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Abstracts

China’s Rise, the Transformation of East Asian Structure and Direc-
tions for the Development of the East Asian Order Zhou Fangyin

Abstract: This article analyzes the transformation of East Asian struc
ture and the direction of the development of the East Asian order against the
background of China’s rise It argues that China’s rise fundamentally chan-
ges regional structure of East Asia, as two economic and security centers
have emerged and become polarized in the region. This state of affairs is a
combined product of the dynamics between China’ s economic rise, the
American “congagement” policy towards China, and the majority of East
Asian states hedging their policies between the U. S and China. At the same
time, the existence of these two power centers in East Asia has caused East
Asian states to further hedge their policies towards the U. S and China. A
dual structure brings with it negative impacts for cooperation in East Asia,
and has resulted in the region’s great powers and critical actors using region-
al institutions as instrumental tools, and manipulating regional configura-
tions to serve the ends of power competition In sum, as a dual structure will
continue to exist for the foreseeable future, we need to consider how to
effectively maintain the stability of the order. Fundamentally, stability and
effectiveness of the East Asian order requires that China and the U. S identify
new modes of engagement

Key Words: East Asian Structure; East Asian Order; China’s Rise;
Strategic Hedging

About the Author: Zhou Fangyin is an Associate Professor in the Na-
tional Institute of International Strategy of the Chinese Academy of Social
Sciences

A Shifting American Alliance in the Asia-Pacific: Between Chinese
and American Power and Trust Ling Shengli

Abstract: The strategic pillar of America’s Asia-Pacific Strategy is its
regional alliance, while mobilizing its allies to make changes or reforms is a
key means through which the U. S implements its strategy in the region In
recent years, change in the U. S, Asia-Pacific alliance has been particularly
evident. Relatively speaking, the most convincing argument is that Sino-
U. S relations are the primary driver behind the shifting U. S, Asia-Pacific
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