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An Analysis of America’s “Pragmatic Engagement” Policy towards Myanmar by  Shi Aiguo
To a certain extent, American “Pragmatic Engagement” policy towards Myanmar is the result of adjustment of
American global strategy, the natural choice of America’s “Back to Southeast Asia” strategy, and the response
to Myanmar’s changing situation in recent years. The policy is a supplement to America’s long-term policy of
isolation and sanction, and it is also a parallel emphasis on engagement and sanction in a more {lexible and elas-
tic way. The core of the policy is soft pressure and all-around influence and penetration. In terms of operation,
America adopts such measures as engagement with all ranks of Burmese, attaching great importance to interna-
tional cooperation and coordination, setting high value on public diplomacy and foreign aid, keeping and upda-
ting pressure and sanction. China should be prepared for the rainy day, changing the target of policy imple-

mentation and the unitary way of operation, examining and enriching the policy to Myanmar.

The Dilemma and Cause of the Principle of International Seabed CHM by  Zhou Yong
In the 1970s, the United Nations General Assembly declared that the international seabed area and its resources
are the “common heritage of mankind(CHM)”. The international seabed regime was then negotiated accord-
ingly and incorporated into the 1982 United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea. However, the princi-
ple of CHM was weakened thereafter and now it is in dilemma. There are three main factors for this situation.
First, the international seabed activities and the work of the International Seabed Bureau are under the control
of a few developed countries; second, neo-liberalism dominates international economic concepts; third, the in-

ternational community has shifted its concerns from mineral resources to marine biodiversity.

Global Internet Governance Regime: Evolution, Conflict and Prospect by Liu Yangyue
As Internet technology and its application grow exponentially, how to manage the Internet system becomes a
new task for global governance. This paper reviews the development trajectory of Internet governance regime
which started {rom personal management in the early days, to US-dominated ICANN, and to WSIS and IGF
that emerged successively. It points out that three major conflicts exit in terms ol entities, mechanisms and
norms in global Internet governance. These conflicts have hampered Internet governance regime in its effec
tiveness and legitimacy. This study seeks to better understand these conflicts and explore ways toward a more

balanced and rational Internet governance regime.
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TPP and Noda Administration’s Foreign Policy by  Du Xiaojun
This paper describes TPP as one kind of balancing measure that the U. S, uses against China. There are two
voices about TPP in Japan. Proponents represented by Keidanren are insisting that joining TPP is the only way
to enhance the economic competitiveness of Japan and to raise the standard of living of the Japanese. On the
other hand, oppositions known as agricultural groups point to the danger of the destruction of agriculture
which has been protected by Japanese government and food security accompanying the TPP joining process.
But Noda Cabinet is following U. S. ’s pace of “returning to Asia” and joining the TPP negotiation in spite of
the fact that there are many dissenting voices. Japan has been balancing China and will continue to balance

China with various means including TPP.



