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Researches of the Trilateral International Relations Viewed from

the Cognitive Structural Balance Theory

HUANG Dong'

(1. Freie Universitat Berlin Germany; 2. Shandong University Jinan 250100 China)

Abstract: Trilateral relations are a research topic in international relations. China — US — USSR strategy trian—
gle China — US — Europe relations China — US — Japan relations China — US - India relations China — US -
Taiwan relations ete. are hot topics in trilateral researches of international relations. The mainstream trilateral re—
searches mainly emphasize the impact of distribution of national power and national interests on the interstate in—
teractions however ignoring the impact of a nation such idealistic and psychological factors as the on the na—
tional power national interests and interstate interactions. Therefore the author would like to introduce struc—
tural balance theory in psychology and emphasize that structural balance the cognitive structure built by the dis—
tribution of interstate cognitive relations can influence the interstate interactions which can be used to not only
analyze the trilateral interactions in macro level but also to influence the of interstate relations in the respect of
foreign policy and decision making in micro level. This is intended for providing a different approach for analy—
sing trilateral relations.

Key words: structural balance theory; cognitive relations; cognitive structure; trilateral relations; interactions



