015d. "Remarks by President Obama in Town Hall with Young 

Leaders of the Americas." The White House, April 09. https://www.whitehouse.go 

v/the-press-office/2015/04/09/remarks-president-obama-town-hall-young-leaders-

americas. 

Obama, Barack. 2015e. "Remarks by the President in YSEALI Town Hall." The 

White House, November 20. https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2015/1 

1/20/remarks-president-yseali-town-hall. 

Obama, Barack. 2015f. "Remarks by the President to the Business Roundtable." The 

White House, September 16. https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2015/ 

09/16/remarks-president-business-roundtable. 

Obama, Barrack and Xi Jinping. 2015. "Remarks by President Obama and President 

Xi of the People's Republic of China in Joint Press Conference." The White House, 



48 

September 25. https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2015/09/25/remarks- 

president-obama-and-president-xi-peoples-republic-china-joint. 

Oye, Kenneth A. 1985. "Explaining Cooperation under Anarchy: Hypotheses and 

Strategies." World Politics 38 (1): 1-24. 

Page, Jeremy and Gordon Lubold. 2015. "U.S. Bomber Flies Over Waters Claimed by 

China." The Wall Street Journal, December 18. http://www.wsj.com/articles/u-s-je 

t-flies-over-waters-claimed-by-china-1450466358. 

Pak, Jennifer. 2015."China Accuses US of 'Serious Military Provocation' over South 

China Sea Overflight." The Telegraph (UK), December 19. http://www.telegraph.c 

o.uk/news/worldnews/asia/china/12059599/China-accuses-US-of-serious-military

-provocation-over-South-China-Sea-overflight.html. 

Perlez, Jane. 2015. "China Creates a World Bank of Its Own, and the U.S. Balks." The 

New York Times, December 5. http://www.nytimes.com/2015/12/05/business/inter 

national/china-creates-an-asian-bank-as-the-us-stands-aloof.html. 

Rice, Susan E. 2013a. "America’s Future in Asia.” The White House, November 20. 

https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2013/11/21/remarks-prepared-delive

ry-national-security-advisor-susan-e-rice. 

Rice, Susan E. 2013b. "Human Rights: Advancing American Interests and Values." 

The White House, December 4. https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2013/ 

12/04/remarks-national-security-advisor-susan-e-rice-human-rights-advancing-am. 

Ruan Zongze [阮宗泽] et al. 2015. The Sunset of Primacy: US Rebalance to Asia and 

China's Responses [权力盛宴的黄昏：美国亚太再平衡战略与中国对策]. 

Beijing: Current Affairs Press. 

Russel, Daniel. 2014. "The Future of U.S.-China Relations." The US State Depart- 

ment, June 25. http://www.state.gov/p/eap/rls/rm/2014/06/228415.htm. 

Smith, Stephen. 2013. "Minister for Defence – Australia-Japan-United States Defence 

Ministers Trilateral Meeting." Australian Defense Ministry. June 2. http://www.mi 

nister.defence.gov.au/2013/06/02/minister-for-defence-australia-japan-united-state

s-defence-ministers-trilateral-meeting/. 

Snyder, Quddus Z. 2013. "Integrating Rising Powers: Liberal Systemic Theory and the 



49 

Mechanism of Competition." Review of International Studies 39 (1): 209-231. 

 

 

Sobolewski, Matthias and Jason Lange. 2015. "U.S. urges allies to think twice before 

joining China-led bank." The Reuters, Mar 17. http://www.reuters.com/article/us-e 

urope-asia-bank-idUSKBN0MD0B320150317. 

Song Guoyou [宋国友]. 2014. "中美经贸关系" [Trade and Economic Relations 

between China and the United States]. In Wu Xinbo, Strategic Report on Sino-US 

Relations in 2013, 43-68. Beijing: Current Affairs Press. 

Song Qingrun [宋清润]. 2015. The Military Relations between the US and Southeast 

Asia Countries in the Context of US Strategic Rebalance to the Asia-Pacific 

(2009-2014) [“亚太再平衡”战略背景下的美国与东南亚国家军事关系 (2009- 

2014)]. Beijing: Social Sciences Academic Press. 

Stark, David. 2001. "Heterarchy: Exploiting Ambiguity and Organizing Diversity." 

Brazilian Journal of Political Economy 21 (1): 21-39. 

Tammen, Ronald L. 2006. “The Impact of Asia on World Politics; China and India 

Options for the United States.” International Studies Review 8 (4): 563-580. 

Tang, Shiping. 2013. The Social Evolution of International Politics. Oxford, UK: 

Oxford University Press. 

The Economist. 2015. "The Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank: The infrastructure 

gap." The Economist, Mar 21. http://www.economist.com/news/asia/21646740- 

development-finance-helps-china-win-friends-and-influence-american-allies-infra

structure-gap. 

Waltz, Kenneth N. 1979. Theory of International Politics. Reading, Mass: Addison- 

Wesley. 

Xia Xianliang [夏先良]. 2011. "Sino-US Trade Balance and Bilateral Investment" [中

美双边投资引致贸易的平衡]. In On Sino-US Trade Balance [中美贸易平衡问

题研究], edited by Xia Xianliang et al. [夏先良 等], 51-84. Beijing: Social 

Sciences Academic Press. 



50 

Xin Qiang [信强]. 2015. "The Tussle over Maritime Rights between China and the 

US" [中美海权博弈]. In Strategic Report on Sino-US Relations in 2014, edited by 

Wu Xinbo, 54-77. Beijing: Current Affairs Press. 

Xuexi Xiaozu [学习小组]. 2015a. "The Five Phone Conversations Between Xi 

Jinping and Obama" [习近平与奥巴马的五次通电话记录]. Phoenix TV News. 

September 11. http://news.ifeng.com/a/20150911/44628289_0.shtml. 

Xuexi Xiaozu [学习小组]. 2015b. "Three Themes in the Many Conversations 

Between Xi Jinping and Obama" [习奥多次见面，就聊了三件事]. Phoenix TV 

News. February 11. http://news.ifeng.com/a/20150211/43157358_0.shtml. 

Zhang Weiwei [张薇薇]. 2015. "Upgrading of the US-Japan Alliance: Content, Cause 

and Prospects." [美日同盟的新一轮强化：内容、动因及前景] The Chinese 

Journal of American Studies 29 (120): 32-46. 

Zhao, Quansheng and Guoli Liu. 2010. “Managing the Challenges of Complex 

Interdependence: China and the United States in the Era of Globalization.” Asian 

Politics and Policy 2 (1): 1-23. 

Zhen Bingxi [甄炳禧]. 2016. "Progress and Prospects of Sino-US Trade Cooperation 

and Competition" [中美经贸合作竞争新态势及前景]. Issues in International 

Studies [国际问题研究] 1: 77-94. 

 


