


Preface 
 
The year 2016 is an annus mirabilis. Brexit and Trump's election as US president are 
two "Black Swans" that stunned the world. What's more, they cast a pall of 
uncertainty on the future of Western politics and society. In fact, in view of the 
upsurge of populism and conservatism in Britain and the United States, people are 
concerned not just about changes within the two countries, but also their far-reaching 
implications beyond the borders. At different points of the modern era, Britain and the 
US both were the trendsetters, albeit to a different extent, in promoting free trade and 
globalization. But the Brexit and Trump's victory unmistakably portend an opposition 
to integration and globalization. Does it point to a turn in the global trend, or the two 
countries' impending deviation from the trend of the 21st Century? Whatever the 
answer might be, the two "Black Swans" from the two Anglo-Saxon nations merit our 
closest attention. 
 
Amid the caprices of the times, China has maintained its momentum and course of 
development. As the rotating president of G20, China incorporated new elements into 
the group's agenda at the Hangzhou summit and also injected new vigor to its 
development. These developments are a manifestation of the country's leadership in 
global governance. During the year-end APEC summit, President Xi Jinping 
announced China's commitment to deepened involvement in economic globalization, 
a multilateral trade system, establishment of an Asia-Pacific free trade zone as well as 
the conclusion, as soon as possible, of regional comprehensive economic partnership 
talks. After Trump won the election, China's statements were a shot in the arm for a 
mortified and befuddled world. Moreover, that the "One Belt One Road" initiative 
made tremendous headway in 2016 is further illustration of China's strong ability to 
act on the front of regional cooperation and globalization. 
 
Changes and divergence are the two keywords that help us to make sense of what the 
world had gone through in 2016. For one thing, changes to the global situation were 
precipitated by the overall impact of political, economic and social factors as well as 
the interactions between domestic and international dimensions. For another, the 
different choices of various countries resulted in their different levels and courses of 
development. Some pressed ahead boldly; some balked, indecisive and ambivalent; 
some even retreated. These choices made the divergence between countries all the 
more apparent. With changes and divergence come the overhauling of mechanisms 
governing globalization and regional integration. Also inevitable are a reconfiguration 
of global and regional situation and order. In this sense, 2016 is a year of historical 
consequences. 
 
Looking forward, the trend of changes and divergence will persist in 2017, with its 
effects being increasingly acutely felt. How things will pan out remains to be seen. 
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1. Turmoil and Angst: New Changes in World Politics in 2016 
FENG Yujun 

Professor, Institute of International Studies, Fudan University 
 
The year 2016 witnessed dramatic changes and upheavals in the world, fraught with 
"Black Swan" incidents and all kinds of fast-paced changes. Brexit, Trump's election 
as US president and a thaw in US-Turkey relations all proved many analysts wrong 
and made jaws drop. These events are a sign that the global strategic situation, world 
order, great power politics and international social thoughts are undergoing significant 
and profound changes. 
 
A Temporary Lull for Globalization 
 
A broad look at how world politics had evolved in 2016 reveals a clear trend: 
globalization has entered a temporary lull, and regional cooperation programs have 
suffered setbacks. 
 
From a global perspective, for one thing, global trade continued to expand in recent 
years, albeit at a decreased rate, owing to a series of factors such as a slowing global 
economy, thwarted free trade, formation of a global value chain and a literally 
entrenched system of international trade and division of labor. This process was also 
accompanied by a flow of investment from emerging economies back to developed 
nations, which gave rise to a series of complications. A continuously strong dollar 
relative to other currencies also signals a letup in the restructuring of global currency 
system. For another, after the failure of the Doha Round of WTO talks, global trade 
rules have been widely ignored. Meanwhile, protectionism, isolationism, populism 
and conservatism have reared their ugly head. Besides, openness and freedom, the 
cornerstone of globalization, are subject to scrutiny. 
 
From a regional perspective, first, the EU faces multiple crises ranging from debts, 
refugees to security. And European integration was dealt the hardest blow in decades 
by Brexit. Second, Eurasian integration, spearheaded by Russia, bucked the trend in 
pulling off an upgrade from a Eurasian customs union to a Eurasian economic union. 
The group was also enlarged as more countries, including Kyrgyzstan and Armenia, 
joined. In effect, however, the union hasn't been very successful in promoting a freer 
movement of goods, investment, personnel and services among its member states, 
with trade creation outstripped by trade diversion. Third, in East Asia, the integration 
of China, South Korea and Japan have literally stalled. Although it is supported by 
many countries, RCEP has yet to achieve a substantial breakthrough in its 
implementation. Fourth, US president-elect Trump not only adamantly opposed to the 
NAFTA, but announced his intention to pull out of the TPP, thereby greatly 
undercutting Obama's efforts over the years. What is certain is that TPP won't just 
vanish; instead, it will reappear in another form, or even emerge stronger, more deeply 
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anchored in US interests. 
 
Quickened Overhaul of Global Strategic Situation 
 
The overhaul of global strategic situation gathered momentum throughout 2016, while 
the possibility of a "multi-polar system" co-existed with the risks of a "non-polar 
system." 
 
In the wake of the Cold War, discussions about the global strategic situation centered 
on global power structure have produced polarized opinions. After the "unipolar 
world" and "unilateralism" touted by American "neocons" fell out of favor, the 
concepts "multipolar world" or "non-polar world" gained traction. But it is certain that 
the transition from a "bi-polar" system in the Cold War era will be long in coming. 
Indeed, ours is a world increasingly multi-polarized, but it does not mean that a 
"multi-polar world" is already a fait accompli. The global strategic situation is still 
characterized by a system of one superpower and several smaller powers. 
"Multi-polarity" is not a balanced, homogenous or even-paced process. 
 
In recent years, amid profound transformation, the power, status and external strategy 
of the US have acquired the attributes of a non-linear, composite restructuring. On the 
one hand, the US is confronted with a variety of problems; its domestic stability, 
strategic confidence and global leadership have waned somewhat, which sparked 
debates about "America in Decline." But on the other hand, the US's institutional 
elasticity and self-repairing capability help it to adapt to the new environment as well 
as revise its strategies and policies for great power rivalry in the future. The US is 
leading a world energy revolution, a new industrial revolution and a new military 
revolution. Its hard power remains largely undiminished. It's safe to say that the US is 
restoring its national strength and international credibility after recovering from the 
pains of the 2008 financial crisis. But as the US employs its "smart power" and 
creates more "controllable chaos," some potential regional tensions and conflicts 
might flare up. Whether it can continue to play the role of a "responsible leader" in the 
world will pose a litmus test for US hegemony. What's more, world peace and 
stability will also be affected. 
 
After three decades of reform and opening up, China has emerged as the world's 
second-largest economy. Its overall strength has grown by leaps and bounds. While 
the country is increasingly willing, and able, to participate in global governance, it is 
not yet physically, strategically or mentally ready to lead the world. Despite being 
encumbered with staggering social welfare outlays, an aging population, mounting 
debts and a refugee crisis, the EU and Japan are still trying to readjust policies to 
adapt to the changing environment. Their roles in world economy and global 
development cannot be underestimated; Save for its military might, Russia's overall 
strength continues to decline. Its influence on world economy, global finance and 
governance has steadily shrunk. Nonetheless, there is a higher likelihood that it will 
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cling to its great power status and realize geopolitical aims by means of military force. 
 
In so far as the system of "one superpower and several smaller powers" remains intact, 
a diversity of actors is increasingly a salient feature of international relations. 
Multinationals, tribes, religious sects, clans of all sorts are actively involved in the 
division of interests and power. Their impact on the fate of countries and even 
regional security is immeasurable. And by leveraging complex networks, advanced 
technology and communications, NGOs, extremist/terrorist groups, and even 
individuals are becoming movers and shakers in world affairs. What’s more, the 
global agenda is increasingly complex and fragmented. Technological progress, 
climate change, financial meltdowns, terrorism, refugee crises and international crime 
have all challenged our established ways of life and the traditional model of global 
governance. The ever-stronger interactivity between these factors contrasts sharply 
with persistent global "anarchy." Building a global governance system capable of 
responding to new challenges is a matter that affects not just individual countries' 
security, but the mankind's destiny as well. A significant result of a diversity of actors 
and a complex agenda is the diffusion of global power. No country, not even the US, 
can establish hegemony to the exclusion of others. And no institution, not even the 
UN, can resolve all global issues on its own. 
 
Challenges Confronting Global Political Order 
 
The global political order is being confronted with challenges stemming from a lack 
of consensus and leadership. The so-called global order refers to a set of behavioral 
patterns and corresponding mechanisms that have arisen in a certain world situation. 
After the Cold War, the Yalta system collapsed, but is not yet replaced by something 
else. In the making of a new world order, the difference of opinions and conflicting 
interests between nations often thwart the formation of a consensus. Given the 
diversification of actors, interests and opinions, as well as the complex and 
fragmented global agenda, we can assert that the construction of a new world order 
will be a protracted, difficult and multi-pronged process, not even remotely 
comparable to the Yalta Conference or the Bretton Woods Conference, both of which 
shaped the world order after WWII. 
 
In the realm of global security, we are witnessing a dwindling efficacy of existing 
security institutions and an institutional void in the new security area. For example, 
the reform of the UN Security Council proceeds slowly. Member states seldom agree 
on major global security issues. A few permanent members of the Security Council 
often exercise their veto rights, as if it were an "amulet" that protects their own 
interests. This has undercut the credibility of the Council, making it difficult to 
preserve world security and peace; in addition, this also creates the conditions for 
some powers to circumvent the Council and seek other solutions to problems when a 
consensus is elusive. For example, during the 2014 Crimea crisis, Russia vetoed a UN 
resolution condemning its action in Crimea. Somehow the US and Europe unilaterally 
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imposed sanctions on Russia. 
 
While traditional security institutions are becoming less effective, many new security 
frontiers are still in the state of a void, with no security consensus or governing 
mechanisms to speak of. The global arms control and disarmament is a case in point. 
For one thing, the withdrawal of the US from the Anti-Missile Treaty (AMT) and its 
accelerated development of a global missile defense system have steadily eroded the 
strategic balance between the US and Russia. For another, existing global 
disarmament efforts can do little to address significant security issues with respect to 
the militarization of outer space and cyber security. And the US is exactly exploiting 
the void to hasten development of a Prompt Global Strike system, enhance its cyber 
combat capability, and maintain its comparative edge through an early lead in the new 
military revolution. Nevertheless, the current global arms control and disarmament 
institutions hardly qualify as a constraint. The global fight against terrorism is another 
example. Although terrorism is now a global threat, the international community has 
not yet come to an agreement on what constitutes terrorism, and double standards are 
commonly applied in anti-terrorist operations. Besides, the fight against terrorism is 
often embroiled with geopolitical rivalry. As a result, a unified anti-terrorism coalition 
remains so far elusive, which considerably undermines the efficacy of anti-terrorist 
efforts. 
 
Upsurge of Protectionism 
 
In 2016, the upsurge of protectionism became an even clearer trend. Liberal values 
came under attack. After the Cold War, the liberal "Washington Consensus" was once 
the norm, but 25 years of world development has led to the "End of History" as 
Fukuyama had predicted. Economic, political and social conflicts have manifested 
themselves in a new form. The world political thought also took a sharp turn in 
response to the reality of social development. At the 11th Valdai International Club 
discussion, Putin said that "the outdated Soviet ideology, resurgent royalism and the 
Western laissez-faire liberalism are all ill-suited to Russia." Instead, he suggested that 
"Russia has to adopt a brand of pragmatic conservatism steeped in its traditional 
values if it were to become great again." The theoretical tenet of Putin's 
"neoconservatism" is a combination of the following elements: Politically, an 
authoritarian democracy; economically, state capitalism; a great power mentality in its 
foreign policy; and culturally, an orthodox tradition. Unlike the US version of 
neoconservatism, which stresses small government, Russian conservatives are intent 
on a monopolistic grip on power, and in their belief economic power is an extension 
and spin-off of political power. In the US, however, Trump's election as US president 
has infused new elements such as grassroots populism and strongman politics into 
American conservatism, which used to be underpinned by three pillars: minimal 
federal government, free market and traditional virtues and values. In Europe, 
conservatism has come back with a vengeance, and scored one victory after another. 
Conservative parties are fast becoming a force to be reckoned with in the politics of 
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many countries. 
 
With globalization comes deepening social stratification and a spread of conservatism. 
Today, rapidly expanded wealth generated by globalization is now concentrated in the 
hands of a few, with the income gap between haves and have-nots yawning by the day. 
Globalization's beneficiaries are mainly those elites equipped with capital, 
information, knowledge, skills and a proficiency in foreign languages. Those who fail 
to be integrated in this network or engage in physical labor –– together with many 
traditional industries –– often bear the brunt of globalization, in particular, 
immigration. An Economic Policy Institute (EPI) report found that the percentage of 
Americans who regard themselves as middle class or upper-middle class have fallen 
from over 60 percent to below 50 percent. Meanwhile, technological progress, 
especially the advent and proliferation of smart manufacturing prowess, has at once 
improved livelihoods and posed an ever-bigger threat to middle class job security. To 
cite a study, at least 70 percent of human jobs will be lost to automation over the next 
20 years. Economic pressure and a sense of defeat resulting from unemployment, a 
yawning rich-poor gap, and intense competition have left the lower-middle class in 
many countries seething with anger. Populism is taking hold. Traditional political 
elites are in a bind. Social demonstrations spread like a prairie fire. In the 2016 US 
presidential election, Trump's victory can largely be attributed to his exploitation of 
blue-collar Americans' discontent, which enabled him to win the electoral votes of 
several key swing states. And the main dynamics of Brexit is a popular backlash 
among ordinary Britons against negative consequences of European integration. 
 
What's in store for a world gripped by a conservative revival? Is it economic 
protectionism, political isolationism, cultural jingoism and religious extremism? Or is 
it as Russian religious philosopher Nikolai Berdyaev once predicted: "The meaning of 
conservatism is not that it impedes movement forward and upward, but that it impedes 
movement backwards and downwards." What will happen remains to be seen. 
 
All in all, after 25 years of development since the end of the Cold War, the world has 
entered a new era of turmoil and angst. Mankind is again presented with a major 
choice between peace and conflicts, development and decline, openness and isolation, 
freedom and conservatism, democracy and autocracy. 
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2. Making Steady Progress: New Developments in World Economy 
SONG Guoyou 

Director, Center for Economic Diplomacy Studies, Fudan University 
 
It's been eight years since the financial crisis hit, but the world economy in 2016 
hasn't fully bounced back. Advanced economies are still growing at a rate lower than 
in the five years preceding the crisis. The global economy, in general, is characterized 
by three "lows" –– low growth rate, low interest rate and low inflation. To our delight, 
it fared moderately well in 2016, with no significant risks piling up. A more positive 
sign is that it appears to have accumulated the potential for further growth and 
ushered in a glimmer of hope of faster growth. 
 
The Economy on A Steady Upswing 
 
The world economy continues to grow at a low rate, but somehow it is in an upward 
spiral. From late last year to early this year, predictions abounded of new risks of a 
recession looming large over the world economy this year. The lackluster Chinese and 
US economies in the first quarter of this year lent further credence to these assertions. 
However, since the many measures China adopted to stabilize its economy began to 
take effect, and with the steady growth of US GDP in the second and third quarters, 
the world economy is apparently on its way toward a recovery, and this process has 
been picking up momentum. The Chinese economy has managed to expand by more 
than 6.5 percent, while the US economic indicators are cause for celebration as well. 
Its annualized growth rate in the third quarter even topped 3.2 percent, the highest in 
several quarters. Meanwhile, Europe, Japan and other major economies did relatively 
well, showing clear signs of a rebound. 
 
Major economies all contributed to global growth, albeit to varying degrees. 
Emerging economies again outdid advanced economies. In purchasing power parity 
(PPP) terms, together, emerging economies and developing countries accounted for 75 
percent of the global growth in 2016, of which China alone represented 35 percent. 
BRICS countries including Russia and Brazil, after riding out the depths of the 
recession in 2015, also contributed vastly to the world economy in 2016. The US was 
the fastest-growing among all developed countries, reporting a rate in excess of 12 
percent. By contrast, Europe and Japan lagged far behind in terms of economic 
expansion. 
 
The growing pressure of inflation worldwide not only points to a possible trend of 
global economic recovery, it also leads to a collective U-turn in monetary policies 
worldwide. In 2016, the core inflation index of major economies invariably went up 
and might even shoot up to record levels since 2012. The causes of the inflation are 
threefold: First, the increase of commodity prices. The prices of energies, metals and 
food prices all surged from the same period in 2015. Second, different economies 
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adhered to a QE in their respective monetary policies. The sloshing liquidity thus 
pushed high commodity prices. Third, risks of a downturn in major economies 
decreased, signaling brighter economic prospects and robust consumer demand. 
Under the inflationary pressure worldwide, it's likely that relatively loose monetary 
policies worldwide will gradually be supplanted by monetary tightening. 
 
Global trade fared miserably, outstripped in growth by the global economy. According 
to WTO estimates, global trade expansion will fall from the expected 2.8 percent early 
this year to 1.7 percent –– or below 3 percent in four consecutive years. The 
contribution of trade to GDP growth is also dramatically on the wane. The perennially 
anemic global trade has been a scourge of the world economy, jeopardizing 
sustainable growth and economic governance. This sluggish performance can be 
blamed on both cyclical and structural factors, as well as on the protectionist policies 
and ideals practiced by a few economies. 
 
Global economic governance has emerged as an important institutional guarantee of 
world economic growth. This very institution, which evolved in the wake of the 
financial meltdown, played a pivotal role in addressing the old issues and new 
developments in the world economy. Major economies share the hope of stabilizing 
growth through global economic governance institutions. Among them all, G20 has 
been an indispensable instrument. The fruits borne by the G20 Hangzhou Summit 
tremendously helped to identify principal global economic risks, revive global 
confidence, devise realistic policies, and improve the coordination between 
macro-economic policies of leading economies. 
 
Although the world economy in 2016 is not marked by pleasant surprises, bright spots 
are still visible here and there. Moderate growth has been the theme of this year, with 
no outbreak of grave new crises. Recovery, though slow, proceeded no matter what. 
And the strong continuity in policy enforcement creates the conditions for brisk 
growth. 
 
"De-globalization," the Biggest Menace to Economy 
 
"Making steady progress" has been the keyword that describes the world economy in 
2016. Nevertheless, it has its worrisome downsides, one of which is arguably 
de-globalization, which no doubt poses the biggest uncertainty. 
 
In times of peace, globalization is a powerful force shaping the global political and 
economic landscape. Under the system of globalization, interests were re-aligned and 
divided in a new fashion; power structure undergoes changes that produce new 
"winners" and "losers." In the past, the anti-globalization movement was mostly an 
emotional campaign meant for venting spleen, and those against globalization were a 
minority. The mainstream view was that globalization was a force empowering global 
development. However, with Brexit and Trump's election as US president in 2016, 
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de-globalization was all of a sudden thrust into the international spotlight. Add to it 
the failed Doha Round of WTO talks and the political gridlock over the global 
environmental goods agreement, and the proposition of world economic integration 
loses its appeal. 
 
That economic globalization appeared to be dealt a heavy blow in 2016 is the 
outgrowth of two factors. 
 
First, resistance from domestic politics. For a country's government, the logic that 
matters the most is to win support so as to govern a country in a legitimate and stable 
way. When citizens of developed nations are able to reap the benefits of globalization, 
the logic of global capital is aligned with that of domestic politicians. This marriage 
of logics is the dynamics of globalization. But when certain countries are buffeted by 
globalization, economic logic hardly overrides political calculation, whereupon 
globalization hits a snag. Currently, a few countries do have entered a phase where 
their globalization projects have lost steam. At home, global economic logic is at 
loggerheads with internal political logic. And on a global scale, an aggregation of 
domestic conflicts halts the globalization process. An important indicator of the 
tensions between globalization and political logic is a country's per capita income 
growth. When a nation's per capita income is chronically stagnant or even declines, 
there will be an unmistakable opposition to globalization. 
 
Second, the extent to which economic integration can go. Take a look at the EU, 
NAFTA and other pioneers of regional free trade, and we'll see that their 
intra-regional trade volume usually peaks around 64 to 65 percent, and ceases to go 
higher. Intra-regional trade can be interpreted as a variation of globalization, albeit 
smaller in scope. This suggests how hard it is for global trade to scale new heights 
after it reaches an apex and stays there for a while. A possible explanation is the 
decade-long delay in the technological upgrade of long-haul transports such as 
jetliners and ocean cargo ships. Consequently, there is no appreciable dent in the costs 
either of transportation of people or freight shipping, which counteracts the 
cost-effectiveness of global trade. Unless a significant technological breakthrough 
arises, the best globalization could hope for is to stabilize at the current levels. 
 
As such, globalization is not an unbridled process. Under the dual constraints of 
domestic political logic and economic logic, globalization will stall or even retreat a 
little after it approaches a certain stage. During the British referendum and US 
presidential election, which happened to unfold in 2016, the two countries' voters 
declared in a democratic way that globalization will be in a state of uncertainty for a 
very long time to come. 
 
Searching for Certainty in the Midst of Uncertainty 
 
The biggest problem confronting the world economy is the titanic uncertainty, which 
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chiefly stems from Trump's economic agenda and global economic policies. 
 
Trump's economic agenda is the largest source of uncertainty for global economy. 
Even if the President-elect is yet to be officially sworn in as the new owner of the 
White House, the messages he aired after the election were already sufficiently 
disruptive to the market, adding to the volatility of global trade system and financial 
system. Trump's protectionist instead of liberal stance, his unilateral rather than 
multilateral policy orientation, and his preference of economic coercion over 
cooperation all lead to heightened market uncertainty. For the world economy, this 
uncertainty is primarily a destructive, negative force rather than a force of a good, 
constructive nature. 
 
And the future of global economic policy is also clouded in a thick mist of uncertainty. 
After a one-year hiatus, the Federal Reserve again raised the interest rate in December, 
thereby triggering a new round of global interest hikes. The unwinding of QE 
internationally is inevitable. But how and to what extent this will happen is uncertain. 
The Fed's monetary policy alone has been greatly perplexing for the world economy, 
let alone the policies of the European Central Bank (ECB) and Bank of Japan, which 
are shrouded in mystery in equal measure. Besides, against the backdrop of an 
inevitable exit from QE, whether the fiscal policy can play its role and effectively 
sustain the growth remains a matter of guesswork. 
 
Trump's election as president and his economic agenda are the two forces that threaten 
the stable growth of the world economy. Under these circumstances, every country 
needs to look for areas of certainty in the world economy. They are as follows. 
 
First, the main course of globalization remains unchanged. Problems aside, there is no 
denying that the retreat of globalization will hurt the overall interests of the world 
economy. It is incumbent on every country to try to maintain the globalization's 
momentum at a regional and global level. 
 
Second, countries ought to avoid falling into the trap of protectionism. US 
President-elect Trump's brand of trade protectionism and his no-holds-barred style at 
the negotiation table might set off a chain reaction that prompts some countries to 
embrace protectionist for the sake of their own interests. This will be like pushing the 
first domino. Countries, the US included, should ditch the self-serving thought of 
satisfying their own interests by resorting to protectionism. 
 
Third, the consistency of policy coordination between leading economies will be 
strengthened. The post-crisis reality is proof that micro-economic policy coordination 
between major economies is a boon to the healthy development of the world economy. 
Within the framework of G20, countries need to enhance cooperation, divide global 
resources in a proper way, shoulder the costs thereof, resist protectionism and lay the 
solid foundation for economic growth worldwide. 
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3. China: Faring Well on Neighboring Diplomacy  

and Global Governance 
LIN Minwang 

Deputy Director, Center for South Asia Studies, Fudan University 
 
China’s diplomacy in 2016 is a continuation of the vigor, ambition and enterprising 
spirit that were inspired by the 18th CPC National Congress. In spite of the South 
China Sea dispute, the US's pivot to Asia and other imbroglios, China's neighboring 
diplomacy was a tremendous success over the past year, which blessed the country 
with a notably elevated profile in its neighborhood. Meanwhile, "Chinese wisdoms" 
and "Chinese proposals" are increasingly well represented in global governance. The 
success of G20 summit in Hangzhou was an illustration of China's leadership in 
global economic governance and development cooperation. 
 
"The Duterte Effect" and Neighboring Diplomacy 
 
In 2016, China's immediate neighborhood underwent complex changes, but as a 
matter of fact, they did not undermine China's relations with neighboring countries; 
rather, these changes include the remarkable rise to prominence of pro-China forces. 
The climax of neighborhood diplomacy came when Rodrigo Duterte visited China 
and turned things around for Sino-Philippine relationship. It is safe to say that the 
doctrine of "managing the neighborhood," which took shape in the Conference on the 
Diplomatic Work with Neighboring Countries held by the Central Committee of the 
Communist Party of China (CPC)  in 2013, has begun to take effect. 
 
The year 2016 was characterized by cabinet reshuffles and handovers of power from 
one party to another in China’s neighboring countries. Pro-China political parties or 
those at least friendly to China have risen to power. 
 
On March 31, the new Myanmese government was sworn in, with the National 
League for Democracy (NLD) as the ruling party. The person who dictates everything 
from behind the curtains, Aung San Suu Kyi, visited China in mid August. Her choice 
of China as the first foreign country to visit underlines the importance the Myanmese 
government attaches to its relationship with China. Min Aung Hlaing, supreme 
commander of the Myanmese national defense forces, also wrapped up a successful 
visit to China in late October. As such, Sino-Myanmese relations are on their way 
toward a smooth transition. Aung San Suu Kyi, an "old friend" of the West, chose to 
give top priority to its relations with China. This would not have been possible 
without China's "constructive" overture in June 2015, when it invited her to visit 
China in the capacity of NLD chairwoman and conduct candid talks and dialogues 
with her Chinese counterparts in advance of the general election. These overtures 
paved the way for the post-election Sino-Myanmese ties. 
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The same can be said of Vietnam. The third plenary session of the 12th Vietnamese 
Communist Party (VCP) National Congress, which was convened in late January, 
elected the new generation of VCP leaders. Nguyễn Phú Trọng got re-elected as the 
Chairman of the VCP Central Committee, and ex-premier Nguyễn Tấn Dũng was 
ousted from the Central Committee and the Politburo. His ouster was widely seen as a 
victory scored by the "moderates" in Vietnamese politics. In mid September, newly 
elected premier Nguyễn Xuân Phúc visited China for the first time as a member of the 
new Vietnamese top brass. The replacement of officials in the upper echelons of the 
government and VCP has put "China hands" in charge. Sino-Vietnamese relations 
thus got back on track. In fact, as early as April 2015, Chinese President Xi Jinping 
had invited VCP chairman Nguyễn Phú Trọng to visit China in the company of a big 
delegation that included VCP Politburo members such as Nguyễn Thị Kim Ngân a 
and Trần Đại Quang. 
 
In a more dramatic turn of events, strongly "anti-American" candidate Rodrigo 
Duterte won the election to become President of the Philippines. He reversed course 
on the diplomacy adopted by Benigno Simeon Cojuangco Aquino III. In October, 
Duterte concluded a successful visit to China, and rapidly unfroze the Sino-Philippine 
ties and lifted them out of the shadow of the so-called South China Sea Arbitration. 
More importantly, Duterte's move sucked the oxygen out of the US pivot to Asia. 
Therefore, observers have quipped that "Duterte single-handedly altered the strategic 
situation in the Asia-Pacific region." 
 
Following Duterte's ice-breaking trip, Malaysian Prime Minister Najib Razak also 
paid a lengthy visit to China. His efforts to deepen defense and economic cooperation 
with China were seen as "a leap into China's arms." Moreover, with the ascendancy to 
the throne of Thailand's new king, US-Thai relations, which have soured since 2014, 
the focus of Thailand's foreign policy might increasingly shift to China in the future. 
 
Is a "Duterte effect" fermenting and sweeping across Southeast Asia? In the absence 
of an affirmative answer to this question, we can assert, however, that China's 
influence on neighboring countries and its ability to shape their agendas is steadily on 
the rise. 
 
"Carrots and sticks" in Neighboring Diplomacy 
 
In addition to upholding the principle of amity, sincerity, mutual benefit and 
inclusiveness, China is also in need of a set of basic rules that guide its interaction 
with neighboring countries. "Carrots and sticks" ought to be part of these rules. 
 
In 2016, the South China Sea dispute went through a "soft landing," which put to a 
key test how an ever stronger China can get along with neighbors. Continued peace 
and stability on the South China Sea could not have been achieved without China's 

http://nguyentandung.org/
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unswerving commitment to defending its national sovereignty, peace in this area as 
well as its strategic self-restraint and focus. Due to China's firm stance and strong 
opposition, other claimants in the maritime dispute realized that instead of resorting to 
so-called South China Sea Arbitration, which is not the solution, the only right 
decision is to return to the "dual track approach" suggested by both China and the 
ASEAN. China was highly grateful for and spoke highly of the "timely support" that 
countries like Cambodia have rendered when they refused to bow to pressure and 
strengthened their good rapport with China based on principles of fairness and justice. 
In October 2016, President Xi wrapped up a successful visit to Cambodia, writing a 
new chapter in the history of Sino-Cambodian friendship. 
 
On the other hand, China also reacted strongly to incidents that compromised its core 
interests through stern warnings and tit-for-tat retaliation. For instance, in a move that 
severely damaged China's core interests, Mongolia gave the green light to the 
proposed visit of Dalai Lama in November despite receiving repeated warnings from 
China. In response, China adopted a series of diplomatic and economic 
countermeasures in the thereafter, and suspended the ongoing talks on 
intergovernmental cooperation. 
 
"Chinese leadership" in Global Governance 
 
The success of the G20 Hangzhou summit in 2016 has pointed to the growing clout of 
"Chinese proposals" in global governance. In the face of caprices, risks and 
challenges in the world economy, President Xi categorically announced that "China 
hopes to facilitate, in partnership with other participating countries, the arrival of a 
systemic cure for both the manifestation and root cause (of global economic woes) 
during the Hangzhou summit." It was agreed at the summit that in the short run all the 
countries should enhance collaboration in macroeconomic policy exchange and 
coordination, so as to stimulate global investment and trade; in the medium and long 
term, innovation and structural reforms merit a major boost. Meanwhile, the five 
development concepts (innovation, coordination, green, open and sharing), which 
came about during the 5th plenary session of the 18th CPC Central Committee, gained 
wide currency during the summit. And the summit was an occasion for the "first time" 
in many areas, for example: it was the first time that a call to innovation was 
designated as the summit's major results; the first time that development issues 
figured center stage in global macroeconomic policy coordination; the first time that a 
framework of global multilateral investment rules was devised; the first time that a 
presidential declaration on climate change was issued; the first time that green finance 
was incorporated into the G20 agenda. These achievements, together with the 29 
documents passed at the summit, encapsulate China's leadership in global governance. 
They showcase Chinese wisdoms, epitomize Chinese ideals, promote Chinese 
experience, engender Chinese proposals, and will lay a solid foundation for the 
transformation of global governance in the economic sphere. 
 



13 
 

In the meantime, China is better able to shape the new rules governing trade and 
investment in the Asia-Pacific region. The Asia-Pacific trade integration initiative that 
China spearheads also made tremendous headway in 2016. In his keynote speech 
delivered at the APEC summit on November 19, President Xi elucidated China's 
regional integration policy by saying that "we will involve ourselves deeply in 
economic globalization, support multilateral trade regimes, foster the construction of 
FTAAP, and strive for the completion as soon as possible of RCEP." The FTAAP, 
conceived of and promoted by China, was a central topic at the APEC Lima Summit 
in November. A research report was also ratified at the summit, entitled A Study of 
Issues Related to FTAAP Collective Strategy, which seeks to designate the FTAAP as 
the principal platform for Asia-Pacific integration. And RCEP, led by ASEAN, also 
was hopeful of seeing some progress, so much so that Peru, a non-RCEP member, 
also hastily announced the start of its RCEP entry talks on the eve of the summit. 
Obviously, any progress, be it pertinent to FTAAP or RCEP, signifies potential 
Chinese leadership in regional economic integration. 
 
Moreover, the "The Belt and Road Initiative(OBOR)” as China's core development 
strategy in guiding regional and global development won greater popularity in 2016. 
The number of countries and international organizations which have so far expressed 
support for or willingness to participate in the OBOR project has been in excess of 
100. Among them 40 have signed agreements of collaboration in being part of the 
OBOR. And the first batch of investments financed by the Silk Road Fund have been 
up and running. In November, the AIIB was officially launched, in a remarkable move 
that highlighted China's endeavors to advance connectivity in OBOR countries and 
devise global financial rules. We can say that China's economic influence is steadily 
being parlayed into the ability to shape global and regional order. China no longer just 
plays the role of a public goods provider, but also a rule-maker with regional and 
global consequences. 
 
All in all, Chinese diplomacy faced daunting challenges in 2016 but fared 
swimmingly in both regional and global arenas. Looking forward to 2017, Chinese 
diplomacy could be confronted with greater uncertainty. At any rate, what matters 
most is to maintain the strategic focus and avoid making subversive mistakes on 
fundamental issues. China ought to think hard and lead the way in formulating a set of 
cooperation mechanisms that reflect current global situation and regional reality as 
well as enshrine the sustainable security concepts it has promoted. The ultimate goal 
is to turn these mechanisms into a commonly accepted new framework for 
international relations. 
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4. The United States : the Trump Shockwaves 
WU Xinbo 

Executive Dean, Institute of International Studies, Fudan University 
Director, Center for American Studies, Fudan University 

 
The 2016 US presidential election and Trump's victory sent shockwaves throughout 
the United State and beyond. In the absence of a better phrase, we simply refer to this 
event as "the Trump shockwaves." How to make sense of and react to these 
shockwaves will occupy a large portion of the energy of the US and the world for 
some time to come. 
 
A Record-Setting Election 
 
US presidential elections, held every four years, have become an all-too-familiar 
feature of US politics. This year's election, however, is hugely different in the sense 
that it has set records in many respects. 
 
——The nominee of the Democratic Party is a woman, while her opponent from the 
Republican Party never held any public office before. 
 
——This is an election where neither candidate is liked or adored. As of the Election 
Day, polls suggested that 12.6 percent more voters disliked Hillary Clinton, while 
those who disapproved of Donald Trump outnumbered his supporters by 21 percent. 
This is something never seen since the 1930s. 
 
——Republican candidate Trump's remarks made during the campaign not only 
challenged the political correctness deemed essential to US political culture; they 
were also an affront to the moral bottom line of American society. That such a 
maverick came along during the election seems unprecedented in the history of US 
presidential elections, and he surprised us further by going on to win the presidency. 
 
——American fears of Russian interference with the election — ranging from 
hacking into Clinton's email server and revealing to WikiLeaks information 
detrimental to her campaign, to attacks directed at the US electoral system — have 
never been stronger. In the past, the US was invariably a perpetrator when it came to 
meddling in other countries' elections; this time around, however, came its turn to 
worry about external interference with its own election. What a drastically different 
world! 
 
——The election stirred up great anxiety both at home and abroad. Within the US, the 
antipathy among some Republican elites toward the idea of sending Donald Trump 
into the White House prodded them into either publicly railing against him or 
unequivocally vowing to vote for Democratic candidates. This was highly peculiar in 
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light of the bipartisanship permeating the US political establishment. Outside of the 
US, a handful of US allies were unnerved by the possibility of a US embracing an 
"America First" policy should Trump be elected. 
 
——Prior to the election, polls conducted by mainstream media, expert analyses and 
predictions made by national governments all pointed to one thing—that Hillary 
Clinton is tipped to win. Nonetheless, the election results made their jaws drop. 
 
—— After the election, demonstrations erupted across America, with crowds 
protesting Donald Trump's election as president. This contradicts the norm in the past, 
where standoffs gradually subsided and rifts healed after each election. Not this time. 
Instead, standoffs and rifts could well escalate and widen, and the trauma caused by 
the election might haunt the entire tenure of Trump's presidency. 
 
Behind the Election 
 
To see things in perspective, the 2016 election has exposed multiple crises 
confronting the US: growing social disparity, popular dismay at the political system, a 
degenerate political culture, the upsurge of populism and a serious institutional crisis. 
 
A majority of Trump's supporters are lower-middle class white Americans working in 
the manufacturing industry. They used to lead an opulent middle class life but the 
advent of globalization and the skewed distribution of economic interests have dented 
their standard of living. Amid growing inequality, their dismay morphs into anger, and 
that Trump came along brought hope of a change of their fortunes, which is why they 
became his most staunch supporters. 
 
For a long time the US has been confronted with a host of complicated economic and 
social issues. These issues are intractable and to a large extent blamed on a breakdown 
of the political system. Prominent features of this breakdown include party bickering, 
increasing political polarization, hijacking of public policies by vested interests, an 
inefficient political system and so on. This trend of what Francis Fukuyama once 
described as "US political decay" has gathered steam in recent years and eroded 
public and elite confidence in the American institutions. As an "outsider," Trump 
played the anti-establishment card, vowing to overcome all the deficiencies of the 
existing system. As a result, he was backed by voters who longed to see real changes. 
 
The 2016 election is a mirror image of a severely degenerate US political culture. The 
two-party system's monopoly of political resources makes it hard for a third party to 
survive and thrive, which prevents better candidates from the coveted presidency. The 
close interplay between money and campaign has distorted democratic politics and 
challenged the original intentions of elected politics. The coarse remarks Trump aired 
during the campaign were further illustration of a degenerate US political culture, 
with the entire society falling on the receiving end of the negative fallout. 
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Populism was given full vent during the election. America has long cultivated an 
image abroad as a multicultural, tolerant and open country, but Trump's election 
threatens to cast a pall over this image. It also gave rise to the following concerns: 
Will US racial tensions deteriorate? Will its immigration policy be drastically 
tightened? Will social policies be more conservative? And will economic policies 
become more nationalistic? 
 
Americans traditionally pride themselves on their democracy. However, whether a 
system works well hinges upon many things: Is it appropriately designed? Is the 
political process fair and just? Does it have a healthy political culture? And is the 
assessment and promotion of officials based on merit? Are the results of governance 
fair and valid? Judging by these aforementioned factors, the US political system is 
facing a serious challenge. A consequence is that bad money drives out good money, 
as the Grisham's Law indicates, as well as a decline in governance capabilities. 
 
Trump, the Game Changer 
 
In view of his personal philosophy, character and policy goals, Trump is set to usher 
in significant changes once he is sworn in as president. 
 
Trump's personal philosophy has the following characteristics. First, he firmly 
believes in the slogan "America first." Trump is the least keen on world leadership 
among all US presidents after WWII. He is against the US getting involved too deeply 
in world affairs and taking on excessive burdens abroad. He is of the opinion that the 
country focus its mind on solving problems at home. Second, he is a nationalist 
economically, concerned about US economic interests and well-being. He harbors 
negative views toward globalization, displeased that free trade poses competition and 
challenges to the US. Third, his worldview revolves around nation-states. Lacking a 
global perspective, Trump is skeptical about global governance and international 
cooperation. As such, Trump is a huge departure, at least in ideals, from his three 
predecessors Clinton, George W. Bush and Obama. And one cannot help but feel 
strange about the American under his stewardship. 
 
In terms of Trump's character and style, he has a penchant for horse-trading and is 
good at bargaining; interests trump everything else in his mind; he is a pragmatist and 
a non-ideologue. He does not play according to the rules of brand and worships 
strongman. What is certain is that world leaders will be unsettled by Trump's outbursts 
from time to time –– to the delight of media who latch on to his every faux pas with 
relish. 
 
At home, Trump will take advantage of a GOP-majority Congress to push through 
major changes in the following areas: He will drastically tighten the immigration 
policy, fix the Obama Care, implement tax breaks, revive the manufacturing industry, 
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dissuade US businesses from relocating their operations to a foreign location, 
encourage US corporations to move overseas production base back to the US, relax 
financial oversight, deregulate the traditional energy sector, engineer an infrastructure 
binge, increase the military budget and so on. All these efforts mean that Trump will 
introduce sweeping changes on the domestic policy front. Nonetheless, if the policy 
overhaul is overly aggressive and proceeds too fast, it will inevitably trigger a strong 
backlash from Democrats and other groups whose interests are compromised, and 
intensify US political and social conflicts. 
 
On the diplomatic front, Trump is expected to adopt the following measures: 
 
First, diplomatic retrenchment, up to a point. Trump has exhibited an isolationist 
streak, but considering that the US has significant interests abroad, he cannot go so far 
as to really subscribe to isolationism. Instead, he might opt for an 
engagement-interference strategy on a selective basis, aimed primarily at fighting 
terrorism and extremism as well as defending traditional US interests in Europe, 
Middle East and East Asia. What's more, he will also call upon allies to shoulder more 
security obligations. In a multi-polar world, Trump does not seek to consolidate the 
US status as the sole superpower. Nor does he aggressively expand US geopolitical 
gains in Europe and Asia. He might even strike a geopolitical compromise of sorts 
with great powers like Russia and China. 
 
Second, Trump will stall or backpedal on globalization and global governance. He 
will withdraw from TPP and shelve TIPP negotiation. It is even possible that he might 
follow the example of George W. Bush, who pulled out of the Kyoto Protocol, by 
refusing to ratify the Paris Agreement on climate change. Moreover, Trump has no 
interest whatsoever in G20- or APEC-led institutions concerning global economic 
governance and regional trade and investment liberalization. 
 
Third, Trump eyes a better Russo-US relationship. Given the fundamental elements of 
his strategic retrenchment strategy, Trump has little interest in encroaching upon 
Russia's strategic room through NATO's eastward expansion. And he will trust his 
European partners with the Ukrainian issue. The US will be part of the peace-making 
efforts but will not take the charge. It will gradually reduce sanctions imposed on 
Russia, until they are entirely lifted, in exchange for Russia's cooperation on other 
matters. Trump's nomination of Rex Tillerson, a Russophile, as Secretary of State is 
an indication of his strong desire for a rapprochement with Russia. 
 
Fourth, early signs point to an exit of the Obama administration's "pivot" to Asia. 
Trump will continue to value US interests in the Asia-Pacific region, especially 
economic interests, but his means of acquiring interests are subject to change. 
Economically, multilateral arrangements will give way to bilateral arrangements. 
Strategically, he will not vigorously seek to constrain China, as was the case under 
Obama, nor will he aggressively foster security collaborations with allies and partners. 
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Instead, he will ask Japan and South Korea to do more to take care of their own 
security. The DPRK nuclear crisis will replace the South China Sea maritime dispute 
as the Trump administration's No.1 security concern in the Asia-Pacific region. 
 
Fifth, a China policy bent on securing concrete interests. Trump's China policy will, 
above all, be inspired by economic calculations. Since Trump sets great store on 
reviving the US manufacturing prowess so as to create employment for blue-collar 
Americans, he will pay closer attention to traditional trade, and be tempted to embrace 
trade protectionism. As a result, we are in for a period of heightened Sino-US trade 
frictions. In the meantime, Trump welcomes enlarged Chinese investments in the US, 
because this is conducive to the rejuvenation of US manufacturing and job creation. It 
will also give decrepit, aging US infrastructure a face-lift. That Trump nominated 
Terry Branstad, who has close links to China, as US ambassador to China signals the 
hope that he can leverage the latter's resources and experiences to facilitate US 
economic diplomacy with China. On the other hand, Trump will reduce the 
ideological overtones of his China policy. Nor will he play hardball in a geopolitical 
rivalry with China in the Western Pacific. However, he will take caution against 
China's military buildup. In addition, given the GOP's traditional pro-Taiwan stance, 
the development of US-Taiwan ties merits our attention. 
 
In effect, Trump's statements with respect to Taiwan and the "One China" policy have 
already elicited widespread attention and concern after he won the presidency. We'll 
see how much further he will deviate from the normal track on the Taiwan issue as 
well as in Sino-US relations after he takes office. 
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5. Russia: a Circuitous Approach to Breakout 
ZHAO Huasheng 

Director, Center for Russia Central Asia Studies, Fudan University 
 
The year 2016 was the third year since the beginning of an entente between Russia 
and the West over the Ukrainian crisis. Tensions still ran high and no thaw was within 
sight. While a rapprochement with the West was still elusive, Russia opted for a 
robust "circuitous diplomatic approach," which enabled it to move in a new direction 
and in this process circumvent the Western blockade and reap some success of sorts. 
 
Entente between Russia and the West 
 
Russia's relations with the West continue to be mired in a downward spiral. Neither 
side offered any concessions or extended overtures. Mutual political distrust deepened. 
Economic cooperation had yet to bounce back. And each side's military deployment 
was replied in kind. It was decided in July 2016 at the NATO summit that 
four-battalion-strong coalition troops will be stationed in Poland, Lithuania, Latvia 
and Estonia. This was the first time that NATO intended to deploy armed forces in 
Russia's immediate neighborhood –– also considered as the group's biggest military 
deployment since the end of the Cold War. The directive objective, no doubt, was 
Russia. Russia, however, was defiant and responded forcefully. Military is an area 
where Russia has a traditional strength. It constantly flexes its muscles to pressure the 
West. The deployment of a missile system in Kaliningrad, a Russian enclave that 
abuts Poland and Lithuania, was obviously meant to send a warning to the West. This 
is an illustration that political fissures between Russia and the West threaten to slip 
toward military confrontation. 
 
The Ukrainian issue is still the biggest wedge between Russia and the West. And it 
remained unchanged in 2016. For Russia, in spite of the internal political divisions 
and economic misery, the government of Ukraine managed to hold onto power, and 
no amount of Russian coercion or bribery succeeded in bringing Kyiv to its knees. 
Since Ukraine hasn't budged in its antagonism against Russia, normalization of ties 
has been delayed. For the West, Ukraine is an economic and political basket case, an 
outcry from Western expectations. The country failed to come up with any plan to 
pacify its east, and instead was struggling to keep a lid on the chaos. For Russia and 
the West alike, their stand-off over Ukraine is hard to resolve. Besides, the West 
cannot fully control the Ukrainian government, nor can Russia rein in the local forces 
in eastern Ukraine. This compounds the complexity of the issue. The Minsk 
Agreement, reached in February 2015, was hard to implement. And the "Normandy 
Four" –– Germany, France, Russia and Ukraine –– a solution to the Ukrainian 
conundrum, also got bogged down in a quagmire. There was no point in either 
keeping or abandoning this format. The US and EU did not lift sanctions on Russia; 
rather, they slapped new sanctions when old ones expired. 
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Amid the Ukrainian stalemate, Syria became the new flashpoint in Russia's spat with 
the West. In September 2015, Russia suddenly sent troops into Syria to directly 
participate in the strikes against the Islamic State. Fighting terrorism should have been 
the common goal that united the West and Russia in Syria, but somehow it utterly 
failed to bring the two sides closer. On the contrary, it became the catalyst for fresh 
enmity. Behind the anti-terrorism campaign in Syria lies a geopolitical big game 
between Russia and the West. And shadows of a proxy war are discernible. The West 
backed the rebels in the war against the Assad regime, while Russia tried to protect 
the latter. The rebels and the Assad regime are in their own ways epitomes of the 
respective interests of the West and Russia. Thanks to the support from Russia, the 
once tottering Assad regime now got back on its feet, and began to prevail in the civil 
war. That Russia's help made a difference is most clearly manifested in the fighting 
surrounding Aleppo, which came to be seen as a symbol of the US-Russian 
confrontation in 2016. A truce had been brokered by the two sides in February and 
September 2016, only to be repeatedly violated. This led to bitter recrimination, and 
there were even reports of "friendly fire" incidents in which the US and Russia 
"accidentally" hit each other's military targets. Some commentators were thus led to 
believe that the Syrian conflict represented the second phase of the new Cold War 
between Russia and the US, which even carries the risks of a full-fledged conflict. 
 
Russia's Diplomatic Breakouts on Other Frontiers 
 
Russia mended fences with Turkey in 2016. Although this was a bilateral event, it had 
the systemic effect of freeing up the room for maneuver for Russian diplomacy. In 
November 2015, Turkey shot down a Russia fighter jet flying over Syrian-Turkish 
borders. Turkey adamantly refused to apologize, a stance that rapidly soured 
Russo-Turkish ties. Turkey is a NATO member and a regional great power. Sitting 
astride a conduit that connects the Black Sea and the Mediterranean, Turkey 
commands huge influence in the settlement of the Syrian and Middle East crises. The 
bad blood between Russia and Turkey not only put Russia in a disadvantageous 
position in Syria, it also condemned Russia to a situation where it was besieged on 
both sides. Putin was cited as saying that Russia had been stabbed in the back. 
However, just as dramatic as the sudden upsurge of hostility was the thaw in bilateral 
ties. In an about-face in June 2016, Turkish president Recep Tayyip Erdogan 
addressed a letter of apology to Russia, whereupon ties quickly warmed up. This was 
followed by Erdogan's visit to Russia in August, where he discussed the Syrian issue 
with his Russian counterpart. Both countries decided on enhancing coordination in 
Syria. Turkey agreed to help the rebels withdraw from Aleppo, and mediate a dialogue 
between Russia and the rebels. In return, Russia resumed the flights bound for Turkey, 
lifted the restrictions of Turkish business operation in Russia, and resumed talks on 
the "Turkish Stream" project –– a natural gas pipeline that traverses the Black Sea 
from Russia to Turkey. For Russian diplomats, Turkey has hitherto evolved from a 
negative asset into a positive asset. 
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While its relations with Turkey were recovering, Russia's military cooperation with 
Iran also saw a substantial breakthrough. In August 2016, Putin met his Iranian 
counterpart Hassan Rouhani in Baku. Also in August, Iran granted the green light for 
Russian air forces to use its airport to launch bombing campaigns against IS 
strongholds in Syria. This was the first time that Russia was permitted to use Iranian 
airports since it began its military intervention in Syria. And this was also the first 
time since the "Islamic Revolution" in 1979 that foreign aircraft were allowed to use 
Iranian military bases. Although Iran, contrary to the rumors, did not grant Russia 
long-term access to its military bases, the geopolitical impact was already astounding 
enough for the US. The development of Russia's relationship with Iran and Turkey, 
together with better mutual understanding between the latter two countries, suggests 
that a Russian-Turkish-Iranian triangle was looming on the horizon. Both Turkey and 
Iran are movers and shakers in Syria, but the three countries' policies do not entirely 
overlap, especially Turkey's, which demanded that Assad step down and thus 
contradicted that of Russia and Iran. The coordination among the three countries is 
vital to the peaceful resolution of the Syrian crisis, and that is how Russia has gained 
extra clout in Syria. 
 
When one door is closed, another is opened. "Look east" was still a central theme of 
Russian diplomacy in 2016. In May, Putin put forward the concept of a Eurasian 
partnership at the St. Petersburg International Economic Forum. In the past Russia 
never broached such propositions as an Oriental strategy, and the greater Eurasian 
partnership was not officially construed as an Oriental strategy. Nonetheless, it came 
closest to the most over-arching diplomatic guideline that Russia had ever formulated. 
This guideline was a reaffirmation of Russia's "Look east" line of thinking as well as 
an expression of the hope to push for an integrated eurasian economic bloc. 
 
A stable Russo-China relationship was still the highlight of Russian diplomacy. The 
bilateral ties continued to press ahead in 2016. On many occasions Putin spoke highly 
of the ties. In 2016, the two countries did exceedingly well in their commitment to 
safeguarding global and regional security. In 2016 they held the second China-Russia 
security consultation on Northeast Asia, and issued "Joint Declaration on Enhancing 
Global Strategic Stability," "Declaration on the Promotion of the International Law" 
and "Joint Declaration on Concerted Development of Information Technology and 
Cyberspace." Apart from the traditional joint naval exercises, China and Russia 
conducted their first-ever computer-enabled anti-missile exercise, and announced a 
second to be scheduled for 2017. In December 2016, the two nations vetoed a UN 
draft resolution on Syria, convinced that it is not conducive to the settlement of the 
Syrian crisis. Economy remains the key  part of the Sino-Russian ties. A keyword is 
the connection of the Russian-led Eurasian Economic Union with China's One Belt 
One Road initiative. The two countries initiated an inter-governmental negotiation 
exactly to this end. Also notably, Russia finally accepted China's proposal of 
establishing a free trade zone, which opened up new room for Sino-Russian economic 
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collaborations. 
 
In the meantime that it maintained high-profile ties with China, Russia also tried to 
bolster its relations with other Asian powers, which has become remarkably manifest 
in 2016. 
 
The most outstanding example was the detente in Russia-Japan relations. Japan plays 
a crucial role in Russia's Oriental diplomacy. And both countries are desperate for a 
rapprochement. In April 2013, Japanese prime minister Shinzo Abe visited Russia, 
where leaders made a joint declaration on developing bilateral ties and decided to 
establish a "two plus two" dialogue mechanism between foreign and defense ministers. 
Following the outbreak of the Ukrainian crisis, Japan joined the West in slapping 
sanctions on Russia, which soured their ties. However, the relationship perked up in 
2016. Abe visited Russia twice, first in May on a formal state visit, where he met 
Putin in Sochi, and then in November as a guest speaker at the second Eastern 
Economic Forum in Vladivostok, where the second Putin-Abe meeting took place. In 
December, Putin made a much-heralded visit to Japan. This visit had been repeatedly 
postponed, first from 2014 to 2015, then to late 2016. After an 11-year hiatus, Putin 
set foot in Japan again –– the first time since he got elected as president in 2012. This 
visit was the apex of bilateral ties in recent years, and although it fell short of 
resolving territorial disputes and achieving a definitive breakthrough, it still augured 
tremendously well for Russian diplomacy: Russia successfully catapulted the 
relationship with Japan onto its designed trajectory, that is, economic partnership 
comes first. To boost ties, the two countries signed 12 governmental deals and 68 
corporate deals. Meanwhile, Putin's visit was also an exercise in the diversity of 
Russia's Oriental diplomacy, which broke the Western sanctions against Russia. 
 
In another remarkable reminder of Russian diplomatic achievements, Russia also 
made enormous inroads with its outreach to ASEAN in 2016. In May, after the 2005 
and 2010 summits, the third Russia-ASEAN summit took place in the Russian city of 
Sochi. This is the first time the summit was held in Russia, and the arrival of 
numerous heads of state from Southeast Asia carried a symbolic meaning. It is no 
longer the case that Russian leaders travel to Southeast Asia to attend the summit. The 
summit can bring together ASEAN leaders on Russian soil as well. With the Sochi 
summit, Russia's relationship with ASEAN has entered a new phase. Both sides have 
decided on an overall action plan on cooperation, devised an economic partnership 
roadmap, and signed deals about cultural cooperation. It was also announced at the 
summit that the year 2016 was designated as an "ASEAN cultural year in Russia" and 
that authorities would contemplate the establishment of a free trade zone between the 
Eurasian Economic Union and ASEAN. In addition to the political, economic and 
cultural aspects of cooperation, security was also a segment that saw progress. In 
April 2016 Moscow hosted the first unofficial meeting attended by Russian defense 
minister and his ASEAN counterparts. 
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To sum up, the year 2016 was relatively a good year for Russian diplomacy. The 
country's external environment improved somewhat. Diplomatic pressure waned a 
little, and Russia regained a bit of its initiative diplomatically. Russia consolidated the 
biggest gains, namely, Crimea, in the Ukrainian crisis. The crisis was not over, but 
didn't get worse either. Russia made tremendous headway in Middle East. It shored up 
the Assad regime, expanded its military profile, and drew Turkey and Iran closer 
toward it. This created the ideal conditions for things to further go Russia's way. In 
Asia, Russia fared extremely well. As it maintained its close links with China, its ties 
with major nations in the region also grew to varying degrees, the most notable 
example of this was the Russia-Japan ties and Russia-ASEAN ties. The only setback 
was in Russia-India relationship, which slid a little because of joint Russian-Pakistan 
military exercises and Russia's interest in the China-Pakistan Economic Corridor. The 
biggest downside of Russian diplomacy in 2016 was that a thaw with the West was 
yet to come. The biggest source of strategic pressure had not been eliminated, and 
Russia's foreign environment did not undergo systemic changes. That said, the 
balance was generally tipped in Russia's favor, due to two reasons. One, Europe was 
itself struggling with myriad problems. Two, a new US president was elected. Many 
predictions had it that an opportunity will arise for Russo-US relations once Trump 
comes to power. And the detente in Russo-US ties will be accompanied by a similar 
one in Russo-EU ties. 
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6. Brexit: Causes, Implications and Lessons 
JIAN Junbo 

Deputy Director, Center for China-European Relations Studies, Fudan University 
 
In late June 2016, Britons voted in a referendum to decide on leaving or staying in the 
EU. The Leave camp won by a narrow margin. Brexit was another political tremor 
inside the UK after the 2015 Scottish independence referendum. It reverberated well 
beyond national borders, though. With regional and global repercussions, Brexit has 
emerged as a major variable capable of shaping European and global affairs. Coupled 
with other factors, it may well change the course of history of Britain, Europe and 
even wider areas. This article is an attempt to analyze the event's underlying causes, 
far-reaching implications and its profound lessons. 
 
Brexit's Underlying Causes 
 
In general, Brexit owed its origins to an initiative of ex-Prime Minister David 
Cameron and his conservative cabinet. Cameron's own convictions decided that he 
was not on the side of the Leave camp. What he had in mind was to go along with the 
outpouring of Euroskeptic feelings at home so as to solicit votes for re-election. 
Another goal was to compel the EU to compromise on certain issues (e.g. 
immigration, budget and sovereignty) by stirring up popular sentiments. In a similar 
vein, Cameron's efforts to depict himself as a guardian of national interests were 
inspired by his pursuit of votes. For example, he threatened to leave the EU in 
December 2015 and got what he wanted: a reform package from Brussels that is in 
Britain’s favor. As such, from a policy perspective, the British referendum was 
essentially a titanic gamble in which the country's destiny was at stake. Its purpose 
was to preserve the Cameron cabinet's reign. 
 
Nonetheless, that Cameron and fellow conservatives could initiate this national 
gamble was a result of the domestic and international climates at work. By domestic 
climate I mean the long-standing Euroskeptic tradition and force inside UK, while the 
international climate refers to the increasingly apparent gridlock stalling the European 
integration project. These two climates combined to undergird the dynamics of the 
referendum. In comparison, Cameron's initiative was but the logical outgrowth of 
these climates. 
 
Specifically, the domestic Euroskeptic tradition has always been alive and well in UK. 
The tradition manifests itself in the form of Britain's proclivity to keep its distance 
from Continental Europe in politics, culture and military. Another manifestation is 
that Britain exercises vigilance whenever it is presented with political proposals from 
Continental Europe. This Euroskeptic and even anti-European tradition is steeped in 
British culture and history. As far as the global climate is concerned, European 
integration has met with strong resistance in recent years. In particular, from the 2009 
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Greek debt fiasco onward, the Ukrainian crisis, refugee crisis and a surge of terrorist 
attacks have exhausted Europe and undermined Brussels' authority and capability. The 
subsequent "re-nationalization" is an undeniable obstacle to integration. Under these 
circumstances, Britain's Euroskeptic, "splendid isolation" mentality began to kick in. 
The self-aggrandizement of homegrown Euroskeptic forces eventually led the ruling 
party to call a referendum. 
 
Therefore, the Brexit referendum was not just politicians' machination or ploy to grab 
power; it was also the inevitable reaction determined by Britain's history and 
idiosyncracies, a milestone event marking the arrival of a new era for UK’s relations 
with Continental Europe. 
 
Brexit's Far-reaching Implications 
 
It goes without saying that Brexit has far-ranging implications for UK. In the short 
term, after Brexit Britain has regained its sovereignty. For example, it no longer ought 
to pay the EU £8 billion in annual budgets. It doesn't have to be constrained by a 
common agricultural and economic policy or other regulations of the EU fiscal union. 
It needs not to worry about massive influx of refugees, and it will not be made to 
carry the bag for heavily-indebted Greece or other debt-ridden EU member states. 
Restored sovereignty also will contribute to a stronger and more cogent national 
identity among Britons. And in the absence of Brussels' interference, the efficacy of 
policies, foreign and domestic, will increase. Yet in the medium and long term, 
post-Brexit Britain faces many uncertainties, which are mainly as follows: 
 
First, regional separatist forces might pose a new challenge. Although the 2015 
Scottish independence referendum ended in failure, this did not lay to rest the 
pro-independence sentiments and actions. Historically, the Scottish authority and 
public have been proponents of remaining within the EU. The Brexit apparently was 
against their wishes, so much so that Ms. Nicola Sturgeon, First Minister of Scotland, 
remarked that if Scotland's interests were not given due consideration during the 
process of Brexit, Scotland would seek independence from the UK. However, the 
British government insisted that the Brexit talks concerned the whole of Britain, and 
no extra deals would be struck for Scotland. In the meantime, Prime Minister Teresa 
May categorically refused to make any deals to forestall another Scottish referendum. 
It can be inferred from these exchanges that in the future, were Scotland's concerns to 
be sidelined in the Brexit talks, it might again use this snub as a pretext for holding 
another independence referendum. And the Scottish attempt at independence will 
encourage others (such as Northern Ireland) to demand more autonomy from London. 
 
Second, the role that Britain plays in the globe may be altered. Although an 
independent UK will regain full sovereignty, it can no longer enjoy political support 
from the EU and assert its influence through the EU. Moreover, at a time when the 
US's own status and global situation are undergoing transformation, the consolidation 
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and amelioration of UK-US alliance remains a matter of guesswork. And it can be 
debated whether it is wise for Britain to try to raise its global profile through the 
Commonwealth. The Commonwealth is a disparate group, which calls into question 
the solidarity among its members. How Britain can demonstrate its great power status 
through the Commonwealth remains to be seen. At the end of the day, it is premature 
to tell whether an independent UK will enjoy more respect and recognition on account 
of its flexibility and autonomy or whether it will lose luster and influence due to the 
lack of EU’s backing. 
 
Third, London will face new economic and development issues. Those in favor of 
leaving the EU made the argument, among others, that a Britain freed from EU 
constraints would be economically better off. Nevertheless, as things stand, there is a 
possibility that foreign investments inflows into Britain might dwindle after it ceased 
to be a springboard for investors intent on making forays into the wider European 
market. Multinationals are likely to move their core businesses from Britain to 
Continental Europe. London's role as a global financial hub might suffer long-term 
damage. To sum up, Britain's trade with the outside world could be made less relevant 
by the end of its close link with Europe. But there exists another possibility as well, a 
possibility that a Britain devoid of the straitjackets imposed by common EU policies 
will have a freer rein in devising more flexible economic policies meant to lure 
foreign investments and conduct pragmatic collaborations. And this will help the 
British economy prosper. Which of the above-mentioned scenarios will triumph only 
can be told by time. 
 
The Brexit of course dealt a heavy blow to European integration. This blow was 
devastating in both form and the traumatic effect it caused in popular psyche. 
 
First, the EU lost an important political and economic pillar. Brexit also cost the EU a 
sizeable portion of its budget, which will diminish the group's ability to act, say, on 
foreign aid and in peace-keeping missions. Also under threat is the spirit of "diverse 
unity," a tenet enshrined in the integration program. And after Brexit, the EU will also 
lose direct support from Britain, a permanent member of the UN Security Council. All 
in all, since Britain is an EU powerhouse and one of the "three horse-drawn carts" 
driving the integration, its exit will severely stymie the integration of the EU. 
 
Second, the success of Brexit might encourage other EU members to follow suit and 
set off a chain reaction of what can be called “partial withdrawal” from the EU. Under 
Britain's influence, even if other members refrain from blackmailing Brussels with the 
threat of a "divorce," some cases of partial withdrawal will also buffet the EU. 
National governments who refuse to take cues from Brussels might adopt more 
autonomous policies that counteract the EU's credibility. The refugee crisis and the 
Ukrainian crisis are but two examples that come to mind. And the stakes are higher 
with the rise of extreme rightist parties in many countries. Anti-EU nationalistic 
parties could win significant support from the domestic populace. For instance, Italy's 
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recent referendum on constitutional reforms was vetoed, and Five Star Movement, a 
far-right-wing party, became highly popular among Italians. This state of affairs has 
unleashed a tectonic shift in Italian politics and bodes ill for the EU. 
 
Third, the uncertainty of European integration is on the rise. With Britain bowing out, 
the internal balance of power within the EU is changing in an increasingly delicate 
and unpredictable way. Since Britain no longer takes part in the EU decision-making 
as an important “offshore balancer,” the competition for domination between France 
and Germany might get more intense. Should Germany become the dominant player 
in solving a series of European crises (which it is, at least for now), this is bound to 
swell the ranks of anti-Germany forces. What's more, member states with Euroskeptic 
tendencies may form coalitions on certain issues (immigration or bank regulation) to 
counter the authority of Germany or Brussels. In a word, the exit of Britain as a great 
power and offshore balancer will contribute to power struggles within the EU, thereby 
eroding Brussels's capability and eclipsing the prospect of European integration. 
 
It should also be noted that although Brexit itself doesn't directly impact upon global 
politics, its effect on European integration will indirectly affect global political and 
economic development. Generally speaking, Brexit sapped global confidence in the 
integration of EU and filled the world with worries about its future. In addition, 
European soft power and influence also suffered to varying degrees. This created the 
opportunity for other countries and areas to improve their soft power and influence. 
And the exit of UK, which has a "special relationship" with the US, has to some 
extent stripped the latter of a powerful tentacle that interferes with the EU's internal 
affairs. As a result, US-European ties and communication mechanisms will be subject 
to change, at least in part. 
 
Brexit's Profound Lessons 
 
As an international event, Brexit has demonstrated a few significant mega-trends. It is 
also a reminder of important norms in global history, and thus merits reflection and 
research. 
 
First, Brexit, together with other events, indicated that globalization is now at a 
crossroads. Brexit essentially comes down to Britain's efforts to disentangle itself 
from the constraints of European integration and Brussels, whereupon it can 
implement an independent internal and foreign policy. Yet the post-Cold War 
globalization (principally economic globalization) was fostered and realized thanks to 
a free flow of economic and financial capital among nations, policy coordination, as 
well as regional integration. Today, Brexit is a negation of regional integration, and 
represents the apotheosis of "re-nationalization" in Europe. However, there are no 
signs yet of a Britain becoming isolationist after Brexit. On the contrary, it might 
cherish and enforce its liberal economic principles even more, and liberalism is 
precisely the cornerstone and dynamics of economic globalization. From this 
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perspective, Britain did not turn its back on globalization, although it did broke away 
from European integration. As such, globalization seems to have hit a snag in terms of 
integration, but there is no proof that a major economy would entirely reject and 
boycott a liberal economic order. A hidden message of Brexit may be that 
globalization has lost steam because of economic integration, but it may benefit from 
more bilateral and "mini-lateral" economic partnerships. As for the future of 
globalization, the proof currently available does not offer any clues. 
 
Second, populism is emerging as a trend in Western countries. Although Britons in 
favor of a "divorce" with EU are not necessarily bigoted, narrow-minded and 
intolerant nationalists, Brexit as a whole signifies a growing opposition and 
resentment toward immigrants and foreign interference. The "inward-looking 
tendency" is now supplanting the "outward-looking tendency" as a mark of 
Westerners' character. Just like the US and Continental Europe, Britain's racial and 
ethnic divides have somewhat approached alarming levels, and these divides have 
been a hotbed of populism. Sluggish Western economies and an ever-bigger rich-poor 
gap are a catalyst for populism. 
 
Third, the Western democracy seems to be in a paradox. Brexit, fraught with twists 
and turns, and its denouement are poignant reminders of a serious crisis engulfing 
Western democracy. Due to the civil electoral systems, politicians have to pander to 
the preferences of voters to be given the power to govern. Nonetheless, these 
democratic institutions can function smoothly under normal circumstances, but they 
are unable to effectively respond to contingencies. In the face of significant crises and 
problems, society is often torn apart by a diversity of opinions and conflicting 
interests. Politicians cannot afford to bear the consequences of individual 
decision-making, and therefore they pass on the onerous responsibility to the public. 
However, holding referendums on defining issues is not necessarily in the best 
interests of the state or the people. And a referendum, based on the simplistic principle 
of absolute majority, is merely a vote in which the voices of the majority drown out 
those of the minority. It also lacks sufficient rationality and professional guidance. As 
such, a high-stakes referendum could split and polarize society, and it is highly likely 
to be vastly or systemically detrimental to a country's future. It may even bring about 
chaos and messy situations. 
 
In so-called Western "democracies," when issues of national import are being 
discussed, if the decision-making process is less democratic or confined to elites, what 
happens is that the system will be castigated as autocratic or authoritarian in an 
increasingly populist environment. And this is to be followed by more party bickering 
and political disarray. Therefore, a bit more or less of democracy leads invariably to 
stalemates and messes. This may be the real paradox of contemporary Western 
democracy. 
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7. Can a Strong yet Lonesome Germany Save Europe? 
LIU Lirong 

Deputy Director, Center for China-Europe Relations Studies, Fudan University 
 
In 2016, "shock" has been a frequently used word to describe Europe’s state of affairs. 
The terrorist attacks in Belgium, France and Germany, Brexit, the rise of right-wing 
populist parties in Germany and France's local elections, Italy's failed referendum on 
constitutional reforms and Trump's election as the President of the United States... All 
these shocking events dramatically changed the European political culture, suggesting 
that what was unthinkable may well become a reality. 
 
In 2016, a change of head of government took place in major EU member states. In 
June, after the Brexit referendum outcome was made public, David Cameron stepped 
down as prime minister; in December, French President François Hollande announced 
that he would not seek re-election because of consistently low approval ratings; soon 
thereafter, Italy's referendum on a constitutional change failed, whereupon prime 
minister Matteo Renzi resigned and foreign minister Paolo Gentiloni took over and 
formed the interim government. He thus became Italy's fifth prime minister since the 
outbreak of the European debt crisis in 2008. Throughout Europe, only German 
chancellor Angela Merkel remains a political fixture, and since she came to power in 
2005, her reign has lasted 11 years by now. In December 2016, Merkel was re-elected 
as Christian Democratic Union's (CDU) chairwoman with 89.5 percent of votes. If 
everything goes as planned, she is tipped to win the 2017 German election and usher 
in her fourth term as the German chancellor. But what she faces now is not an 
ambitious EU that has just let in new members in another eastward expansion; rather, 
what awaits her is a crisis-ridden Europe as well as a strong yet lonesome Germany. 
 
A Europe Shaken by Multiple Crises 
 
In the opening lines of his book Einbahnstraße (One-Way Street), published in 1928, 
Walter Benjamin wrote that "The construction of life is at present in the power of 
facts far more than of conviction." Once a car drives into a one-way street, those 
onboard are left with two choices, one is to get off, the other is to keep going. 
European integration is like a car careening down a one-way street, with passengers 
onboard jostling to get off. Whether they stay put or leave the fold, the future is full of 
uncertainties and risks. 
 
In view of Brexit, Trump's victory in the US presidential election, Italy's failed 
referendum and other events, the multiple crises engulfing Europe had four 
characteristics in late 2016. 
 
First, the centerpiece of EU's politics, namely, "democratic capability" and 
policy-making, is in a crisis. For one thing, EU's policies lack transparency and are 
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not well explained to the public. For another, a multitude of digital social media and 
information (and misinformation) makes it hard to tell right from wrong. The public is 
emotionally susceptible to manipulation and prone to herd mentality. In the absence of 
rational dialogue mechanisms, European populace distrusts politics and does not 
display much sense in their voting behavior. And it's also hard for elites to seek 
common ground. 
 
Second, European middle class is in decline and there is a growing opposition to free 
trade and globalization among the public. The middle class used to be a principal 
advocate of European integration, but with the crisis becoming an everyday reality, 
the middle class's interests and competitiveness are threatened. This kind of 
uncertainty about life in the future will gradually morph into nationalism, xenophobia 
and trade protectionism. 
 
Third, EU's legitimacy came under attack. The geographical divides between EU 
member states continue to deepen; Fissures run through Eastern and Western Europe 
in economic development, political ideas and geopolitical thoughts; the gap in 
industrial competitiveness between Northern and Southern Europe is unbridgeable. 
Since the political systems of member states are not well-aligned, a common system 
and desire to battle the crisis is still elusive at the EU level. In terms of free movement 
of personnel and distribution of social welfare benefits, there are even signs of 
regression. As the future of EU hangs in the balance, a growing number of Europeans 
begin to lose faith in integration, but they are left with little choice, though. 
 
Fourth, external crises have a bigger divisive effect. Normally, when crises on its 
fringes or further away intensify, EU often stands together in solidarity. But external 
crises at present appear to be more divisive than unifying. With Germany taking the 
lead, EU seems to have been of one mind on Russia, but in effect this is not the case; 
besides, European public opinion is seriously divided on how to respond to the 
refugee crisis and terrorism, and Brussels' solutions are hard to implement. 
 
A Strong yet Lonesome Germany 
 
After the outcome of the Brexit referendum became known, the original balance of 
power within the EU was broken. The loss of Britain as an offshore balancer has 
made Germany even more powerful vis-à-vis France. Germany's role as the 
locomotive of EU will only be cemented. The self-image of "Europe's Germany" is 
vital to Germany's own political and economic interests as well as to its desire to exert 
influence on regional and global order. European integration has been a key part of 
Germany's identity since WWII, and a united Europe is also enshrined as a state 
objective in the German constitution. For Britain, the EU is a well-developed internal 
market, rather than a deepening political union. For Germany, the EU is an exercise in 
permanent peace set in motion by European nations after two devastating world wars. 
Britain is concerned about its changing relationship with the EU, whereas Germany is 
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fixated on how to strengthen solidarity among EU member states. Inside Germany 
there is a consensus on the conflicts between Germany's national interests and EU's 
overall interests: On specific issues Germany can weigh the pros and cons, but when 
it comes to issues related to EU's fundamental decision-making, Germany stands firm, 
prepared to redouble its commitment to the union, politically and fiscally. 
 
Hard as Germany tries to preserve European unity, it is unable to lead 27 countries on 
its own, nor do other nations cherish this scenario. The question is, who can become 
Germany's partners? In the past few months, EU member states conducted positive 
dialogues and coordination, trying to establish a new micro power structure. The 
Franco-German relations are getting wind in their sails, and although the two 
countries don't often see eye-to-eye on a handful of economic issues, their viewpoints 
more or less coincide with respect to political issues. In the future, there are likely to 
be three EU core power structures: 1. Six founding members of the European 
Community; 2. A Franco-German "axis" plus Italy; 3. A Franco-German "axis" plus 
Visegrád Group (Hungary, Poland, Czech Republic, and Slovakia, known for short as 
the V4). The V4 has been vocal in European integration and assumes a hard line on 
immigration and refugees. In the short term, the V4 appears hopeful of expanding its 
power to countervail Germany. As the fourth-largest economy, whether Italy can 
replace Britain to be part of the new "troika" remains a matter of guesswork. In the 
wake of Brexit, the importance of Italy has somewhat increased, but at a slower speed 
than Germany's. In comparison, Italy's clout within the EU hasn't substantially 
improved. After the failed referendum on a constitutional change, Italy's reform ran 
into an impasse. Its economy is in a worrisome state. Whether Germany, France and 
Italy can reach an agreement under the EU fiscal framework remains to be seen. 
 
The refugee issue will haunt Germany as a pivotal test of its leadership in Europe for 
a very long time to come. At the EU summit held in late 2016, the heads of state of 28 
member nations came to an agreement on significant issues such as bolstering 
cooperation on common European defense and increasing EU investment funds. But 
little progress was made on the EU response to the refugee problem. Within Germany, 
the public is increasingly opposed to Merkel's refugee policies, her strong-headedness 
on the issue has been viewed as the main reason for CDU's defeat in local elections. 
CDU was trounced in the Berlin parliamentary election in September 2016. Despite 
having publicly criticized herself, Merkel stood her ground on the treatment of 
refugees, turning down a proposal by the Christian Social Union (CSU) that would 
cap the number of refugees allowed into Germany. The point of Merkel's 
self-criticisms is the recognition that the government of Germany and relevant 
authority were not well prepared for the sudden refugee crisis. And an important 
future task is to get across to the people how complex this issue is. 
 
It ought to be pointed out that the passage of the EU-Turkey agreement on refugees 
has succeeded in reducing the number of economic and illegal refugees from the 
Middle East. The agreement has been instrumental in easing the refugee crisis. 
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Nonetheless, the EU had disagreed bitterly with itself on the deal championed by 
Merkel. As Germany's closest allies within the EU, Austria and France were both 
against making major concessions to Turkey. Many complained that Turkey wanted 
too much in return for the deal. But in the face of potential political and economic 
dislocations emanating from the refugee crisis, necessary costs are inevitable. And in 
light of the political mayhem in Turkey and frictions between Europe and Turkey, 
whether this agreement will curb the unbridled influx of refugees into Europe for a 
long time remains uncertain. As the land access to Europe from the Balkans is now 
closed, massive refugees are now looking for new ways of getting into Europe by sea 
or by land. Moreover, there remain lots of technical issues to be solved on refugee 
repatriation and resettlement. 
 
Impact of the US Presidential Election on Europe 
 
The US factor never goes unnoticed for any serious observer of European affairs. 
Because of the "special relationship" between the UK and the US, for a long time the 
US has leveraged the UK's power in projecting its influence within the EU. After 
Brexit, the US will pay more attention to other leading EU members, Germany in 
particular, and open new avenues of projecting influence on the EU. In November 
2016, President Obama made his last trip to Europe during his tenure. He chose Berlin 
instead of Brussels as the place to bid his presidential farewell to Europe. He held 
talks with leaders from Germany, France, Britain, Italy and Spain in the German 
Chancellory. The US is Germany's biggest trade partner, and guardian of its security 
as well. After Trump takes office, Germany must work with the US, what's unclear is 
how. 
 
Trump's victory in the presidential election has put European politicians on edge. The 
future of the US's Europe policy has many uncertainties, but what is certain is that 
Europe's strategic importance to the US is on the wane. Trump's campaign strategy 
and the current situation in Europe afford us a glimpse into their implications, which 
are mainly threefold: 
 
First, US-European relations, chiefly transatlantic alliance and trade. Trump's 
campaign strategy touched upon these two issues –– and to the core: in terms of 
foreign policy, he stresses the slogan "America first," casts doubt about NATO's 
coherence, intend to apply pressure on European allies, and use more resources on US 
domestic security; in terms of trade, Trump is inclined to turn America, a free trade 
powerhouse, into a champion of trade protectionism. The TTIP, for which talks have 
been ongoing for years, might be indefinitely tabled. Europe hopes that the 
transatlantic partnership won't experience revolutionary changes on Trump's watch. 
As far as Europe is concerned, Europe and America do not have to be exactly of one 
voice on important international issues, but they must move in the same direction. For 
this reason, only by standing together and empowering themselves can EU member 
states engage the US on an equal footing on economic, political and environmental 
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issues. 
 
Second, Russian-European relations, which to a large extent are influenced by the US 
as well. Russian-European relations deteriorated in the past few years. Germany went 
from being friendly to Russia to negatively under the US's influence. As things stand, 
Europe will not take the initiative to mend fences with Russia. Merkel is a firm 
supporter of imposing sanctions on Russia. After Trump comes to power, the EU may 
be forced to end its hostility toward Russia in the event of a thaw in US-Russian ties. 
However, the rift in Russian-European ties is hard to heal in a short period of time. At 
the summit in December 2016, it was decided that the economic sanctions on Russia 
will remain in place until the end of July 2017. EU members were previously split on 
whether to punish Russia, but the US pressure eventually brought them to a united 
stance. If Trump adopts a pragmatic approach, Europe will lose the reference guide 
for making its policies toward Russia. 
 
Third, Europe's strategic autonomy. Europe's security and economic development 
perennially rely on US support. With Trump in the White House, EU will face more 
challenges in its own security. Russia has consistently advocated a pan-European 
security framework, and eastern European countries are fearful of a new "Yalta 
Agreement" between the US and Russia. EU has several consensuses on enhancing 
defense efforts: to begin with, NATO's role as a protector is irreplaceable. EU's 
Common Security and Defense Policy is in need of some improvement, but it is not 
meant to compete with NATO; second, EU's defense concerns its capability, including 
the management of military crises in the Mediterranean and Africa. The defense of 
territorial integrity and sovereignty is not a part of this management, though; third, in 
protecting European territorial integrity, eastern European countries must depend on 
the US and NATO. As a matter of fact, with respect to the EU Common Security and 
Defense Policy, France and Germany have always disagreed wildly with each other. 
France is constantly in support of strategic independence and weaning EU off its 
dependence on the US. Germany, on the contrary, cautiously avoids any mention of a 
"European army" and "strategic autonomy." At least on security, Germany has no 
alternative to US protection. 
 
The year 2017 will be the 60th anniversary of the signing of the Treaty of Rome that 
gave birth to the European Economic Community. This is a tumultuous time for EU to 
celebrate its birthday. Also in 2017, Holland, France and Germany will hold national 
elections. Right-wing populist parties including France's National Front and 
Germany's Alternative für Deutschland are hopeful of winning a sizeable portion of 
votes in elections. Brexit will also be officially launched in 2017. With this in mind, 
leaderless European politics will be plunged into a year of waiting and risks. In terms 
of political and economic integration, Europe is unlikely to make big waves for a 
certain period to come. Who can save the crisis-ridden Europe is still an unanswered 
question. 
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8. Japan: Abe's Long Reign and His Achilles' Heels 
HU Lingyuan 

Director, Center for Japanese Studies, Fudan University 
 
As of the end of 2016, Shinzo Abe has been in power for four years since he got a 
second term as Japan's prime minister. This year, with changes made to the 3-year 
tenure restriction faced by Liberal Democratic Party's presidents, media have 
suggested that the Abe regime may stay in power for a long period of time. 
Meanwhile, the economic and diplomatic shortcomings of his long reign have been 
made more obvious in 2016. All of this was in turn reflected by two elections held this 
year. One is Japan's 24th Upper House election, which took place in July; the other is 
the US presidential election. In particular, the latter has dramatically changed Japan's 
diplomacy and cast a pall over its diplomatic efforts in late 2016 and early 2017. 
 
It's self-evident that Japan's national strategic trajectory, represented by Abe's "long 
reign," is becoming increasingly clear in 2016. And this provides us with a realistic 
framework for analyzing and studying Japan's future and how China should respond 
to it. 
 
"A Turning Point in the Post-War Japanese Political History" 
 
Japan's 24th Upper House election was dubbed "a turning point in the post-war 
Japanese political history," for it has three far-reaching implications. 
 
First, it crossed the threshold on constitutional revisions. When Japanese media 
published the election results at the earliest time possible, they invariably ran big 
headlines that went something like "Constitutional revision camp lands two thirds of 
Upper House seats" and emphasized that this had been a "historical" breakthrough. As 
a symbolic number, "two thirds" garnered the most attention during the Upper House 
election. According to Japanese laws, a quorum of two thirds of MPs in the Upper and 
Lower Houses, namely the Diet, is required to kick start the constitutional revision 
process. And if the "draft revised constitution" was passed by the Diet, it would be put 
up for a public vote. And if it managed to secure the support of more than half of the 
Japanese population, the constitutional revision could be called a success. Japan's 
ruling coalition, consisting of the LDP and Komeito, already controls more than two 
thirds of the Lower House seats, and following the recent Upper House election, the 
ruling coalition, together with other non-LDP and non-Komeito MPs who identify 
with the revision camp, have also met the two-thirds criteria, but only just. It means 
that Japan is technically able to amend the constitution, and constitutional revision is 
now a "real possibility." Yet on the other hand, the coalition members’ stances on 
specific aspects of the revision vary wildly: The LDP, led by Abe, is intent on 
shedding Article 9 from the Pacifist Constitution, or in other words, on eviscerating 
the soul of the Constitution. By contrast, Komeito is fixated on "adding articles," say, 
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those on environmental rights, to the existing constitution rather than amend it. 
Actually, what we need to take special note of is the presence of a few MPs from the 
Democratic Party –– the largest opposition party –– who endorse constitutional 
revision. Against this backdrop, what Abe needs to do is to force Komeito to concede, 
court right-wing politicians from the Democratic Party and rein in wayward LDP MPs 
who are upset by the attempted revision or take a wait-and-see attitude. In the 
meantime, what matters most is to get the people on his side. And the linchpin of 
realizing this –– there has to be a convincing and seemingly righteous rationale –– is 
the "China threat," that Japanese lives and Japan's survival are being threatened by a 
formidable neighbor, and only through constitutional revision can Japan shield itself 
from that threat. The recent Upper House election made Abe better aware that he was 
closer toward the goal of changing the constitution, hence the new vigor in his 
endeavors. 
 
Apart from commencing the constitutional revision process in the Diet, and granting it 
legitimacy, Abe has also exhibited greater audacity in authorizing risky military 
operations. In a deliberate attempt to whip up tensions, its fighter jets once flew 
dangerously close to Chinese military aircraft in the midst of a regular mission to 
patrol the East China Sea. In response to Chinese fishing activity, perfectly legal 
under the agreement signed by both countries, Japan filed numerous high-profile 
protests and on a rare occasion even summoned the Chinese mission in Japan late at 
night to lodge so-called protests. And the extensive, repetitive and sensational reports 
of these "incidents" covered by the Japanese media are meant to dupe the Japanese 
people into believing that armed Chinese vessels are trespassing Japan's sovereign 
waters in the disguise of fishing boats. In a separate incident that constituted a serious 
act of provocation, Japanese military aircraft flying over the Miyako Strait even fired 
decoy flares at Chinese military jets that were conducting a routine exercise in full 
compliance with the international law. All of these moves are aimed at creating 
tensions and military confrontations as well as keeping the Japanese public jittery 
about the "physical" threat from China. The extent to which the Abe regime employed 
this tactic was a notable change in 2016. The idea that this year became the "turning 
point in the post-war Japanese political history" is not unsubstantiated. 
 
Second, the likelihood that the Abe government will rule Japan for a long time has 
increased. The recent Upper House election further consolidated the dominance of 
LDP in Japan's party politics as well as Abe's own status within the ranks of LDP. This 
brought changes for Japanese politics. According to the LDP charter, Abe's term as the 
LDP president ends September 2018. Given the current situation and legal procedures, 
constitutional revisions are largely out of the question during the time in between. As 
such, Abe seeks to change the party rules governing the tenure of LDP presidents. 
Since the recent Upper House election made Abe's position even more secure within 
his own party, the new rule that a LDP president can serve three terms, or nine years, 
was passed without any difficulty. This in theory will extend Abe's tenure until 2021. 
There have been predictions that Abe will call elections at an opportune moment in 
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the coming weeks, and should he win, his tenure could well last through the 2020 
Tokyo Olympic Games. Consequently, the chances of a successful constitutional 
revision will multiply in the intervening years. Meanwhile, as renowned political 
scientist Takashi Mukuriya has pointed out, after a prime minister serves three years, 
his successor usually will step into the public light. But since Abe eyes a long reign, 
he is doing everything he can to sideline Shigeru Ishida, a prime ministerial hopeful 
and strong contender from LDP, while hoping that foreign minister Fumio Kishida 
will not covet the prime ministership. He has also consciously or unconsciously 
cultivated defense minister Tomomi Inada as a rival to Kishida. What Abe wants is a 
firm grip on prime ministership. And the recent election was a huge boon to his efforts 
to reshuffle the cabinet, redistribute power and achieve the desired policy goals. 
 
Still, one remains somewhat skeptical as to whether he can accomplish the goal of 
amending the Article 9 of the Pacifist Constitution during his term. But if his dream of 
a long reign comes true, he will become a figure akin to his grand uncle Eisaku Sato 
and will no doubt pose new risks and serious challenges to Sino-Japanese relations. 
The revival of LDP's dominance, the further decline of opposition parties, the 
"fragmentation" of smaller parties, and especially Abe's status as the sole political 
strongman –– which few forces within his camp or without can undermine or 
counteract ––are as much a tragedy for Japanese politics as a reaction to/effect of 
Japan's turn to the right. To be sure this will have a profound, wide-ranging impact on 
Japan's future trajectory. Memories of the past mistakes are still raw, but a nation that 
lacks introspection for its past is short-sighted and dangerous, and that's exactly the 
Achilles heel of Abe's long reign. 
 
Third, "Abenomics" was given a reserved judgment. Abe's recipe for success in 
winning four consecutive elections, the latest Upper House election included, is 
"Abenomics." As Takashi Mukuriya, professor emeritus of Tokyo University pointed 
out, the centerpiece of "Abenomics" is Abe's continued efforts to remind the public of 
the "dynamics" of his reforms, so much so that they have masked the ineffectiveness 
and glaring flaws thereof. Kenji Yumoto, vice secretary-general of the Japan Research 
Institute, once observed that although "Abenomics" has contributed to a depreciated 
yen and higher stock prices, its short-term effect is starting to peter out. And the most 
important of its three "arrows," namely, growth strategy, has little to offer. At home, 
popular doubts about whether "Abenomics" can lead the Japanese economy out of the 
predicament has actually deepened. But over time, the 2016 Upper House election 
will have a special meaning for "Abenomics." The recent four elections in Japan are a 
positive reflection that the Japanese public has signaled their support for Abe's 
economic pledges by giving him the chance to govern and fulfill them. But if Abe 
fails again to deliver substantially on the pledges, not only the public but also rivals 
within his own party will lose patience. Shigeru Ishida, ex-Minister for Regional 
Revitalization, chose not to join Abe's cabinet after the recent election. This is a sign 
of his readiness to vie for the LDP presidency. Japanese media described the Upper 
House election as a judgment of "Abenomics" and the Abe regime associated with it. 
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The "ruling" rendered was a suspended sentence pending future review and scrutiny, 
which was a very fitting and telling metaphor. This means that the time left for 
"Abenomics" is running out, after all, "theatric" economic measures have approached 
their "grand finale." 
 
The Abe Regime's Diplomatic Myopia 
 
Japanese diplomacy in 2016 was a continuation of the trend begun three years ago: 
full of momentum and energy comparable to "seismic activity." But what remained 
also unchanged was the pervasive angst and the lack of strategic focus and discipline. 
And this can be blamed on several reasons. 
 
Traditionally, Japan has been admired for its dexterity in appeasing stronger nations, 
but actually it is not fearful of antagonizing them. The country put its destiny on the 
line in fighting the first Sino-Japanese War and Russo-Japanese War, which it won 
narrowly. And Japan's warmongers led the country on a suicidal mission regardless of 
the US’s clear superiority before the outbreak of the Pacific War. Echoes of the past 
can still be heard, but when we look at what Abe did over the past four years, we'll see 
that his every maneuver was aimed at containing China. However, Abe found it hard 
to match his actions with the ambitions, whether from a logical or realpolitik 
perspective. As such, his diplomatic efforts inevitably will strike people as being 
short-sighted and antithetical to common sense. During the US presidential election, 
he first blundered by meeting Hillary Clinton, and then hobnobbed with Trump on a 
personal visit once he got elected. This widely scolded move was essentially aimed at 
strengthening the "US-Japan alliance" in standing up to China. Such was Abe’s 
desperation that he gave little thought to common sense. He visited Russia four times 
in exchange for a reciprocal visit by Putin. And this was inspired by an intention to 
contain China by employing an unconventional tactic. This year, Abe invited 
Southeast Asian leaders to visit Japan, trying frantically to get them to participate in 
encircling China. 
 
When ambitions are not matched by actions, one easily falls victim to wishful 
thinking. Duterte’s reversal of the hawkish diplomatic line on China is a perfect 
example of this. Japan helped the Philippines enormously in the South China Sea 
arbitration case, but all its efforts went to naught. Abe saw TPP as a counterweight to 
China, and spared no efforts in fostering the TPP talks. Nonetheless, Trump shelved 
the TPP. The South China Sea arbitration case and TPP had been Abe's two diplomatic 
"trump cards" in 2016. But in effect they both failed miserably. This should prompt 
Abe to reflect deeply on why. 
 
Diplomatic vision is determined by concepts. If the world is seen through the prism of 
Cold War ideology, then narrow-mindedness, bigotry and unnecessary lapses are 
unavoidable. 
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Sino-Japanese Relations: Stalemate and Struggles 
 
Prior to the 2014 APEC summit in Beijing, four consensuses were reached between 
China and Japan, to be followed by a meeting between their leaders. For once frosty 
China-Japan relations seemed to be thawing. But since Abe's doctrine of containing 
China remains unchanged or largely intact, China-Japan ties have been progressing at 
a low level since last year. Trade and investments also declined. But in general the 
fundamentals are good, and we can say that the bilateral ties are currently perking up. 
By contrast, military relations continued to deteriorate, and maritime and air 
communication mechanisms have yet to be established. The possibility of an 
accidental war cannot be ruled out. 
 
The 2016 G20 summit in Hangzhou enabled the two countries' leaders to meet and 
come to an agreement on deepening trade and investment cooperation. However, the 
Sino-Japanese ties in general haven't shown signs of improvement, and the future 
thereof is still shrouded in mystery. 
 
Makoto Iokibe, ex-president of National Defense Academy of Japan, once noted that 
after the Abe cabinet ascended to power for a second time, it was committed to a 
"globe diplomacy," until 2013, when Abe's visit to the Yasukuni Shrine substantially 
changed his diplomatic line. The visit was a lightening bolt of criticisms from China 
and South Korea, which Abe had expected, but what he did not expect was the strong 
reaction from the West. Abe was thus aware that nationalism was a dead-end. He then 
got rid of the right-wing diplomacy and opted instead to set store on interest-centric 
diplomacy. At a time when US power has somewhat declined and Chinese power is 
on the rise, the Pacific was subject to the impact of great-power confrontation and 
coordination between China and the US. Should Japan enter the fray, would it be 
difficult for three nations to devise a roadmap for an Asia-Pacific regional order? The 
history of WWII offers a precedent. Britain acted as a mediator that helped smooth 
relations between the US and Soviet Union. Alas, Japan's economic foundation has 
yet to recover its full strengths. And Abe’s robust diplomacy is shored up by the 
LDP's majority in the Diet. An explanation of this phenomenon is that Abe's 
government is internally concerned about economy. But the effect of Abenomics’ 
third "arrow" has been long in coming. Professor Iokibe expected Japan to serve as a 
"mediator" between China and the US. And he bemoaned the fact that Japan hitherto 
lacks the strong economic foundation to shore up this visionary role. 
 
As a matter of fact, as is known to all, post-war Japanese diplomacy vis-à-vis China is 
traditionally committed to performing a balancing act between the US and China, so 
as to maximize Japan's national interests. But the "positive Pacifist diplomacy" as 
well as "globe diplomacy" –– Abe’s catchphrases –– did not assign Japan the role of a 
“mediator” that contributes to regional peace and prosperity. Just the opposite. Japan’s 
political diplomacy in 2016 was further proof of that. In 2017, we have our 
expectations for Sino-Japanese relations, but never will we nurse any fantasies. 
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9. India’s 'Visionary' Diplomacy and its Practical Limitations 
ZHANG Jiadong, Director of Center for South Asia Studies, Fudan University 

ZHANG Jiegen, Doctor of Center for South Asia Studies, Fudan University 
 
Shortly after Narendra Modi, a strong leader of the Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP), 
became the prime minister of India in 2014, he whipped up a strong "Modi 
whirlwind" at home. Not only that, this whirlwind quickly spread onto the global 
stage. And it reached an apex in the third year of his prime ministership. Inspired by a 
rosy vision of India's rise, Modi came up with the idea of "visionary" diplomacy 
which, with its vibrancy and momentum, has emerged as the mainstream diplomatic 
doctrine in India. However, although the "visionary" diplomacy boosted India's 
profile and visibility globally in a short period of time, and helped to depict Modi as a 
rising international political star, the constraints of India's hard power made it hard for 
visionary diplomacy –– predicated upon overreaching itself strategically –– to punch 
above its weight and achieve the desired goals in reality. 
 
Strong Momentum of Visionary Diplomacy 
 
After concluding a whirlwind tour of 26 countries in 2015, Modi consciously reduced 
the number of his visits in 2016. That, however, did little to decrease the robustness of 
his diplomatic offensive. Instead, his focus was now on the quality rather than the 
quantity of such trips. A hallmark of this charm offensive can be summarized as the 
following three important trends: a greater emphasis on "great power diplomacy," a 
pursuit of an elevated profile in international organizations, and a quest for dominance 
on regional affairs. 
 
To begin with, India vigorously engages in "great power diplomacy" and has started 
to deviate from the nonalignment principles. Traditionally, India's "great power 
diplomacy" stands for two things: a. to designate relations with great powers as the 
focus of India's foreign policy, and to perform a balancing diplomacy between great 
powers so as to maximize its own interests; b. to pursue the great-power status and 
become the most influential country in the region and worldwide. But nowadays, 
India's "great power diplomacy" has evolved from a delicate balancing diplomacy to a 
pro-Western approach. For example, India and the US finalized their 12-year-long 
talks on the Logistics Exchange Memorandum of Agreement (LEMOA). India's 
agreement with Japan on nuclear cooperation has also been signed. Also, in a rupture 
with non-alignment principles, the Indian prime minister was absent from the 
Venezuela summit of the Non-Aligned Movement, which paved the way for it to 
become an important non-NATO ally of the US. 
 
Second, India actively explores  internatioanl influence and has achieved successes 
to some extent. Acquisition of the status of a legitimate nuclear state is an important 
part of India's quest for great power heft. As early as 2008, under US auspices, India 
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was granted the Nuclear Waver status from the Nuclear Supply Group (NSG), which 
enabled it to conduct civilian nuclear trade with other countries. In 2016, India sought 
to become an official NSG member, so as to facilitate its own nuclear energy and 
strategic projects. India's bid to cement its great power status also plays out on a 
multilateral level. After beginning to join the Shanghai Cooperation Organization 
(SCO) in 2015, Prime Minister Modi attended the SCO summit on India's behalf that 
took place in Tashkent in June. And in October, when India hosted the BRICS Summit 
in the city of Goa, it took advantage of the occasion to invite leaders from the Bay of 
Bengal Multi-Sectoral Technical and Economic Cooperation. 
 
Third, an all-around commitment to neighborhood diplomacy, which goes east, west 
and south at the same time. On the eastern approach, Modi visited Vietnam on 
September 3, where he formally honored the country as an important pillar of India's 
"Going east" policy; to the west, the highlight of Modi's diplomatic exploits was his 
trips to Saudi Arabia and Iran and his bid to maintain neutrality between the two 
nations; further south, Modi also visited African nations including Mozambique, 
South Africa, Tanzania and Kenya, hoping that these trips will help assert India's role 
as " net provider of security in the Indian Ocean ." What merits a special mention is 
India's updated "Going east" policy. Apart from continuing to enhance its economic 
and political links with Southeast Asian nations, the policy also stresses the 
importance of cooperation with Southeast Asian and even Northeast Asian countries 
in the area of security. For instance, Modi announced that India will offer Vietnam 
US$500 million in loans to help upgrade the latter's national defense system. It was 
also decided that India will train Vietnamese fighter jet pilots. During his visit to 
Japan, Modi held talks with Japanese prime minister Shinzo Abe on security 
cooperation. At the ASEAN summit, Modi advocated, among other issues, the 
anti-terrorism campaign and freedom of navigation. 
 
The Limits of India's Visionary Diplomacy 
 
India's diplomatic offensive is an outgrowth of its optimistic perception of its growing 
national power and a benign global environment. First, India’s growth rate leads in all 
great powers , and has surpassed China's for the first time in 25 years. The global 
community is again rife with talk of "a booming India and a struggling China." 
Figures released by India's national statistical authority indicate that in the fourth 
quarter of 2015, India's GDP surged 7.3 percent year on year, making it the 
fastest-growing major economy in the world. A Word Bank report issued early this 
year suggested that the subcontinent will emerge as the fastest-growing region in the 
global economic landscape. Among the countries in the region, India's economy was 
forecast to leap 7.8 percent in 2016, which is the fastest expected growth rate seen 
among all major economies around the world. Second, a benign global environment is 
beneficial to India's rise. After the BJP came into power, leading countries competed 
with each other to further their amity with India. This offers India more wriggle room 
in navigating great power politics. In the meantime, India's superiority relative to 
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Pakistan keeps expanding, blessing it with more strategic freedoms. Third, India's 
yearning for national rejuvenation and the can-do spirit of its elite citizens predispose 
the country to fall under the spell of a rosy vision and overreach itself strategically. 
 
Nonetheless, while visionary diplomacy is a speedy solution to elevate one's position 
and increase global gains, India will inevitably have to grapple with the imbalance 
between strategic goals and strategic means in the long run. Sometimes, such 
diplomacy may even land the country in trouble. 
 
First, visionary diplomacy cannot compensate for the cognitive deficit between the 
world’s perception of India and India’s self-image. India is confident that a bright 
future is ahead and it is destined to be a global power, with a dominant position in 
Southern Asia and the Indian Ocean. And its foreign policy approach is anchored in 
this belief. But in the eyes of the global community, India's bright future isn't assured, 
and it has repeatedly failed to live up to world expectations. Many countries and 
companies choose to invest –– faith or money ––in India's diplomacy and businesses 
in the hope of increasing their presence in India. But they do not dare to bet their 
future on India. A wait-and-see attitude and speculative mood are clearly in evidence. 
These two different images don't tally in the long run. 
 
Second, visionary diplomacy is incompatible with diplomatic norms. Visionary 
diplomacy, in essential, is about trading long-term interests for short-term interests, 
about luring others to invest in India with the promise of long-term benefits. This 
practice contrasts with the diplomatic tenet of exchange of interests. India has 
employed this strategy in its bid to join the NSG and become a permanent member of 
the UN Security Council. Although it did mobilize some countries in a collective 
imagination about India's future, in reality it suffered one setback after another. India 
has tried to compel some countries to support its endeavors by using world opinion to 
its benefit, but this tactic not only failed to achieve the desired results; rather, it 
worsened India's exterior environment, and exposed the fragility of India's hard power. 
Besides, it also ran counter to what visionary diplomacy originally stands for. 
 
Third, visionary diplomacy presupposes a conflict between strategic interests and 
economic interests. India's diplomatic offensive gradually belies its intention of 
harnessing economic diplomacy in service of its economic development. Its limited 
resources will only deplete if it were to go on a multi-pronged campaign. And the 
strategy also drew flak at home. This, in turn, prompted the Indian government to 
become result-driven in its diplomatic outlook. And the diplomatic offensive also got 
an extra boost. As a result, Indian diplomacy becomes less flexible, which does not 
suit its current interests. 
 
Fourth, visionary diplomacy is not conducive to India's relationship with its neighbors. 
Modi meant to give priority to neighborhood diplomacy, and has taken steps to at 
least momentarily improve India's ties with its neighbors. But over time, with the 
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self-aggrandizement of India's neighborhood diplomacy, smaller countries on its 
periphery are increasingly resentful of India's diplomatic offensive. As things stand, 
India is doing all it can to sideline Pakistan. This may work in the short term in 
isolating Pakistan, but in the long run it will only jeopardize the strategic stability on 
the subcontinent. Nor does it do India's great power strategy any good. 
 
China-India Relations amid India's Visionary Diplomacy 
 
Buoyed by confidence in its own clout and optimistic expectation for its ascent, India 
perceives China, also a rising and much stronger nation, as a main adversary and 
potential threat. This strategic mindset has galvanized India to be tough on China. 
And its tendency to hedge against China is markedly clearer. In 2016, traditional 
topics about bilateral ties were supplanted by regional and global issues, which 
became a new source of conflict between China and India. Among the new flashpoints 
in China-India ties are their differences within the NSG and the India-US-Japan 
triangle. 
 
On the bilateral level, Sino-Indian relations are on a steady upsurge. In 2016, 
people-to-people contact increased, talks between leaders were institutionalized, 
military exchange grew apace, border control was effective, trade grew in volume and 
China invested more in India. As such, as far as the fundamentals are concerned, 
China-India relationship is stable and slightly better than before. But in terms of 
popular feelings, the relationship has appreciably "gone into reverse." The main 
explanation is that the two sides' expectations are too high. The problem lies less with 
China than with India, which demanded more of China and offered little in return. 
This lack of reciprocity resulted in the divergence of public opinions held about each 
other. India's efforts to force China to endorse its quest for the NSG and the UN 
Security Council failed utterly. This strong-arm tactic to a certain extent poisoned the 
atmosphere surrounding China-India relations. Now, there are voices in India calling 
for China to accept the "One India" principle, which suggests that India may 
challenge the "One China" principle. 
 
On the regional level, India's diplomatic offensive in South Asia has put it on a 
collision course with China's policy towards the region. China-Pakistan relations 
always touch a sensitive Indian nerve. Thanks to the adjustment of China's South 
Asian policy years ago, Indians' sensitivity waned a little. But with the appearance of 
the China-Pakistan Economic Corridor and the faster speed of its construction, India's 
security concerns are once again heightened. Terrorism is also a significant issue on 
the bilateral agenda. India and China disagree on the list of UN-designated terror 
outfits. And the positive response of Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, Nepal and other Southern 
Asian countries to China's "One Belt One Road" initiative has provided an impetus to 
their relations with China. This is in conflict with India's attempt to control smaller 
nations in the region. 
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On the global level, India is watering down its non-alignment diplomatic tradition, 
and cozying up to the courtship of the US, Japan and other Western nations. In the 
early days since Modi took office, he told India's diplomatic authority to forget about 
the non-alignment concept. And at the 2016 Venezuela summit of the Non-Aligned 
Movement, Indian leaders were absent for the first time in 40 years. This absence is 
an even more poignant reminder of India's ongoing strategic readjustment. As China 
and India rise  simultaneously, the chances of their encounters on a global stage will 
increase, and so will the complexity and importance of their relations. 
 
Yet India will have to return to reality on its relationship with China. Indian leaders 
recently are poised to mention "Asian Century," indicating that they were not willing 
to jump into the arms of the West. Cooperation with China has actually carried more 
weight for India. Under the shadow of "de-globalization," Indian economy faces 
greater pressure, while the importance of a joint Sino-Indian push for globalization 
looms large. China and India have shared interests in issues ranging from climate 
change and clean energy to human rights and maritime security. Therefore, although 
India's visionary diplomacy has spelled some uncertainty for its ties with China, the 
bilateral relations are still on a solid footing and have room for improvement in the 
future. 
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10. The Korean Peninsula: a Flashpoint in the Global Political Shift 
ZHENG Jiyong 

Director, Center for Korean Studies, Fudan University 
 

In 2016, the situation on the Korean Peninsula underwent two structural shifts. First, 
the makeover of North Korean institutions. The DPRK political system experienced a 
transition from the rule of Kim Jung-il to that of Kim Jung-un. And many aspects of 
the system, including its modus operandi and established patterns of behavior, also 
went through revolutionary changes. Pyongyang also replaced the non-nuclear 
multilateral negotiation system that came into being in 1993 with the nuclear 
breakthrough-confrontation system in 2012, when Kim Jung-un took over as the 
DPRK's supreme leader. Second, the South Korean system also changed dramatically 
–– it went from the 1987 system to the 2017 system. Starting with the iconic "Choi 
Soon-sil scandal," the Republic of Korea (ROK) withdrew from the delicate balancing 
act between the US and China that once held sway in the beginning of Park 
Geun-hye's presidency. Instead, Seoul has reverted to aligning itself with the US, and 
altercated fiercely with China on the deployment of the THAAD system and Japanese 
and South Korean military intelligence protection agreement. 
 
South Korea in the Midst of "Candlelight Revolution" 
 
The most dramatic of all changes on the peninsula in 2016 unfolded in South Korea. 
The country, which has long fared swimmingly on global stage, was plunged into a 
series of scandals that baffled the Korean public. These scandals, including the "Choi 
Soon-sil scandal" and the "Viagra pills scandal," were first triggered by the "Chung 
Yoo-ra scandal" that shook up the Ewha Womans University. Angry crowds staged 
numerous massive rallies in front of the Gwanghwamun and elsewhere across the 
country. These protests eventually led to the impeachment of President Park Geun-hye, 
which suspended her presidential powers and set the constitutional process in motion. 
For Koreans involved in the "Candlelight Revolution," their mood swung from 
"angry" and "uneasy" to "perplex" and "confused." 
 
A probe into the underlying causes of the popular revolt reveals three things: first, 
Park Geun-hye disregarded the dignity of citizens and misused the public power 
vested in her. She willfully allowed her confidante Choi to interfere with state affairs, 
which deeply upset the South Korean society. This is why Park was deserted by her 
allies and supporters. Second, the power of the popular will. In the face of massive 
demonstrations staged by citizens, Park was initially nonochalant, and tried to muddle 
through the crisis through stonewalling and procrastination. Nevertheless, the 
onslaught of popular protests that closed in on the Cheongwadae Blue House, the 
presidential residence, forced the usually stubborn Park to back down and accept the 
reality. In particular, popular protests that broke out in Taegu, her birthplace, and the 
Gyeongsang area dealt a severe blow to the Park Geun-hye administration. Third, the 
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sluggish South Korean economy and a bigger rich-poor gap provided the dynamics of 
the revolt. The country's socioeconomic conditions, which are constantly on a slippery 
slope, contribute to a chasm between the haves and have-nots. Unemployment is high. 
The economy is on the verge of bankruptcy. And the country's forecast growth is 
below 2 percent, sounding the alarm that a financial crisis is imminent. In response, 
the average South Koreans felt being left behind economically, and they shared a 
sense of despair about the economic prospect. By contrast, the percentage of wealth 
concentrated in the hands of big consortiums, or chaebols in Korean, as a share of the 
national affluence is ever higher, and their status is increasingly exalted. The "Choi 
Soon-sil scandal" actually afforded us a glimpse into the attempt of chaebols like 
Samsung to dominate the country's development. The nexus between chaebols and 
politicians has emerged as a scourge of South Korea's development. 
 
With ratification of Park's impeachment, South Korean politics have shown signs of 
full-blown splits and mergers. On the one hand, in the wake of the devastating "Choi 
Soon-sil scandal," the New National Party, of which Park used to be the chief, was 
still in the possession of pro-Park factions. This fact left many party members 
disillusioned and demoralized. PMs belonging to the New National Party were in a 
bind: If they do not leave the fold, their affiliations become a political liability, but 
self-dismissal from the party will mean loss of the PM privileges. Worse, their 
political life may be cut short. In the meantime, the disciplinary commission of the 
New National Party announced that it will punish Park Geun-hye in accordance with 
party rules. And PMs who do not belong to the pro-Park faction named eight key 
pro-Park members, demanding their expulsion from the party. In response, the 
pro-Park faction was defiant, and founded "Reform and United Conservative 
Coalition" on December 13 under the slogan of opposing "political back-stabbing and 
divisive behavior." They also formed a party within the party, called "Old Party 
Coalition." These steps directly undermined the foundation of the already tottering 
New National Party. On the other hand, after dust settled on the impeachment 
proceedings, fissures have begun to appear within the "over-sized" opposition that 
was brought together by the common push for Park's impeachment. Basking in the 
afterglow of the impeachment's success, the Minjoo Party of Korea "forced" the 
People's Party to compromise on merging with other opposition parties. It even 
proposed to join hands with the New National Party, only to be flatly rejected by the 
People's Party. 
 
Due to the inherent flaws of legal procedures, whether the impeachment will be 
ratified in the Constitutional Court of Korea is still an open question. Although the 
impeachment was widely tipped to be approved by the court, Park didn't give up. She 
not only denied the allegations brought against her, but also tried to cling to her 
position amid the time-consuming legal proceedings. After the impeachment wound 
its way through the Parliament, the heat was turned up on the Constitutional Court. 
Under the current political situation, the passage of the impeachment will be solely 
decided by the groundswell of popular will. And in the face of raging protests, the 
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court faces immense pressure. A ruling on the impeachment will likely come earlier 
than expected. But if the court cannot rule decisively or if proceedings drag on, 
violence or political conflicts are highly likely to afflict South Korean politics. This 
will profoundly change the future of the country's political landscape. 
 
It is predictable that South Korean politics will soon be entering a "post-Park" era, 
and pre-campaign politicking will unfold earlier than expected. As things stand, since 
the "pro-Park" faction again was elected into the Parliament, a schism within the New 
National Party is within sight. This will create more chaos for the selection of a 
presidential candidate through its ranks. Whether the internal rift can heal within the 
party and if so, how to dispose of Park Geun-hye, apparently a "liability," and how to 
field a suitable presidential candidate capable of bringing the conservatives together, 
these are all important questions for the conservatives to answer. 
 
For the opposition, problems are even more myriad. The biggest one is that the social 
movement against Park has not translated into higher approval of the opposition such 
as the Minjoo Party. As the 2017 general election draws near, apart from Moon Jae-In, 
ex-chief of the Minjoo Party, and Ahn Cheol-soo, ex-boss of the People's Party, every 
political party has its own "political careerists" intent on taking advantage of the 
tumultuous times. Many political bigwigs are biding their time. For example, Lee 
Jae-myung, mayor of Seongnam, has attracted a large following of youngsters with 
his blunt language and social media stunts on Facebook, and has since been dubbed 
"South Korea's Trump." His approval ratings have been surging. But exactly how long 
this kind of "dark horse" phenomenon can last is also a topic of wide speculation. 
What's more, the internecine conflicts and infighting, public or not, among the 
opposition will no doubt spell more uncertainty for South Korean politics in the 
future. 
 
DPRK under "Nuclear Revolution" 
 
Compared to the political chaos in South Korea, the year 2016 was a year of 
"victories" for North Korea. Five years into Kim Jung-un's reign, the 7th Congress of 
the ruling Labor Party was held. The meeting was a reckoning of what Kim had 
achieved after his ascendancy to the presidency of DPRK. And new internal and 
external policy orientations are also laid out at the conclave. Among its results were 
also a series of movement-style campaigns such as the "200 day-campaign." On top of 
all these, the DPRK also carried out two nuclear tests which it claimed to be 
"hydrogen bomb" tests, in addition to dozens of missile tests. These escapades have 
been met with the toughest UN sanction ever to be imposed on the country. North 
Korea's domestic and foreign environment was changed as a result. 
 
On May 10, 2016, the Labor Party convened its 7th Congress, where Kim Jung-un's 
statecraft was given a new interpretation, that is, politically, the country should adhere 
to the spiritual legacy of Kim Il-sung and Kim Jung-il; maintain the Labor Party's 
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monopolistic grip on power and uphold a "DPRK-style" socialist cause; 
diplomatically, it means that an independent, peaceful, and amicable doctrine will be 
adopted with respect to foreign policy and national reunification issues. Under this 
strategy, the country's political line also went through a pivotal shift. In political terms, 
the slogan "economy goes hand in hand with national defense" has been replaced by 
"economy goes hand in hand with nuclear ambitions." In military terms, "strategic 
defense" has given way to "strategic stand-off," and in social terms, suffocating 
restrictions will be reduced to "proactive" opening-up in a limited scope. In economic 
terms, strictly regulated businesses and co-operative farms will be granted the right to 
expand in all respects. In pressing ahead with these reforms, the DPRK emphasized 
that they represented what the North Korean people have been dreaming about: that 
their country rebuilds itself into a strong nation atop "Mount Paektu." And the great 
power status in military affairs and political thought is the basis for further quest for a 
technological, economic and civilizational power status. 
 
In line with the targets outlined by the 7th Congress, the DPRK conducted two 
nuclear tests in 2016 that shocked the world. These tests revealed for the first time the 
long way the country has come in building a thermal-nuclear, compact and 
multiple-warhead nuclear arsenal, which directly altered the balance of power on the 
peninsula. 
 
According to analyses, North Korea has completed the first step of nuclear fusion 
reaction. Relevant technologies were applied in its fourth and fifth nuclear tests. But 
the TNT equivalent of the nuclear blasts indicated that acquisition of real controllable 
thermal-nuclear weapons is still a long way off. But judging by a series of data and 
photos released since 2016, the DPRK has crossed the threshold in the know-how and 
essential technologies in making a small-sized nuclear bomb. The warheads carried by 
missiles like "NoDong," "Taepodong" and "Hwasong" already outweigh the missiles 
per se. However, the country still has plenty of technological hurdles to overcome and 
bottlenecks to break in real-time control, precision, remote-controlled explosion and 
so on. North Korea is making fast progress in line with its serialized, varied and 
layered development goals about missile technologies. The country has already 
acquired full capacity to fire land-based nuclear missiles and certain capacity to fire 
sea-based nuclear missiles. This is a testament to the ability of its nuclear arsenal to 
survive a first strike. North Korea also has achieved temporary breakthroughs in 
long-range missiles and hydrogen bombs (nuclear fusion reaction), which equipped it 
with a credible deterrent and the bargaining power in talks. That said, this doesn't 
suffice to forge a real systemic nuclear deterrence capability. 
 
North Korea itself is convinced that a nuclear arsenal will essentially rule out the 
possibility of a war and preserve peace on the peninsula. The security and peace in 
Northeast Asia will have to be maintained by Northeast Asian nations themselves. For 
half a century, the US intimidated the DPRK with naked threats of nuclear strikes, 
forcing the latter to acquire its own nuclear weapons for self-defense. The DPRK 
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claimed that only when global military balance of power is at work can wars be 
staved off. A nuclear-armed North Korea will be "vital" to keeping peace and stability 
in Northeast Asia, and it will help ensure the balance of power on the peninsula. If 
North Korea abandoned its nukes, the balance of power will be tilted and wars will 
ensue. The 7th Congress of the Labor Party was a reaffirmation that the DPRK will 
not budge in its strategy of "economy plus nuclear development" unless the US drops 
its nuclear threat against the country. 
 
Politics on the Peninsula amid Diplomatic Upheavals 
 
Small as the Korean Peninsula is, it is a shared headache of great powers in the world. 
With a spate of nuclear tests and political mayhem in South Korea in 2016, turbulence 
and tensions are unavoidable on the peninsula. 
 
In 2016, South Korea adopted strong-arm tactics in exaggerating its security dilemma 
for the sake of more diplomatic freedoms. Following massive military exercises, 
Seoul announced the deployment of the THAAD system in July, to be followed by 
reconciliation with Japan on the "comfort women" issue. In November, it signed the 
intelligence protection agreement with Japan. Since the fourth North Korean nuclear 
test in early 2016, Seoul has adopted a heavy-handed attitude toward Pyongyang, 
aimed directly at weakening the regime's survival and stability in the global 
community. On February 10, it announced a suspension of all economic exchange 
with the North, shut down the Kaesong Industrial Park, and intensified its 
encirclement of the DPRK internationally. Seoul also successfully persuaded the 
North Korean ambassador to Britain to defect to the South. North Korea, however, 
dug in its heels and closed all channels of dialogue with Seoul. In the thereafter, South 
Korea also stepped up its sanctions on Pyongyang after the UN Security Council 
passed Resolution 2321. It also added a few more Chinese companies to the blacklist 
after imposing sanctions on Chinese tourist agencies in the business of organizing 
trips to North Korea. Nonetheless, with Park Geun-hye impeached and relieved of all 
her presidential duties, and with Trump's election as US president and China's 
countermeasures getting more forceful, South Korea's "confrontational diplomacy" 
has been called into question. The opposition are calling for the annulment of all the 
abovementioned agreements, which in their view do not reflect the popular will. As 
expected, South Korean politics will again be mired in upheavals. 
 
At present, Sino-South Korean ties are at a crossroads. Prior to the outbreak of the 
"Choi Soon-sil scandal," a large portion of South Korean citizens were bemused by 
the Park Geun-hye administration's "dramatic reversal" on its China policy. But after 
the impeachment of Park was ratified by the Parliament, the South Korean military 
has accelerated the deployment of THAAD, and requested that a detailed plan be 
worked out by January 2017 and initial deployment be completed before April-May 
2017. South Korean society is deeply worried about the deployment of THAAD. The 
country is now in dire economic straits, and there has been a shared concern that its 
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embattled economy will be dealt a further blow after THAAD is deployed and 
rumored Chinese retaliation becomes a reality. As such, the opposition, the public and 
government officials are all left pondering the fallout from the deployment of 
THAAD. The decision itself is a dirty case of pork-barrel politics. It reflects neither a 
social consensus nor a political compromise. And it can do little to protect South 
Korea. Aside from causing trouble with China, what else has it brought South Korea? 
 
Compared to South Korea, North Korea's diplomacy has exhibited different 
characteristics in 2016. It was decided at the 7th Congress of the Labor Party that 
Pyongyang's political orientation and doctrine should stay unchanged, that its foreign 
policy ought to be anchored in the spirit of "Juche" and armed with flexibility. 
Therefore, exploitation of the changing global situation and the limited diplomatic 
space at its disposal has enabled the relatively weak DPRK to at times prevail over 
established great powers, and in this process all kinds of bottom lines were broken to 
provide time and space for it to develop its nuclear arsenal. Yet after the fourth and 
fifth nuclear tests led to the UN Security Council Resolutions 2270 and 2321, 
international sanctions were intensified on North Korea. In addition, Seoul and 
Washington tried to strangle the DPRK's diplomatic and trade links with the outside 
world, which estranged the country from its partners in Africa and Southeast Asia or 
even cut off their relations. North Korean diplomacy is in a limbo, and "breakout 
diplomacy" became an imperative in 2016. 
 
After the deployment of THAAD stirred a furor, North Korea believed that a schism 
had appeared in Sino-South Korean and Sino-US relations. And it was of the opinion 
that Pyongyang's action was at least "helping China," and thus went ahead with the 
fifth test, meant to further driving a wedge in Sino-South Korean and Sino-US ties. 
Meanwhile, since the South Korea and the US are also in a power transition, strategic 
great-power rivalry is on the rise in global politics and economy. Add to that the 
multiplying effect of domestic and global political shocks, and North Korea is led to 
think that a rare window of opportunity has emerged for it to exploit a tactful "foray" 
or "adventure" regarding the nuclear issue. 
 
Moreover, the relationship with the US is always at the heart of North Korean 
diplomacy. But due to the US's hard-line stance, Pyongyang was driven into the arms 
of China, with the latter serving as one of its few links to the outside world. As such, 
leveraging China as the springboard and opting for a trade and diplomatic "breakout" 
becomes the DPRK's only choice. The country is highly sensitive to Chinese policies. 
On the one hand, it is grateful for Chinese aid, hopeful that China can stand for it in 
the world, and wishes that humanitarian aid could be delinked with denuclearization 
efforts. On the other, it is furious at China for voting in favor of the UN sanctions. 
North Korea even believed that China's proposal of the denuclearization of the 
peninsula and the replacement of the armistice agreement with a peace treaty, as well 
as the statement of Three Nos –– "no nukes, no wars and no chaos" –– were intended 
to satisfying its own strategic interests, yet do not suit the DPRK's ultimate interests. 
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In effect, the country is consistently hopeful that the US will end its hostility toward 
North Korea, and longs to engage the US. As for DPRK-US relations, it is North 
Korea that is showing, rather perversely, more "tolerance and patience." After Trump 
was elected US president, North Korea vigorously held talks with the US at all levels 
in Malaysia, Switzerland and Sweden. These overtures bespoke the DPRK's 
willingness and desire to improve ties with the US. 
 
Also, the "Choi Soon-sil scandal" has left a lull in the Northeast Asian segment of the 
South Korean diplomacy, thus creating the time needed for North Korea to continue 
its diplomatic gambit. North Korea is actively exploring new diplomatic frontiers in 
Southeast Asia and Africa, and trying to recover the diplomatic ground lost to South 
Korea's "throttle diplomacy" and two UN Security Council resolutions. 
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11. Middle East: Another Year of Crises and Opportunities 
LIU Zhongmin 

Professor, the Middle East Studies Institute, Shanghai International Studies University 
 

The situation in the Middle East in 2016 was a continuation of the transition and 
instability that has lasted for a long time since Arab Spring. On the one hand, 
instability in the Middle East continues to deepen, spread and spill over, and a salient 
feature of this is as follows: Saudi Arabia broke off relations with Iran; the US and 
Russia got tangled in a greater game of competition for supremacy; Turkey foiled a 
coup; The Islamic State (IS) carried out several massive terrorist attacks in Europe 
and Middle East; progress is slow on the campaign against the IS; the political 
settlement of the Syrian crisis got bogged down in a stalemate; the Kurdish problem 
escalated; oil prices continued to be flat; and transition of Middle Eastern countries 
encountered great difficulty. On the other hand, there emerged a glimmer of hope for 
order and normalcy to return to the perennially volatile Middle East. On a regional 
level, although major powers within and outside of the region are involved in an 
ever-intense rivalry, there is a growing consensus on the need for a political 
resettlement of flashpoints such as the Syrian crisis, for a joint response to terrorism 
and refugee crisis, and for more concerted global efforts in combating the IS. And 
from a national standpoint, the transition of Middle Eastern countries is still a 
laborious process. Yet the popular desire for order and development, and the distaste 
for chaos and unrest are widely shared by nations and peoples in the region. 
 
US-Russian Rivalry Gets More Intense, but Not to the Point of a Full-Blown 
Confrontation 
 
From the global strategic perspective, the fundamental reason that instability 
continued to roil the Middle East in 2016 is that the US and Russia adjusted their 
respective Middle East strategies, and that the two nations were mired in a 
complicated geopolitical "great game." Nonetheless, their rivalry is limited in scope, 
and competition and cooperation will co-exist. A large-scale, full-blown confrontation 
is out of the question. 
 
General retrenchment and controllable leadership are the two basic features of the 
US's Middle East strategy, and this essentially explains why the US relaxed its Syria 
policy, improved ties with Iran and desisted from wholeheartedly committing itself to 
the fight against the IS. While the US was relatively on the retreat, Russia, however, 
trying to prop up the Assad regime with military strikes on the IS. It also got more 
deeply involved in Middle Eastern affairs by attaching more importance to its 
strategic relationship with Iran and Egypt. Meanwhile, it also designated the Middle 
East as the main battlefield for its embattled diplomacy in the wake of the Ukrainian 
crisis. The divergence in US and Russian strategic stances, together with their 
conflicts surrounding Syria, the fight against the IS, and tussle for regional power, 
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will make regional flashpoints and the evolution of regional forces all the more 
complicated. And the Middle East risks becoming an important part of what 
Medvedev calls the "New Cold War." 
 
But we must also see that Russia's increased strategic input in the Middle East 
represents a form of limited involvement on the basis of partial interests. Russia does 
not yet have the power and will to go for a head-to-head struggle with the US and 
Europe over Middle East. As such, the "great game" between the US and Russia in 
this region will be limited and controlled. The two sides still have room for 
cooperation and horse-trading on the Syrian crisis and the crusade against the IS. 
They are not headed for a full-blown confrontation. The status quo of the US-Russian 
ties in 2016 indicated that the two sides had frequently interacted with each other in 
dealing with the Syrian crisis and in fighting the IS together. They even reached an 
armistice that led to a ceasefire in Syria in September 2016, which signaled the 
readiness on both sides for collaboration. But before long, the truce was broken due to 
a serious conflict of opinions. Consequently, the two nations vetoed each other's 
motions filed in the UN Security Council. The French and Spanish draft UN 
resolution on Syria failed to be ratified, and the same fate befell the resolution 
proposed by Russia. This alone spoke volumes about the depths of differences. Given 
future trends, the political settlement of the Syrian conflict, fight on the IS, as well as 
courting of regional powers will pit Russia against the US, but the two countries will 
conduct limited collaboration with respect to regional flashpoints. 
 
Regional Imbalance of Power Persists, but No Single Power Can Come Out on 
Top 
 
In terms of regional situation, the current volatility in the Middle East can be chiefly 
blamed, among other things, on the regional upheaval, the US's overhaul of its Middle 
East policy, and the rise of the IS. These factors have made it extremely difficult to 
reconstruct a regional order, and thus a stable balance of power remains so far elusive. 
In 2016, the situation in the Middle East became even more imbalanced, as clearly 
evidenced by the steady deterioration of Turkey and Saudi Arabia's strategic 
environment. Their great-power aspirations were thwarted by a succession of internal 
and external woes. 
 
To begin with, the confrontation between the Saudi-centric and Iran-centric camps 
along geopolitical, ethnic and sectarian lines has increasingly hardened into an 
established pattern. However, their stand-off is more a competition between proxies 
than a heads-on collision. Over the past few years, Saudi Arabia and Iran have sparred 
through their proxies over Bahrain, Syria, Iraq and Yemen. In early 2016, the breakoff 
of the Saudi-Iranian diplomatic ties brought their rivalry out into the open and split 
them into two camps. Their clash is not restricted to mere sectarian divisions. Instead, 
it is about much more. Geopolitically, it means the conflicts arising from their 
competition for regional dominance; ethnically, it refers to the bad blood between the 
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Arabs and Persians; and in sectarian terms, it is about the hostility between Sunnis 
and Shites. A "new normal" has taken hold whereby the two countries are locked in an 
endless stream of spats yet do not choose to go to war with each other. Middle Eastern 
countries are gradually divided into the Saudi camp, the Iranian camp and neutral 
camp. And it's increasingly clear that Iran, devoid of the sanctions, is in ascent. Yet 
it'll be hard for it to wriggle out of the predicament caused by long-term sanctions 
anytime soon. By contrast, Saudi Arabia, despite its major power status, has been 
plunged into serious strategic angst owing to Iran's rise, flat oil prices, the diplomatic 
conundrum and the decline of Saudi-US alliance. 
 
Second, Turkey's quest for great power status, regional dominance and a solution to 
the Kurdish problem at home has galvanized it to overreach itself. Yet somehow its 
ambitions suffered a severe setback in 2016. During recent years, Turkey's ties with 
Israel soured due to its stance on the Israel-Palestine conflicts; it stood up to Iran 
during the Syrian crisis; it got into an altercation with Egyptian president General Sisi 
over how to treat Muslim Brotherhood; and it sparred with Iraq and Syria on the issue 
of how to handle Kurdish insurgency; and it wrangled with Russia on the Syrian crisis 
and the fight against IS. And it even vied with Saudi Arabia for the dominance of 
Sunnis and the ability to lead the Islamic world. Its role was for the most part negative. 
In 2016, buffeted by the attempted coup, Kurdish insurgency and frequent terrorist 
attacks, and with the "Arab Spring" long past its heyday, Turkish diplomacy tends to 
tread with discretion and restraint.  
 
Finally, traditional regional powers are undergoing a power reshuffle, and this process 
is far from complete. Egypt and Israel, despite their heft, can only have a minimal 
impact. If we compare notes between Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Iran, Turkey and Israel–
—five of the region’s powerhouses –—we'll find that apart from Iran, Saudi Arabia 
and Turkey, Egypt now has a greatly diminished profile amid domestic unrest and 
economic misery. Despite the odds stacked against him, General Sisi is seeking to 
revive Egypt as a regional power. And the pillars underpinning this status are still 
there. And for Israel, its security has considerably improved; its economic and 
technological clout makes it a peculiarly stable country among the five Middle 
Eastern powerhouses. But apart from adopting an even more doggedly conservative 
line on the Palestine-Israel conflict, Israel has neither the conditions or nor the 
capacity to call the shots in regional affairs. 
 
All in all, under the current situation, the disadvantages of major powers are 
increasingly manifest. No party is able to call the shots in regional affairs. The 
positive aspect of this state of affairs is that every country's foreign strategy tends to 
be more discreet, which is conducive to the political settlement of regional flashpoints. 
On the downside, however, continued imbalance of power in the region will 
exacerbate disorder and seriously jeopardize regional security and stability. 
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Middle Eastern Countries' Transition Proceeds Laboriously, but Development 
and Stability Have Been the Order of The Day 
 
Generally speaking, Middle Eastern countries fall roughly into three categories: 
Firstly, countries to which order has been restored, such as Egypt and Tunisia. Their 
overall situation is changing for the better but one cannot be too upbeat about their 
future. These countries have largely only managed to preserve stability, and are still in 
painful search of a development path suited to their conditions. Secondly, countries 
that have been infested by unrests and are still in the midst of serious upheavals and 
obstacles to national rebuilding, such as Syria, Yemen, Libya and Iraq. Thirdly, a 
majority of the Middle Eastern countries facing the transitional pressure. These 
nations are invariably implementing political and economic reforms, hoping to solve 
long-standing problems and bolster national governance capability. 
 
The above-mentioned three types of countries all face heavy transitional pressure. The 
main task of countries that have restored order is to explore a viable development path 
and model. And those engulfed by serious unrests will have to make the restoration of 
order their top priority, and the central task of countries facing transitional pressure is 
to alleviate and address social conflicts through reforms, as well as prevent a 
repetition of the "Arab Spring." The first two types of countries were still trapped in 
an imbroglio of transition and upheavals, and no breakthrough is within sight; and 
there are two notable things about countries facing transitional pressure, which are as 
follows. First, Arab countries in the Persian Gulf are trying hard to advance their 
economic transition; second, the foiled coup in Turkey exposed profound pressure the 
country was facing. Yet on a regional level, the desire for order, stability and 
development and the distaste for chaos have become a widely shared vision of 
countries and peoples in the region. 
 
First, members of the Gulf Cooperation Council, led by Saudi Arabia, or traditional 
energy suppliers, are exploring the possibility to transform themselves. They seek to 
get rid of the grossly screwed economic structure by means of medium- and long-term 
economic planning. In 2016, Saudi Arabia proposed "Vision 2030," United Arab 
Emirates (UAE) devised "Strategic Plan 2021," Qatar also came up with a document 
called "National Vision 2030." All these development programs are meant to wean 
these countries off their dependency on oil and achieve pluralistic economic 
development. Nonetheless, the effect of these endeavors remains to be seen. 
 
Second, the attempted coup in Turkey hinted at deep-seated conflicts and crises in the 
country. The year 2016 was eventful for Turkey. Its economy slowed; it was hit by a 
number of terrorist attacks; Erdogan fought for a stronger presidential system; the 
country continued to languish in a diplomatic limbo; and finally came the foiled coup. 
All these events suggest that the stability and prosperity under the AKP's rule 
spanning more than 10 years are finally coming to an end. Currently, Turkey's 
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transition is marred primarily with conflicts between secularization and religion, state 
and society, authoritarianism and democracy, military and government, ethnicity and 
religion, and nationhood and ethnicity. A new era has dawned for Turkey's politics, 
economy and social development, an era of sweeping overhauls and transformation, 
and chances are that the country may even descend into a dual dilemma of recession 
and instability. 
 
Finally, following the protracted instability that afflicted the Middle East after the 
revolutionary regime changes, development and stability have been the common goal 
of countries and peoples in the region. In particular, the hankering for order and peace 
among Arab countries is even stronger. Polls indicated that due to prolonged political 
unrests, the proliferation of extremism and terrorism, anemic economy, ordinary 
citizens and intellectual elites in the Arab world have lost confidence in the so-called 
"Arab Spring." Rather, they long for the return of political stability and development 
of the economy. For example, a poll named Arab Opinion Index indicated that the 
proportion of Arabs who hold favorable views about the "Arab Spring" has dropped 
from 61 percent in 2013 to 34 percent in 2015. In 2016, another poll, Arab Youth 
Survey, found that 53 percent of the young Arabs considered stability to be more 
important than democracy, while only 28 percent of the respondents thought 
otherwise. Therefore, the popular desire for peace, order, development and distaste for 
chaos and disorder is increasingly establishing itself as a vision shared by Middle 
Eastern countries and peoples alike. This may be the silver lining for an unrest-ridden 
Middle East. 
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12. The South China Sea: Tensions Ebb, Stability Returns 
QI Huaigao 

Assistant Dean of Institute of International Studies, Fudan University 
 

In 2016, the South China Sea (SCS) row went dramatically from heightened tensions 
to relative stability. The SCS arbitration is a key event led to a complicated situation 
in the region. In the wake of the arbitration, Chinese government and related 
claimants sought to manage their differences through peaceful means, which set the 
stage for a return of stability. In 2017, factors beneficial and detrimental to 
maintaining relative stability in the SCS co-exist, but opportunities outweigh 
challenges. It is in China's best interests to see peace and stability in the SCS. In 2017, 
China ought to take proactive measures to ensure a detente and stability in the SCS, 
while also staying on high alert in case the maritime dispute shakes Chinese domestic 
and foreign policy as a whole. 
 
Tensions Ebbed in South China Sea 
 
Before a verdict was given on the SCS arbitration in July 2016, tensions had shot up 
in an upward spiral. The ASEAN claimants including the Philippines and Vietnam 
appeared forming a latent “united contain-China.” And stakes were higher as the 
"intervention" of some external powers, such as the US, Japan, India and Australia, 
was pitted against China's "anti- intervention" approach.1 China, for its part, adopted 
a raft of countermeasures to defend its sovereign rights in the SCS, such as land 
reclamation, military exercises, diplomatic struggles and publicity campaigns. On July 
12, 2016, the Arbitral Tribunal in the Hague ruled that "there is no legal basis for any 
Chinese historic rights, or sovereign rights and jurisdiction beyond those provided for 
in the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS), in the waters of 
the South China Sea encompassed by the nine-dash line".2 The Chinese government 
immediately countered that "the award is null and void and has no binding force. 
China neither accepts nor recognizes it." And it also reaffirmed that "regarding 
territorial issues and maritime delimitation disputes, China does not accept any means 
of third party dispute settlement or any solution imposed on China."3 
 
Tensions in the SCS reached an apex preceding and following the "award." China has 
employed a multitude of military and diplomatic resources to solidify its territorial 

                                                        
1 Qi Huaigao, “Analysis of the South China Sea Claimants’ China Policies and China’s SCS Strategy,” 
Journal of Boundary and Ocean Studies, Vol. 1, No. 3 (September 2016), pp. 46-49. 
2 Permanent Court of Arbitration, “Award in the Matter of the South China Sea Arbitration (the 
Republic of the Philippines V. the People’s Republic of China)”, 12 July 2016, p. 255, 
https://pca-cpa.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/175/2016/07/PH-CN-20160712-Award.pdf 
3 China's Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “Statement of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People's 
Republic of China on the Award of 12 July 2016 of the Arbitral Tribunal in the South China Sea 
Arbitration Established at the Request of the Republic of the Philippines,” 12 July 2016, 
http://www.fmprc.gov.cn/nanhai/eng/snhwtlcwj_1/t1379492.htm 
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claims, as well as to offset the negative impact of the "award." Thanks to the all-out 
efforts by the Chinese government and civil society, the impact of the SCS arbitration 
was reduced to the minimal level. But whether this ruling can be laid to rest remains 
to be seen. 
 
In September 2016, tensions in the SCS began to subside, and calm and stability had 
since lasted through the year-end of 2016. In September 2016, Chinese Premier Li 
Keqiang attended the ASEAN-related Summits in the Laotian capital of Vientiane. At 
the summits, ASEAN countries watered down their differences with China vis-à-vis 
the maritime dispute, signifying their commitment to deepening cooperation with 
China and to maintaining regional stability. Also in September, Vietnamese Prime 
Minister Nguyễn Xuân Phúc visited China, where he pledged to "properly solve the 
maritime row in a peaceful way." During his meeting with Li Keqiang, the latter also 
vowed to "safeguard maritime stability, manage differences and expand maritime 
cooperation."4 In the wake of the arbitration, the rapprochement in Sino-Philippine 
relations has been an important driver in defusing tensions in the SCS. In October 
2016, Philippine President Rodrigo Duterte paid China a visit, during which the host 
announced that "the visit is illustration that a new leaf has been turned in properly 
managing Sino-Philippine maritime row, with both sides returning to the channel of 
dialogue and communication." 5  Commenting on his meeting with President Xi 
Jinping, Duterte remarked that "today's meeting is historical in that it improved and 
developed our bilateral relations in all respects."6 
 
Factors Beneficial and Detrimental to Maintaining Stability in the SCS 
 
Some factors inclined to arise in 2017 will continue to underpin the steady 
stabilization of the situation in the South China Sea. 
 
First, it has been a consensus shared by the SCS littoral states that "differences should 
be properly managed so as to promote common development." For instance, China 
responded positively to the overture extended by the Philippine Duterte administration. 
And they focused on common development. During Duterte's visit to China, the two 
countries signed US$15 billion investment projects, which would together translate to 
at least two million jobs to the Philippino over the next five years.7 China also 
encouraged tourists to travel in the Philippines, in addition to resuming the import of 

                                                        
4 Xinhua News Agency, “Li Keqiang talks with Vietnamese Prime Minister Nguyễn Xuân Phúc,” 12 
September 2016, http://news.xinhuanet.com/politics/2016-09/12/c_1119554578.htm 
5 Xinhua News Agency, “Vice Foreign Minister Liu Zhenmin: Sino-Philippine Relations fully Restores 
to the Normal Orbit,” 20 October2016, 
http://news.xinhuanet.com/world/2016-10/20/c_1119758464.htm 
6 Xinhua News Agency, “Xi Jinping Talks with Philippine President Duterte,” 20 October2016,  
http://news.xinhuanet.com/world/2016-10/20/c_1119756457.htm 
7 Alexis Romero and Richmond Mercurio, “Philippines, China sign $24-B deals,” Philippine Sta
r, October 22, 2016, http://www.philstar.com/headlines/2016/10/22/1636102/philippines-china-sign-
24-b-deals。 
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tropical fruits from some Philippine businesses.8  
 
Second, guided by a pragmatic mentality, the SCS claimants within ASEAN have 
witnessed the growing clout of China in the region and the relative decline of US 
power. Their policy stance on the maritime dispute generally will be more 
collaborative than confrontational. Although certain claimants will continue to exploit 
the occasion (ASEAN meetings) to discuss the SCS issue, their cooperation with 
China will be given the pride of place. 
 
Third, China's presence in the SCS has been growing to its liking, its ability to defend 
sovereign rights has enormously increased. China has completed the main 
construction work on seven reefs under its control in the Nansha Islands (Spratly 
Islands), which consolidated its de-facto presence in the SCS (see table 1). In 2017, 
China will try to come up with proposals meant to enhance regional security mutual 
trust and encourage joint exploitation of resources on the basis of better control of the 
situation. 
 
Table 1: Land reclamation of China Occupied Seven Reefs in the Spratly Islands 

Name of 
the reefs 

Mischief 
Reef 

(Meiji 
Jiao) 

Subi 
Reef 

(Zhubi 
Jiao) 

Fiery 
Cross 
Reef 

(Yongsh
u Jiao) 

Cuarter
on Reef 
(Huayan
g Jiao) 

Gaven 
Reefs 

(Nanxun 
Jiao) 

Johnson 
Reef 

(Chigua 
Jiao) 

Hughes 
Reef 

(Dongme
n Jiao) 

Acres 
reclaimed 

1,379 976 677 56 34 27 19 

Square 
kilometers 
reclaimed 

5.58  3.95  2.74  0.23  0.14  0.11  0.08 

Date 
22 July 
2016 

24 June 
2016 

21 June 
2016 

24 
January 

2016 

12 
February 

2016 

9 
February 

2016 

7 
February 

2016 
Source: The Asia Maritime Transparency Initiative, https://amti.csis.org/mischief-reef/; 
https://amti.csis.org/subi-reef/; https://amti.csis.org/fiery-cross-reef/; 
https://amti.csis.org/cuarteron-reef/; https://amti.csis.org/gaven-reefs/; 
https://amti.csis.org/johnson-reef/; https://amti.csis.org/hughes-reef/ (retrieved on 14 January 2017) 
 
However, as the Chinese saying goes, "even as the tree craves calm, the wind will not 
abate." Some claimants within the ASEAN and some external powers still will "stir up 
troubles" at the opportune moment, and it is not the yet time to congratulate ourselves 
on finally getting a respite from the row. Hidden, unfavorable factors still exist, and 
they are as follows. 

                                                        
8 CCTV News, “China and the Philippines Sign 13 Cooperation Agreements; Vice Foreign Minister 
Liu Zhenmin Says Sino-Philippine Relations fully Restores,” 20 October2016, 
http://m.news.cctv.com/2016/10/20/ARTI1K5LXLrgO2tQdVZW42dA161020.shtml 
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First, The US and Japan will exploit the SCS dispute to advance their own 
Asia-Pacific strategy. Although the Trump administration might refrain from using the 
term "pivot to Asia," he will stay committed to preserving US supremacy in East Asia 
by bolstering cooperation with its regional allies. The SCS is still of great strategic 
"value" as a component of the US strategy to counterbalance China. The US will 
continue to dispatch ships to patrol in the SCS as well as deploy sophisticated 
weapons in its vicinity. Japan's "intervention" in the maritime row is essentially aimed 
at curtailing China's ability to assert its sovereignty and jurisdiction in this area.9 
Japan's Abe government will continue to "meddle" in the SCS and join the Americans 
in patrolling missions. The two countries are also eager to get Australia and India on 
board to expand their "involvement" in the dispute. 
 
Second, some external powers and ASEAN claimants will not easily abandon the 
“award” of the Arbitral Tribunal, which is an important bargaining chip for them. 
They might again mention or ask China to comply with the "award" at a time as they 
see fit. The "award" has left China's claims to the SCS "fragmented." It also will 
present the country with the challenge of losing its "historic rights" when it works on 
a maritime demarcation line in conjunction with related claimants in the future. 
 
Third, maritime ecological issues might be seized by some external powers as a new 
pretext for their intervention. The Arbitral Tribunal in the Hague found that "China, 
despite its rules on the protection of giant clams, and on the preservation of the coral 
reef environment generally, was fully aware of the practice and has actively tolerated 
it as a means to exploit the living resources of the reefs in the months prior to those 
reefs succumbing to the near permanent destruction brought about by the 
island-building activities."10 In response, the Chinese government contended that 
during the land reclamation work, China has "employed dynamic protective measures 
from beginning to end and take concrete steps to balance construction and ecological 
protection, which ensures the sustainable development of these coral reefs."11 But the 
award of the Arbitral Tribunal might still be "exploited" by some external powers in 
nudging certain SCS littoral states or NGOs to request new arbitrations with the 
International Tribunal for the Law of the Sea (ITLOS) –– all under the guise of 
ecological concerns. 
 
These above-mentioned factors are both positive and negative, yet generally 
opportunities outweigh challenges. The relative peace and calm that has held sway in 
the SCS since September 2016 is likely to last. 

                                                        
9 Yang Guanghai, “Evolution of Japan's South China Sea Policy and Its Implications,” Asia-Pacific 
Security and Maritime Affairs, No. 4 (November 2015), p. 17.  
10 Permanent Court of Arbitration, “Award in the Matter of the South China Sea Arbitration (the 
Republic of the Philippines V. the People’s Republic of China)”, 12 July 2016, p.384, 
https://pca-cpa.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/175/2016/07/PH-CN-20160712-Award.pdf 
11 China's Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “Foreign Ministry Spokesman Hong Lei Held a Regular Press 
Conference on 6 May 2016,” http://www.mfa.gov.cn/nanhai/chn/fyrbt/t1361181.htm 
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A Multi-Pronged Approach is needed to Safeguard A Detente and Stability 
 
At present, the relative stability in the SCS suits China's interests, but in the future 
China still needs to take caution, lest the maritime dispute affect its internal and 
external policies as a whole. In 2017, China is in need of a multi-pronged approach to 
ensure that peace and calm reign supreme in the SCS. 
 
To begin with, when time is ripe for delimitation of maritime boundaries, disputed 
waters should be given the priority over others. The China-Vietnam Joint Declaration, 
issued on November 6, 2015 stipulated that "the two countries will gradually foster 
talks on delimitation work in the waters off the Gulf of Tonkin." As early as 
December 2000, the two countries had signed the "China-Vietnam maritime 
delimitation agreement on territorial sea, the exclusive economic zone and continental 
shelf in the Gulf of Tonkin (Beibuwan)." (Henceforward referred to as "Delimitation 
Agreement of Gulf of Tonkin" for short) This agreement paved the way for drawing 
the maritime demarcation line between Chinese and Vietnamese territorial seas, EEZs 
and continental shelves in the Gulf of Tonkin. It is the first line of its kind for China, 
and thus is of great importance. After nine years of negotiation based on the principle 
of fairness, justice and equality, China and Vietnam chose to exchange interests and 
offer concessions to each other to make the deal happen. This experience is worth the 
while of future generations to study and emulate. 
 
Second, China should actively prod related claimants to jointly exploit offshore oil 
and gas resources in the SCS. As a tentative arrangement, joint exploitation activity 
will help ease tensions between all the parties concerned and increase their mutual 
trust. This in turn will create the ideal conditions –– external environment, public 
opinion and popular will––that are necessary for the eventual settlement of the 
maritime dispute. In October 2013, China and Brunei agreed to endorse the bid of 
their enterprises to conduct joint exploitation activities, including the prospecting for 
and extraction of offshore oil and gas. In a similar vein, the China-Vietnam Joint 
Declaration released in November 2015 mentioned that the two countries will actively 
push for joint exploitation of the seas off the Gulf of Tonkin. Regrettably, until now, 
this has yet to materialize between China and other SCS littoral states. In the future, in 
contemplating joint exploitation, the following five bodies of waters could be 
considered as the potential candidates: the disputed waters off the Gulf of Tonkin 
claimed both by China and Vietnam; the Vanguard Bank (Wan'an Tan) Basin 
contested by China and Vietnam; the Reed Tablemount (Liyue Tan) Basin claimed 
both by China and the Philippines; the James Shoal (Zengmu Ansha) Basin contested 
by China and Malaysia; the Natuna sections of the sea contested by China and 
Indonesia. 
 
Third, China and other claimants should discuss and sign fishery-related law 
enforcement cooperation agreement and ameliorate the mechanisms governing 
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regional fishing activity in the SCS. At the moment the area is immensely over-fished, 
and there's little order to speak of. Fishery disputes have been a flashpoint of the 
maritime row, if improperly handled, they could result in accidental escalation of the 
tensions. China ought to discuss with the parties concerned and sign fishery-related 
law enforcement cooperation agreement, so as to effectively reduce the disputes 
stemming from fishing in the overlapped areas of EEZs. Norms and rules such as 
"swift release mechanism," "construction of an emergency notification system," 
"prevention of use of violence or unnecessary violence," "crackdown on illegal, 
unreported and unregulated fishing activity" should be included in the proposed 
agreement. The difficulty of cooperating on managing fishery in the SCS lies in the 
overlapping of different countries' territorial waters. Interested parties might follow 
the precedent set by China, the Philippines and Vietnam, when the trio signed a " 
Tripartite Agreement for Joint Marine Seismic Undertaking in the Agreement Area in 
the South China Sea" concerning the study and assess the oil resources in an 
agreement area covering about 143,000 square kilometers.12 If a third party is willing 
to be part of the existing bilateral fishery cooperation agreement and commonly 
negotiate a solution to fishery problems, this will provide an impetus to the betterment 
of fishery order in the SCS. 
 
Fourth, China should muster a greater political resolve to reach a "South China Sea 
Code of Conduct" as soon as possible with the ASEAN. Making such a code of 
conduct concerns the interests of SCS littoral states as well as peace and stability in 
the region. Every party has pinned high hopes on formulation of a "South China Sea 
Code of Conduct" (henceforward referred to as the "code"). Right now, there are three 
controversial problems with the "code", and they are related to the use of "force or 
threats to use force"; "action that complicates and enlarges disputes" and 
"self-restraint"; freedom of navigation in disputed waters.13 As the biggest country 
bordering the SCS, China is entitled to be included in the entire process of devising 
the "code." And it can rightfully make its voice heard. Whether the "code" can finally 
be reached depends on the political will and a consensus of cooperation on the SCS 
littoral states. China’s Foreign Ministry has formally stated its intention to finalize 
talks on the draft framework of a "South China Sea Code of Conduct" ahead of the 
middle of 2017.14 The China-ASEAN joint working group has made visible progress 
in consultation at the end of February 2017 and produced the first draft of a Code of 
Conduct framework for the SCS.15 This signaled China's positive political will and 
                                                        
12 In September 2004, in the presence of the leaders of China and the Philippines, China National 
Offshore Oil Corporation (CNOOC) and Philippine National Oil Company (PNOC) signed the 
Agreement for Joint Marine Seismic Undertaking in Certain Areas in the South China Sea. In March 
2005, national oil companies from China, the Philippines and Vietnam signed, with the consent of both 
China and the Philippines, the Tripartite Agreement for Joint Marine Seismic Undertaking in the 
Agreement Area in the South China Sea. 
13 Huang Yao, “The Producing of the South China Sea Code of Conduct: Progress, Challenge and 
Prospect,” Law-Based Society, No. 1 (January 2016), pp. 29-34.  
14 China's Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “Foreign Ministry Spokesman Geng Shuang Held a Regular 
Press Conference on 22 February 2017,” 
http://www.fmprc.gov.cn/web/fyrbt_673021/jzhsl_673025/t1440587.shtml 
15 China's Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “Foreign Minister Wang Yi Meets the Press,” 8 March 2017, 
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established its image as a firm contributor in formulating the rules and norms guiding 
action in the SCS. 
 

                                                                                                                                                               
http://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/zxxx_662805/t1444204.shtml 
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13. Global Cyberspace Governance: Mixed Results 
SHEN Yi 

Deputy Director, Center for Cyber-Security and International Relations Studies, 
Fudan University 

 
In terms of global cyberspace governance and Internet security, the year 2016 has 
been vastly unique and important. 
 
Developments in Global Cyberspace Governance 
 
On a global level, on the one hand, with the emblematic transfer as scheduled of 
IANA (Internet Assigned Numbers Authority) by the National Telecommunications 
and Information Administration (NTIA), the internationalization of global cyberspace 
governance has achieved symbolic progress in 2016. At least in terms of procedures 
this process, which has been a widely shared concern all along, took a great step 
forward; on the other hand, the challenges confronting global cyberspace governance 
have notably increased. Non-state actors and state actors are involved in a complex 
rivalry, which poses a severe challenge to nations' cyber security as well as the 
security, stability, prosperity and development of the entire global system. Among 
other threats, massive data leaks, new types of cyber crime targeted at major financial 
institutions and DDoS (Distributed Denial of Service) attacks enabled by the Internet 
of Things, have all posed new challenges to more effective global governance meant 
to respond to threats from the cyberspace. 
 
On a national level, the year 2016 was also one of mixed results. On the positive side, 
ever since the cyberspace summit between Chinese and American heads of state, the 
Sino-US cyber security relations have largely been smooth in 2016. And the 
minister-level meetings, held as scheduled, together with communications through 
multiple channels, have for the most time in 2016 served as a template for 
maintaining strategic stability in cyberspace. On the negative side, however, strategic 
rivalry between nations in cyberspace has played out on a global scale in 2016. This is 
especially the case during the 2016 US presidential election, when cyber attacks 
waged by possible Russian hackers were considered to be an official Russian attempt 
to directly intimidate and interfere with US political process. US authorities are now 
conducting a thorough probe into the saga and may even adopt necessary 
countermeasures. US military allies, in particular NATO, actively sought to beef up 
their cyberspace capability, including cyber warfare planning. As a result, the 
militarization of global cyberspace has tremendously picked up speed, with the 
possibility of skirmishes and certain forms of cyber wars also on the rise. 
 
In 2016 China has considerably enhanced its efforts to become a cyber power. 
Starting this year, its top leaders have reiterated on various occasions and in various 
ways the unique importance of safeguarding cyber security as well as China's possible 
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contribution to global cyberspace governance. Principles such as respect for equal 
cyberspace sovereignty and concepts including the envisioned cyber community of 
shared destiny have gained wide currency in the global community. What's more, they 
have been a major impetus to the benevolent development of global cyberspace 
governance. 
 
A Milestone in the Internationalization of Global Governance on Cyberspace 
 
The internationalization of global governance on cyberspace owed its birth mainly to 
the rapid influx of many countries into the global cyberspace in the wake of the Cold 
War, especially those developing countries with a huge need for Internet yet relatively 
weak capacity. At the beginning of the latest round of internationalization, the UN, an 
inter-governmental international organization, and the International 
Telecommunication Union (ITU) under the UN, were utilized as the platform for 
experimenting with internalization. 
 
The main manifestation of this experiment is the 2003 World Summit on the 
Information Society (WSIS), which directly led the UN Secretary General to set up 
the Working Group on Internet Governance. In June 2005, this working group 
specified ––for the first time since its inception–– the objects of Internet governance, 
stating clearly that the objects are not restricted to IP addresses and URL alone, but 
more important elements are included, such as vital Internet resources, cyber security, 
and assurance that the Internet is harnessed in service of development. Since it was 
elucidated in the report that Domain Name System rootzone files and the management 
of the files are in fact in the sole control of the US government, this issue has emerged 
as the bone of contention in the ICANN reform. After many years of efforts by parties 
concerned, the US authority finally announced on March 14, 2014 that it would 
consider transferring the authority. As of September 30, 2016, this transfer process, 
spanning two years, was near completion. Beginning October 1, the IANA was 
transferred from the NTIA to ICANN per se. The whole process has the following 
characteristics: first, it decisively rooted out the possibility of any involvement of 
sovereign countries; second, it was built upon a privatization plan, whereby 
Community Authorization Service (CAS) and IANA are used to undermine or even 
eviscerate the ICANN. In the meantime, efforts are also made to specifically weaken 
the already diminished role and position of governmental advisory councils; third, the 
fraternal nature of ICANN decision-making circles was also accentuated to prevent 
any ICANN member from extending overtures to China. 
 
The replacement of "executive administration" with "judicial administration" is what 
this "handover of authority" is essentially about. In terms of the methods, subject and 
practices of administration, prior to the handover the US exercised its IANA via the 
NTIA, specifically, during ICANN's modification of rootzone files. This is a standard 
"executive administration." Following the handover, ICANN will be strictly redefined 
as a nonprofit headquartered in California, and the newly established PTI will be its 
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nonprofit subsidiary. All the regulations and operations of ICANN and PTI must 
comply with Californian laws, and for the most part corporate laws. This is a very 
typical sort of "judicial administration." 
 
That the transfer of authority was incomplete is an important feature of this endeavor. 
According to information provided by ICANN's official website regarding the transfer, 
the responsibility US government assumes for URLs like .mil, .gov, .us and .edu 
remains unchanged following the recent transfer. ICANN categorically pointed out 
that once the transfer is over, and in the absence of the US government's public 
recognition, URLs such as .mil and .gov cannot be reallocated. To confirm this, 
ICANN and the US government exchanged a series of correspondence in June 2016, 
in which they acknowledged that the latter retains its authority over assigning and 
managing URLs including .mil, .gov, .us and .edu. This means that any revisions 
made to these top-level domain names will only happen with the written consent of 
the US government. And this written consent used to be the principal way the NTIA 
chose to exercise its authority before the transfer. 
 
Despite these shortcomings and downsides, global cyberspace governance at least has 
made a symbolic step forward in breaking free of the sole control of the US –– at least 
in form and procedures. And it also freed up the room, albeit very limited, for future 
internationalization. 
 
Apart from the handover, in 2016 the UN created the fifth governmental brain-trust 
for information security, discussing how to effectively establish global cyberspace 
rules and norms under the UN framework. The WSIS (World Summit on the 
Information Society ), also under the UN, started a new ten-year review; all 
stakeholders, especially sovereign countries increasingly reliant on uninterrupted 
functioning of cyberspace, are ever more actively involved in contemplating the 
significant topic of how to foster a new global cyberspace order based on the UN 
platform. Basic concepts including respect for equal sovereignty are recognized by a 
growing number of countries, and were incorporated in 2015 into the final report of 
the brain-trust for information security. This is the indispensable legal basis for a new 
global cyberspace order. 
 
Global Cyberspace Confronted by Myriad New Challenges 
 
At present, more than 40 percent of the global population has miscellaneous access to 
the Internet. In the meantime that the cyberspace is used, myriad new threats continue 
to appear, posing a serious threat to the governance, stability and development of 
global cyberspace. 
 
First, frequent massive data leaks have become a major threat to global cyber security 
and stability. The year 2016 was fraught with data leaks of epic proportions. And the 
following are a few most outstanding examples. In a hacking incident that afflicted 
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the biggest cable TV company Time Warner in January 2016, the email accounts and 
password information of approximately 320,000 users might have been stolen; in 
April, Turkey was hit by a massive data leak, in which 50 million Turkish citizens' 
individual information was publicized online; in June, hackers crippled Myspace, a 
social networking website owned by Microsoft. As a result, 300 million users had 
their account information stolen; in September, Yahoo, which used to a leader in the 
global Internet business, was targeted by hackers, which led to the theft of at least 500 
million pieces of user-related information. This was dubbed by some media as the 
"biggest Internet leak in history." 
 
Second, global financial industry is confronted with an ever-greater cyber security 
threat. In a high-profile heist in February 2016, US$81 million was hacked from 
Bangladesh Bank’s Fed account; in December, hackers attacked the Russian central 
bank and made off with 2 billion rubbles (or roughly US$31 million). The impact of 
cyber attacks on the financial industry is not just psychological. They not only result 
in economic losses, but the magnitude thereof has already constituted a direct threat 
and challenge to the proper functioning of the world financial system. 
 
Third, vital Internet infrastructure and network elements are coming under 
newfangled attacks. This undercut the consistency in the services provided and 
threatened global cyber security. In April 2016, a German nuclear power plant's 
computer system got infected with a malware. Although the industrial control system 
was insulated from the malware and functioned as usual, the plant's operators still 
shut down the reactors in case of risks; in October, a zombie network consisting 
mainly of smart cameras controlled by a malware launched a DDoS attack against US 
domain registration company Dyn. As a result, Twitter and Paypal, among a handful 
of websites, became off-limits in what was described by media as a "collective 
paralysis of half the US network." In November, Deutsche Telekom was hit by a 
large-scale cyber attack, which shut the Internet down for 900,000 households; in 
November, the rail system in parts of San Francisco became the latest victim to 
hackers intent on using a ransomware infection to extort the local transit company. 
Unwilling to pay the ransom to unlock the system, yet also unable to restore the rail 
ticket system, the operator coped by "allowing passengers to take free rides." 
 
Given all the developments in 2016, it's increasingly clear that non-state actors 
represented by hackers are directing their attacks at big data of national strategic value 
as well as crucial information infrastructure. But this type of new threat cannot be 
handled by individual countries alone. How to foster effective strategic cooperation 
on cyber security under the framework of global governance will be a significant 
challenge to which global community must respond in 2017. 
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Steady Progress and Uncertainty of Major Power Strategic Cooperation in 
Cyberspace 
 
Although debates are still raging on the nature and meaning of cyber security, on 
whether and how the principle of sovereignty can be applied to the cyberspace, and on 
how to define cyber wars and other types of behavior related to national security, 
almost every leading country has come to the realization that cyberspace has emerged 
as the fifth realm of human activity. Its security value and strategic importance are 
such that facilitating great-power strategic collaboration in this area has been an 
important trend. 
 
In 2016, US-China cyber strategic relationship entered a relatively smooth period of 
adjustment, with all kinds of dialogue mechanisms in full swing. Based on the results 
achieved at the Sino-US summit in 2015, high-level meetings on a joint crackdown on 
cyber crime and related issues were held twice in 2016. And a third took place after 
President-elect Donald Trump's telephone conversation with Taiwan's leader was 
made public. This signaled that Chinese authorities didn't terminate their dialogue 
with their US counterparts simply because of a random episode. Fighting cyber crime 
has been a key functional basis for Sino-US cyberspace strategic collaboration. 
China's Ministry of Public Security held talks with US Department of Justice and 
Department of Homeland Security, and they engaged each other on such issues as 
holding cyber security desktop maneuvers, setting up a cyber security hotline, 
conducting joint cyber security operations, improving exchange of information on law 
enforcement and sharing capacity. Optimistic Chinese cyber security experts revealed 
to media that when other topics are not at issue, "Sino-US cyber relationship is 
evolving from one of confrontation to one of dialogue, and for that matter from 
miscalculation to mutual trust."  
 
What's more, in May 2016, under the theme of "state behavioral rules in cyberspace 
and other crucial global security issues," Chinese and US delegates attended a 
high-level expert conference on cyber security in Washington DC. The chief of the US 
delegation was Christopher Painter, Coordinator for Cyber Issues, US Department of 
State. Attendees also included representatives from the National Security Council of 
the White House, Department of Defense, Department of Justice, Department of 
Homeland Security, Federal Investigation Bureau, National Intelligence Council 
(NIC). The Chinese delegation was headed by Wang Qun, Director-General of the 
Arms Control Department of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of China, and composed 
of members of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Cyberspace Administration of China, 
Ministry of Defense, Ministry of Industry and Information Technology and Ministry 
of Public Security. As far as the delegates and the topics discussed are concerned, this 
conference, despite ostensibly being designated as a high-level expert meeting, is 
actually a resumption of the US-China Cyber Working Group meetings, which came 
to a halt following the US indictment on May 19, 2014 of five Chinese servicemen on 
cyber espionage charges. And in terms of the topics discussed, they transcend the 
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technical level of combating cyber crime and point directly to discussion of strategies, 
institutions, mechanisms and norms. 
 
As the day of a President Trump sitting in the White House draws near, the 
uncertainty he exhibited vis-à-vis Sino-US relations, especially his dangerous toying 
with brinksmanship on the Taiwan issue and the "One China" policy, the strategic 
mutual trust underpinning dialogues on US-China cyber issues could be cast into 
serious jeopardy. 
 
Cyber security issues also have been a hot-button topic in China's relations with 
Russia in 2016. In late April, the 7th International Forum on Cyber security opened in 
Moscow under the auspices of Cyber Security Association of China (CSAC) and 
Russia's Safe Internet League. The theme of the forum is "the prospect of 
Sino-Russian collaborations on information and communication technology." Lu Wei, 
director of Cyberspace Administration of China, and Igor Schegolev, Aide to 
President of Russia, graced the forum with their presence and speeches. Over 300 
government representatives, business delegates, scholars and experts from both 
countries attended the forum. China and Russia have a shared understanding about the 
construction of a new global order in cyberspace and their viewpoints somewhat 
concur on cyber security. Besides, they see eye-to-eye on where threats to cyber 
security come from. Throughout 2016, the two nations actively worked together 
within the UN, International Telecommunication Union, Shanghai Cooperation 
Organization and BRICS in a commitment to ameliorating the International Code of 
Conduct for Information Security. Together, they became an important force driving 
and ensuring cyber security and stability. 
 
Remarkably, the trend of militarization of global cyberspace hasn't notably changed in 
2016. The US Air Force began to press ahead with displaying the cyberspace weapon 
system, while the US Navy started to reinvent submarines as a platform for launching 
clandestine cyber attacks; The Israel Defense Forces (IDF) in 2016 announced that it 
had established an Internet army headquarters, capable of integrating cyber warfare 
capabilities including cyber war planning, strikes, defense and intelligence gathering. 
NATO's Secretary-General categorically stated that the group has officially come to 
see cyberspace as a battleground for member states, and the obligations detailed in 
relevant treaties can similarly be applied to cyberspace as a new battleground. 
Although countries including China do not approve of the concept of cyberspace 
militarization, as a matter of fact this trend will only deepen, and consequently, pose 
ever-greater uncertainty, risks and challenges to global cyberspace. 
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14. Globalization and De-globalization: Which Will Prevail? 
WEI Zongyou 

Professor, Center for American Studies, Fudan University 
 
The year 2016 will definitely go down in the history of globalization as an 
emblematic year. This year, emerging economies such as China have become the 
mainstay of globalization. Through multiple bilateral and multilateral platforms, they 
strongly oppose varied forms of trade protectionism and vigorously promote the 
openness and inclusiveness of global trade. And by enhancing connectivity, increasing 
people-to-people exchange, and emphasizing the equality and justice of globalization, 
they continue to push for the deepening of globalization. Also in this year, a populist 
movement that swept the US and Europe dealt a heavy blow to globalization. 
Populists direct their criticisms at the linchpin of globalization, namely, the free flow 
of goods, capital and people. Brexit, Trump's election as US president and the rise of 
right-wing populist parties in France and Italy are the clearest manifestation of this 
"tide of de-globalization." 
 
New Dynamics of Globalization 
 
For a long time, the non-Western world has always been the target audience and 
"battlefield" of globalization. They are made to adapt and react to the tide of 
globalization that originated in the West. How globalization fares and where it is 
heading are largely dominated and controlled by the West. The non-Western world is 
merely a stage or final destination on this fast one-way track. Nonetheless, the charm 
of history lies exactly in its unpredictability and infinite possibility. After the 2008 
financial tsunami hit, the Western world, represented by the US, not only languished 
economically, but also experienced a serious dent in their desire and momentum to 
foster globalization. Quite the contrary, emerging economies like China have 
gradually evolved into the main locomotive and driving force of world economic 
growth and globalization. In 2016, amid the Western world's backlash against 
globalization, China and other emerging economies upheld the doctrine of open trade 
and put forward a series of blueprints and measures aimed at strengthening 
globalization through multilateral mechanisms such as the G20 summit, BRICS 
summit as well as the APEC leaders' summit. They are emerging as globalization's 
chief proponent. 
 
First, unequivocal defense of globalization and opposition to trade protectionism. On 
September 4-5, the 11th G20 leaders' summit was held in Hangzhou. As the host, 
China took advantage of this opportunity to emphasize that all the countries should 
join hands to continue to vigorously advance globalization and reject trade 
protectionism. Chinese president Xi Jinping pointed out that economic globalization 
is currently marred by setbacks; that protectionism and an inward-looking tendency 
are rearing their ugly head; that a multilateral trade system is taking a drubbing. In the 
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face of all these new problems and challenges, the global community should work 
together in a joint commitment to constructing an open world economy and enhancing 
the freedom and ease of trade and investment. The G20 should firmly reject a 
"beggar-thy-neighbor" approach, trying instead to be the advocate and enabler of an 
open world economy. During the BRICS summit in October and APEC leaders' 
summit in November, China repeatedly called for creating an open economy, strongly 
opposing any kind of protectionism, actively bolstering trade among BRICS countries 
and vigorously pushing for a FTZ in the Asia-Pacific so as to deepen regional 
integration. 
 
Second, clarification of the task and direction of globalization in its next stage. To 
begin with, the freedom and ease of trade and investment ought to be strengthened as 
usual. Thanks to the concerted efforts of emerging economies, declarations or 
measures that promote easy and free trade and reject trade protectionism have been 
introduced at the G20, BRICS and APEC summits. For example, the G20 Leaders' 
Communiqué stated that "(countries) pledge to strive for freedom and ease of trade 
and investment and bolster an open world economy" and "to oppose any kind of trade 
and investment protectionism," in order to underline WTO's overarching role as the 
facilitator of global free trade. At the BRICS summit, it was decided that a BRICS 
Roadmap on Trade, Economic and Investment Cooperation until 2020 be formulated, 
to bring intra-BRICS economic cooperation to a higher level. And the APEC leaders' 
summit culminated in the Lima Declaration on Free Trade Area of the Asia-Pacific 
(FTAAP), a result of a collective strategic study that looks into the establishment of an 
open and inclusive free trade zone in the Asia-Pacific region. Second, emerging 
economies are actively pushing for infrastructure connectivity. The G20 Leaders' 
Communiqué confirmed the bid to start the Global Infrastructure Connectivity 
Alliance Initiative in 2016, so as to increase overall coordination and collaboration on 
infrastructure connectivity projects. For the BRICS summit, its declaration suggested 
that infrastructure funding shortfalls are to be met through measures including, say, 
bolstering multilateral development banks. APEC summit made it clear that the APEC 
Connectivity Blueprint (2015-2025) should be implemented for the sake of 
infrastructure construction and better connectivity in the Asia-Pacific region. Finally, 
an emphasis is placed on people-to-people exchange. Globalization is not just a flow 
of goods and capital, it is a meeting of minds and hearts as well. For instance, it was 
mentioned in the BRICS declaration that apart from trade, finance and infrastructure 
connectivity, people-to-people exchange ought to be strengthened among BRICS 
countries, so as to put them at the forefront of global cooperation and serve as a 
template. The APEC summit also suggested that in addition to connectivity in 
software and hardware, intra-regional people-to-people connections are to be 
bolstered as well. 
 
Third, a focus on equality and justice in globalization. Emerging economies have been 
a robust champion of globalization as well as equality and injustice of global 
governance all along. At the G20 Hangzhou Summit this year, China incorporated 
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sustainable development as a key topic into the agenda of G20. The country also 
called for better policy coordination for sustainable development. Besides, it was 
noted that G20's comparative advantage should be leveraged, so that cooperation 
among G20 countries can be aligned with efforts to deliver on the Agenda 2030 and 
the Addis Ababa Action Agenda––all for the sake of sustainable and inclusive global 
growth. Another outgrowth of the Hangzhou summit is the G20 Initiative on 
Supporting Industrialization in Africa and LDCs, a document that stresses inclusive 
growth and elevation of the development potential of Africa and other LDCs. At the 
BRICS summit, leaders expressed their appreciation for a people-oriented and holistic 
approach to sustainable development that was specified in the Agenda 2030. What's 
more, they cherish equality, justice and a high-quality life shared by all. APEC leaders, 
for their part, stressed their intention to achieve balanced, inclusive, sustainable, 
innovative and secure growth in the APEC area, so as to ensure that the policies and 
strategies adopted can genuinely raise the standard of living of individuals in the area 
and improve social equity. 
 
A Populist De-globalization Tide 
 
While emerging economies are evolving into a major proponent of globalization, a 
backlash against globalization is all the rage in advanced Western economies. From 
Brexit to Trump's ascendancy to the President of the US, right-wing populism is 
sweeping across the world. On June 23, Britons voted in a referendum on leaving or 
remaining in the EU, and the outcome was that the Leave camp won. EU, the 
supranational bloc that goes the farthest in regional integration and globalization has 
been caught up in its biggest crisis since its birth. 
 
Meanwhile, on the other side of the Atlantic, the non-mainstream politician Donald 
Trump, who staked much of his campaign on the slogan "Make America great again," 
surprised many by defeating Democratic candidate Hillary Clinton, an establishment 
figure, by a landslide and winning the election to become the 45th President of the US. 
This is the American version of the Brexit "Black Swan." 
 
Moreover, populists in European countries including Greece, Hungary, Italy, Poland, 
Slovakia and Switzerland, have controlled a majority of seats in parliaments. And in 
Finland, Lithuania and Norway, populist parties are part of the ruling coalition. In 
Italy's constitutional referendum held on December 5, the constitutional revision 
proposed by the incumbent Prime Minister Matteo Renzi was vetoed by Italians, 
whereas the Five Star Movement, a populist party in favor of withdrawing from the 
EU, saw its profile considerably raised. In France, the right-wing populist party "Front 
National" under Marie Le Pen has been one of the most influential parties in France 
and may well emerge triumphant in next year's general election. Should Le Pen win, 
France's exit from EU is also on the horizon. 
 
The reason populists, be they Euroskeptics in Europe or Donald Trump in the US, can 
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stage a "comeback," beat naysayers and take center stage is that they shrewdly 
exploited and fomented the anger and resentment of ordinary people––especially 
lower-middle class white citizens––towards globalization, in particular the negative 
impact of free flow of goods, capital and people. 
 
After the Cold War, the world has entered an unprecedented phase of global 
integration. The free flow of capital across borders, the travel of goods and trade 
worldwide, and the free movement of services and people have really combined to 
make the world a closely interdependent village. However, the benefits brought about 
by globalization are not evenly distributed, while its negative consequences are being 
more acutely felt as a result of the movement of capital and people that "know no 
borders." 
 
For one thing, in Britain and many other European countries, ordinary citizens 
increasingly perceive the EU to be a leviathan elevated well above them, one that 
erodes national sovereignty and liberty as well as deprives the "natives" of the 
exclusive say on where their borders should be drawn and how their sovereignty 
should be defined. For another, EU membership failed to make ordinary citizens 
economically better off; rather, since the borders are open and porous, immigrants and 
refugees from inside and outside of the EU have been arriving en masse. They take 
locals' jobs, compete with them for social welfare, disrupt public order, and even 
forge "cultural enclaves" that are totally incongruous with mainstream culture and 
detrimental to local cultures and values. 
 
In the US, ordinary Americans, especially lower-middle class white people, are 
growing resentful at the cosmopolitan ruling elites. They believe that the free trade 
trumpeted by the latter hollowed out traditional US manufacturing, leading to the 
layoffs of a massive number of blue-collar workers. What's worse, irresponsible 
immigration policies have flooded the US with a plethora of Hispanics and Muslim 
refugees from the Middle East, who threaten the economic security, social welfare and 
cultural security of the US. As such, a populist movement with origins in the politics 
of lower-middle class Americans swept the anti-establishment Trump to power. 
 
Western populism has acquired unprecedented clout and political influence on the 
strength of Brexit, constitutional referendum and Trump's election. This development 
will pose a severe challenge to the post-Cold War movement of globalization. 
 
Who Will Call the Shots? 
 
The "switched roles" and "exchanged stances" of emerging economies like China and 
Western developed countries with respect to globalization are the biggest hallmark of 
the year 2016. They are also the most profound changes to ever happen to 
globalization since the end of the Cold War. Whether the former (emerging economies) 
can take over as the new driver and leader of globalization, and whether the latter will 
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drift further away from the commitment to globalization, these two questions are not 
only an academic inquiry worth the while of every reflective scholar; they are also 
political events of immense importance to the evolution of world politics and global 
governance. 
 
Contrary to the fact that the West has always been globalization’s winner for centuries, 
the recent round of globalization since the Cold War has enabled Oriental countries 
and emerging economies like China and India to lift hundreds of millions of people 
out of poverty. Besides, it has also sent as many into the middle class category and 
turned them into globalization’s biggest beneficiaries. Emerging economies like China 
and India thus have been globalization's most fervent proponents and defenders. 
 
By contrast, developed Western countries increasingly find themselves up against 
intense competition from emerging economies including China and India in the form 
of superior products, capital and even technology. As a result, a host of negative 
consequences detrimental to economic momentum and employment have arisen, such 
as industrial transfer and exodus of capital. And cheap foreign labor, massive influx of 
immigrants owing to relaxed border control, and refugee crises sparked by upheavals 
and wars have compounded the economic misery, social conflicts and spiritual angst 
in the West. For citizens and blue-collar workers stuck at the bottom of society, every 
step forward globalization makes and the greater extent to which goods, capital and 
people can move freely around the world could only mean more burden and hardship. 
 
The latest round of globalization's winners and losers seem to be switching their roles. 
 
Brexit and Trump's election as US president seem to signal that de-globalization 
forces with explicitly populist connotations have prevailed in the West. Nevertheless, 
just as the Qing Court in the dying days of imperial rule failed to pacify its peripheries 
through self-imposed isolation, the tidal wave of de-globalization populism now 
sweeping the West is bound to be bested by the onslaught of globalization featuring 
technology and real-time communications at its core. What's more, a majority of 
Third World members like China and India are already mobilized for this unending 
race of globalization, ready, as they are, for the baton to bolt ahead. 
 
In the immediate aftermath of the Cold War, New York Time columnist Thomas 
Friedman once vividly compared the pro-globalization and de-globalization forces to 
Lexus sedans and olive trees. He wrote that "there are certain things about this system 
(globalization) that make Lexus sedans so powerful they can crush or destroy any 
visible olive tree." Today, any society hopeful of pulling off an economic boom must 
strive to build an upscale Lexus sedan and drive it out into the world, rather than 
clinging hopelessly to its own olive tree. 
 
The series of events that unfolded in 2016 are signs of an ongoing handover of the 
globalization's baton to emerging economies like China, which are trying hard to 
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build an upscale Lexus sedan. On the contrary, populists in the West appear to be 
grandstanding in hopes of holding on to their coveted olive trees. 
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The "One Belt One Road" or "Belt and Road" (henceforward referred to as "B&R") is 
a strategic initiative of historical significance, aimed at bringing countries and regions 
closer by shortening their geographical, information and cultural distances. The goal 
is to foster connectivity between countries and regions as well as stimulate 
globalization and regional economic integration, so as to create an economic, social 
and humanistic foundation for perpetual peace and stability. The main characteristics 
of the "B&R" are openness, flexibility and "long-termness." The doors of the " B&R 
B&R" initiative are open and it does not exclude the participation of any players. Nor 
does it seek to challenge or subvert the status quo. Rather, it aims to complement and 
ameliorate the latter. The " B&R B&R" is a flexible initiative, in the sense that it does 
not hinge upon bilateral or multilateral treaties. It is also a long-term project, devoid 
of any timetable and fixated on long-term interests. 
 
Construction on the "B&R" in Full Swing 
 
At the moment, China has completed the grand design of its "B&R" strategic 
initiative. A number of partnerships have been struck and work on priority projects is 
now underway. 
 
Grand design on the "B&R" strategic initiative has been completed, with all 
supporting mechanisms put in place. On March 28, 2015, China's National 
Development and Reform Commission (NDRC), Ministry of Foreign Affairs and 
Ministry of Commerce have jointly issued a document entitled "Vision and Actions on 
Jointly Building Silk Road Economic Belt and 21st-Century Maritime Silk Road." 
This marked an end to the grand design process. The leadership mechanisms required 
of the "B&R" initiative have also been established, with an "B&R" Working Group 
consisting of "one leader and four deputies": Vice Premier Zhang Gaoli is appointed 
as the group leader, four of his deputies are Wang Huning, Director of the Policy 
Research Office of the CPC Central Committee, Vice Premier Wang Yang and state 
councilors Yang Jing and Yang Jiechi. Xu Shaoshi, the NDRC chief, also serves 
concurrently as the head of the "B&R" Working Group Office. Funds raised for the 
initiative have begun to come through. In April 2015, China's Central Bank injected 
US$62 billion in its state-owned policy banks, which will be earmarked for "B&R" 
projects. Meanwhile, China also started a US$40 billion Silk Road Fund. In 2016, the 
China-proposed Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB) was also officially 
opened, and it already boasts 57 founding members and has approximately 30 
applicants waiting on its doorsteps. Till March 2017, the AIIB has 70 members and 
this number will rise to around 90 within 2017, according to Mr. Jin Liqun, President 
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of AIIB’s statement in Boao Asian Forum 2017. Right now the AIIB is up and running, 
with work already begun in May 2016 on the first project––construction of an M4 
motorway in Pakistan. Six economic corridors have largely been planned for the 
"B&R," with a model close to being chosen to govern the relationship between central 
and local governments. A networked, multi-layered and interconnected system has 
basically taken shape. 
 
Within the "B&R" framework, so far 70-plus countries and international organizations 
have signed a variety of partnerships with China. The collaboration of "B&R" with 
organizations like the UN has been catapulted into a fast track. On September 19, 
2016, the "B&R" Working Group Office reached a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) on cooperation on the Belt and Road initiative with UNDP. As a strategic 
cooperation framework, this document aims to strengthen the cooperation between 
UNDP and Chinese authorities in their joint implementation of the "B&R" initiative 
and Agenda 2030. To implement this MOU, China Center for International Economic 
Exchanges （CCIEE）held a high-level forum on global governance in Beijing on 
November 20，2016 in conjunction with the UNDP. The "B&R" has also made its way 
into the documents released by the General Assembly of the United Nations. On 
November 17, 2016, 193 members of the 71st General Assembly of the UN 
unanimously passed the resolution A/71/9 on Afghanistan. The resolution welcomes 
economic collaborative initiatives like the "B&R" and urges all parties concerned to 
boost development in Afghanistan and the adjacent neighborhood through these 
economic initiatives. Moreover, the resolution also called on the international 
community to provide a safe environment for the "B&R" to materialize. 
 
The alignment of the "B&R" with regional or country-specific connectivity projects is 
also going on smoothly. In Southeast Asia, the "B&R" is connected to the pan-Asia 
railway project. The "B&R" is in part overlapped with Indonesia's strategy of 'global 
maritime axis," therefore the two countries have agreed to integrate their initiatives. 
China is also in talks with Vietnam on how the "B&R" and Vietnam's "Two Corridors 
and One Economic Circle" strategy can cooperate. China and Singapore are now 
studying the ways to expand cooperation in a third country on infrastructure. China's 
cooperation with Malaysia is also developing very fast. Despite being blessed with an 
even better geographical location than Singapore's, Malaysia has long ignored its 
economic value. Its ports are vastly antiquated. In 2016, China and Malaysia formed a 
"coalition of ports," whereby 10 Chinese ports––Dalian, Shanghai, Ningbo, Qinzhou, 
Guangzhou, Fuzhou, Xiamen, Shenzhen, Hainan and Taicang––will be paired to six 
Malaysian ports, which are Kelang, Malacca, Penang, Johore, Kuantan and Bintulu. 
 
In South Asia, a majority of countries appear willing to align their initiatives with the 
"B&R." Although the BCIM Economic Corridor encountered some difficulty in its 
inauguration, Myanmar and Bangladesh have a clear desire to be connected with 
China. The CPEC (China-Pakistan Economic Corridor) has been progressing at a fast 
rate, while proposals for a China-Nepal-India Economic Corridor have also been 
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floated. Although India came up with its counterweight to the "B&R"––which it calls 
the Cotton Route and Monsoon Project––it has exactly the same vision and goals as 
the "B&R" and the two are not necessarily antagonistic to each other. 
 
China is also getting winds in the sails with its talks with Russia, Central Asian and 
European countries on facilitating connectivity amongst them. China signed a joint 
declaration with Russia, hoping to coordinate the relationship between the Eurasian 
Economic Union (EEU) and the "B&R." China not only signed a medium-term 
economic corridor roadmap with Mongolia and Russia, it also gave the green light to 
alignment of the "B&R" with Mongolia's " Grasslands Route." China entered into an 
agreement with Kazakhstan in which both sides will link up the "B&R" and Nourly 
Jol," Kazakhstan's new economic initiative. 
 
The "B&R" also has made swift inroads in Europe. China and the EU decided to align 
the "B&R" and "The Juncker Plan," a move meant to stimulate their cooperation in 
infrastructure and in the area of construction. Relative to the EU, Germany went even 
further with China on aligning their economic strategies. A dialogue mechanism is 
now in place to ensure the association of "Made in China 2025" and Germany's 
"Industry 4.0." China is also in talks with Britain about linking up their development 
strategies, mulling, for example, the possibility of a "marriage" between the "B&R" 
and the "Northern Powerhouse." 
 
China has inked MOUs with the majority of Central Eastern European countries, 
thereby further cementing the "16+1" mechanism. During the "16+1" Suzhou Summit 
held in November 2015, China proposed a plan of cooperation that concerns three 
ports on the Adriatic Sea, the Baltic Sea and Black Sea. At the Riga Summit in 
November 2016, heads of state reached a series of important consensuses and results 
under the theme of "connectivity, innovation, integration and mutual aid." With 
accelerated implementation of the "B&R," the "16+1" cooperation has reached 
maturity and come to fruition. The Industrial and Commercial Bank of China has 
established a "16+1" financial holding company, a wholly owned subsidiary. With 10 
billion euros at its disposal, this company intends to extend a credit line of 50 billion 
euros, to be spent solely on procuring "Chinese-made" equipment and products 
necessary for connectivity and production capacity collaboration within the 
framework of "16+1." 
 
What's more, many priority projects associated with the "B&R" have also witnessed 
faster yet steady progress. Indonesia's Jakarta-Bandung High-Speed Railway Project, 
China-Laos-Thailand Railway Project, Hungary-Serbia Railway Project and the 
orange subway line in the Pakistani city of Lahore are all up and running. On 
November 3, 2016, the port of Gwadar was officially open to traffic, and delivery 
trucks from China's Xinjiang Uighur Autonomous Region were the first to offload 
cargo at the port. This marked the pressing into service of China's access to the India 
Ocean. In the meantime, Chinese projects in Sri Lanka's Hambantota, Djibouti and 
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Piraeus of Greece are all underway. Under the guidance and influence of these 
exemplary projects, Malaysia intended to work with China as well, on building a third 
port near Kelang. Since 70 to 80 percent of the ships sailing through the Malacca 
Strait are bound for China, Malaysia naturally wants to get China on board. 
 
Meanwhile, the railway projects linking Malaysia and Singapore, China and Mongolia 
and intercontinental rail lines in South America have all seen advances. In February 
2016, work on the Qamchiq Tunnel in Uzbekistan was completed. Stretching 20 
kilometers, this tunnel is the longest in Central Asia and will boost the connectivity 
between China and countries in the region. Another deal was struck between China 
and Russia on the 770km-long Moscow-Kazan High-Speed Railway Project, in which 
China plans to directly invest US$6.2 billion. 
 
Energy cooperation has also come a long way. Apart from the energy projects 
included in the CPEC, China also made some headway with its energy collaboration 
with European countries. In May 2016, China signed a deal with Romania, which 
granted the permission to China General Nuclear Power Corporation to help develop, 
build and operate the third and fourth reactor inside the country's Cernavoda nuclear 
power plant. With a total cost of more than 7 billion euros, this stands as hitherto the 
largest partnership project between China and Central Eastern European countries. 
 
These projects have galvanized China to invest in countries scattered along the 
"B&R." It is estimated that Chinese investment in 49 such countries totaled US$15 
billion in 2015, or a surge of 18 percent from the year earlier. In the first five months 
of 2016, 52 percent of China's outbound investments went to countries along the 
"B&R." The volume of trade between China and these countries has soared to US$1 
trillion. 
 
Severe Challenges Confronting the "B&R" 
 
The "B&R" is expected to encounter a great deal of political, security and financial 
risks. 
 
First, political risks are the main threat to the "B&R" initiative. As a strategic 
initiative, the "B&R" relies on the will of parties concerned for its inauguration and 
implementation. Therefore, it is highly sensitive to global and domestic politics. 
China's Colombo Port City project in Sri Lanka, for example, was affected by 
presidential change in the country. Although the project was practically back on track 
in 2016, Chinese companies had already incurred huge economic losses. Connectivity 
projects between China and Nepal also fell victim to political changes in Nepal. Since 
the second half of 2016, India clashed ferociously with Pakistan on border issues. As a 
result, India talked a few Southern Asian countries into imposing a diplomatic 
blockade on Pakistan. What's worse, Pakistan's ties with Afghanistan also show signs 
of deterioration. Under these circumstances, the CPEC and BCIM economic corridors 
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will be put to a greater political test. 
 
Second, security risks are a main factor that affects the degree to which the "B&R" is 
executed. Security risks afflicting the "B&R" are multiplying. In Southeast Asia, 
terrorism and piracy have proliferated. In South Asia, especially Pakistan and 
Afghanistan, terrorism has consistently been a threat. Continued tumults in the Middle 
East and North Africa, along with non-traditional security threats such as terrorism, 
remain a major threat. As far as European countries are concerned, Western European 
ones included, security situation could be more complicated and tense thanks to the 
impact of refugee and illegal immigrant issues. 
 
Third, financial risks are a main background factor that affects the effect of "B&R." 
With consistently low prices of commodities like oil, countries along the "B&R" face 
an increasingly adverse financial environment. The resulting sluggish regional 
economy will be accompanied by a bigger demand for Chinese financing. This will 
overburden China's financial system as financial risks increase. In this case, chaos and 
even risks of a collapse of the financial order in a few countries may well jeopardize 
China's bid to globalize its financial operations. Also, the financial policies of some 
countries are sometimes subject to dramatic changes, which cause inconvenience or 
financial pain to overseas Chinese businesses. On November 11, India’s 
demonetization move against 500- and 1000-rupee bills has considerably disrupted 
the commercial activity of Chinese businesses and life of Chinese individuals based in 
India. Economic losses were also incurred. This financial uncertainty will to some 
extent hurt China's enthusiasm to invest in certain countries. 
 
The "B&R" to Enter a New Phase of Development 
 
Three years have passed for the "B&R" strategic initiative ever since Chinese 
President Xi Jinping proposed the "Silk Road Economic Belt" and "21st Century 
Maritime Silk Road." In a matter of three years, the "B&R" has gone through four 
stages: proposition, feasibility study, grand design and bilateral collaboration. In the 
future, this initiative will enter a new phase of development. 
 
First, from a unilateral push to multilateral interaction. In its first three years, the main 
dynamics of the "B&R" comes primarily from China's unilateral push. Its appeal is 
inadequate. With the involvement and participation of more and more countries and 
organization, the "B&R" has gradually been recognized by the international 
community, and with this recognition came an institutional appeal. In 2017, China 
will host the "B&R" global collaboration summit. Leaders from countries along the 
"B&R" are scheduled to congregate in China to discuss the great cause of broadening 
connectivity and deepening cooperation. This summit may well become a key driver 
of newfangled globalization and regional economic integration, a formal collaborative 
mechanism governing global economy as well as an important globalization-friendly 
force in an era of de-globalization. 
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Second, from inauguration of the initiative to implementation thereof, the "B&R" is a 
high-standard strategic initiative. Ten percent of it is about the initiative itself, another 
20 percent about planning and the remaining 70 percent about implementation. In the 
future, China's government, businesses and individuals will be joined as a trinity to 
encourage them to go global. At the stage of implementation, businesses and 
individuals will replace the government as the main advocate and executor of the 
"B&R." 
 
Third, from economic cooperation to humanistic and educational collaboration, 
physical connectivity is only the cornerstone of the "B&R," expansion of trade is only 
the preliminary stage of the "B&R," but bringing different countries and peoples 
closer psychologically, narrowing their perception gap, and creating a new identity 
and security consensus should be the ultimate goal of the "B&R." Therefore, this 
strategic initiative will ceaselessly evolve from economic cooperation into areas 
including humanistic and educational collaboration. 
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