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a multitude of other factors, there also exists a marked difference as to the expectations they hold and the goals
they have on Shanghai Cooperation, which has been reflected in their competitions within that Organization as
well. The main trend, however, for calling for closer cooperation in SCO will not be halted.

The Secrets about the Sea Power Empires: A Critique of the Sea Power Theory or Julian Corbett,
by Shi Xiaoqin, a doctorial student at the College of International Relations, Peking University. At the latter half
of the 19th century, when Alfred Thayer Mahan’s naval strategic theory was all the rage in the world, a new sea
power theory, of the so—called British school”, as represented by Julian Corbett came into existence and offered
another explanation in sea power. It placed emphasis on relativity of sea power, great importance in sea—lane
communication protection, commercial embargo, land—sea coordination, amphibian warfare, etc, which run
counter to those of Mahan’s theory. The war history of the 20th century fully reveals the strategic thinking of J.
Corbett’s on the use of sea power by the sea power empires to exert influence on international political affairs,
particularly that on land affairs. By getting to know Corbett’s sea power theory, it will enable us to analyze and
understand how the present day sea power countries will select their possible options in handling international
affairs in the future by mean of sea power.

A Case Study of China-U.S. Relationship since the Two Countries Have Set up Diplomatic Ties 30
Years ago, by Prof. Pan Zhigao, Director, Center for American Studies, the PLA University of Foreign
Languages, and a doctoral supervisor; and Xu Suwen, an associate research fellow and deputy division chief at
Shanghai Center for Information security, the State Computer Networks and Information security Management
Center. Since the establishment of diplomatic relations between China and the U.S. 30 years ago, those relations
have undergone a development process of growth amid twists and turns and development in spirals. If we take a
look at those factors that can give them influence over the course of development of those relations, we will find
out that are three gradations of forms in the structure, i.e. changes in international arrangement; changes in
society of the two respective countries; the state leaders’ role and influences of mutual exchanges among the
peoples of the two countries. Future China—U.S. ties will more or less follow the same trend, though not having a
favorable wind all the way.

The Obama Administration’s Anti—terrorist Strategy for Afghanistan, by Ge Tengfei, an associate
professor and doctor of laws at PLA” s University of International Relations in Nanjing, and Su Ting, a graduate
student specializing in international relations at the same university. With the U.S. sinking deeper into the mire
of the Iraq War and a worsening security situation in Afghanistan, the U.S. President Barack Obama announced
in March, 2009 his decision to put into effect a new anti—terrorist strategy for Afghanistan. Aiming at shifting
strategic focus of attention towards the east, the U.S. tried to put together all the resources in implementing anti—
insurgence strategy so as to achieve the goal of eventually eradicating Al Qaeda and their asylum forces. It also
took into consideration the creation of US superior position in geopolitics. Although the Obama Administration
has taken a series of measures to put this strategy into action, prospects are by no means encouraging in view of
the intricacies of the situation in Afghanistan and the neighboring regions as well as varied restrictive factors
inside the U.S.

Barack Obama’s East Asian Policies and Regional Construction, by Shi Yongming, Senior Researcher

of China Institute of International studies and Guest Researcher of CPDS. Since the Obama Administration came



