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[1] David Marples, “Between the EU and Russia: Geopolitical Games in Belarus”,
The Journal of Belarusian Studzes, 2013, Volume 7, Number 1, pp.38-68; Margarita
M. Balmaceda, Z/vzne the Hpelh L7176 7z Minsk: Russrian Frergy Rents, PDomestic
Populism and Belarus ” lmpenaine Crzsis, Budapest: Central European University Press,
2014; W. U. AutoHoBWY, bezapycs 8 /7700275704 Mape. Jaarex7iid (TaH0BTICHIA 7
Hrrerpanzz, Munck: Knuwxusit lom, 2014; CuankoBckuii B. E. |, Zeropmy sremmer
oznrarr berapyes, Munck @ BI'Y, 2013; Boponosuu B. B., “CoBpemMeHHOE cOCTOSTHUE
1 TEPCIEeKTUBB MEXPETrHOHATBbHOTO coTpyaHudectBa bemapycu u Pocenn”, Aypmzar

MERVHIPOTHOTO 17PIBT I MEAVHEIpagasry orgowesay, Ne 4, 2009, ce. 51-57

2012 5 17-24

[2] Ocrtpora, B.A.,
“IIpoGieMb! BHEITHEH MOJTUTUKH M MEXIYHAPOIHBIX OTHOUICHHH B OEJIIOPYCCKONH COBETCKOI
ucropuorpabuu (1953—1991 r1.)”, Hipaars mMergraaposrioro Zpasa i MeRVEIPOTHEIX
orrowerzz, Ne 4,2011, cc. 49-54.

[3] Jlazopkuna O.U.,
“MexnyHapogHOE KyJIBTypHOE coTpynHudectBo Pecrybnmkn bemapycs (1991—2011 rr) ”,
M PpHRAT MEHVHIPDOTHOTO 1IPIBE I MEARTVHIpArHsx orrowerzz, Ne 4, 2011, cc. 32-40;
CuankoBckuit B. E. , Uctopus BHemnel nonutuku benapycu, Munck : BI'Y, 2013; Margarita
M. Balmaceda, Kevin Rosner, Belarus: Oil, Gas, Transit Pipelines and Russian Foreign
Energy Policy, London: GMB Publishing Ltd, 2006.
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[1] Koruenmuu HanumoHanbHOW Oe3omacHocTH Pecnybnuku Bemapycs//MuHUCTEPCTBO
o6oponsl PB, http://www.mod.mil.by//koncep.html.

(2] 1991-2005

2007 129

[3]'pocc E.II., “OcHOBHBIC 3Tallbl MEXKIYHAPOJHOTO COTPYAHHYECCTBA OOIIECTBEHHBIX
obbvenunenuit benapycu B 1991—2010 r1”°, AKyprars meagyraipogrzoro npasa z
ey EIpOTEEY orgomerzd, Ne 2, 2015, ce. 50-55.

[4]/Tazopkuna O. U., “MexayHapogHOe KyIbTYypHOE COTPYAHMYECTBO Pecrmybmnku
benapyce (1991—2011 r1.)”, Ayprazs mexgyaapoiroro gpaBa # MERIVEIPOTHELY
orrowerzz, Ne 4,2011, cc. 32-40.

[5]doroBop 06 o6pasoBanuu coobmectBa Poccun u benapycu. [Toctosuubiit Komutet
Coro3Horo rocyaapcTsa, http://www.soyuz.by/ru/?guid=10439.

[6]doroBop o Corwse benapycu u Poccuu, [Moctosuausit Komurer Cow3HOro

rocyaapctsa, http://www.soyuz.by/ru/?guid=10441.
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[1]doroBop o co3znanuu Coro3Horo rocynapcrsa. Ilocrosuusiii Komuter Coro3Horo
rocyzaapctsa, http://www.soyuz.by/ru/?guid=37652.

[2] Iapamo A. B., “IIpo6nemsl cranoBneHus Corosa benapycu u Poccun”, Ajpzazr
MERVHIPOTHOTO I7PaBA H MERVHIPATHELY orromreqzr, Ne 3, 1998, cc. 80-84 .

[3] “Konuemnius BHeuHe# monutuku Poccuiickoit dpenepamuun 2000, MexayHapoaHOE
mpaBo, Ne1,2001.

[4] CuankxoBckuii B. E., “ benopyccko-poccuiickue OTHOIICHHUS Ha PyOexke CTONCTHI
(konen 1999—mnauano 2001 r.) 7, Apprars MexgyaapoIZoro 1gpasa i MERIVEIPOTHELX
orwowerzz, Ne 2, 2001, cc. 49-56.

[5] BoponoBuu B. B., “CoBpeMeHHOE COCTOSHUE U MEPCHEKTUBBI MEXPErnOHAIbHOTO
cotpynuuuectsa benapycu u Poccun’”, Aipraz mMesgpaapoqroro mpasa i MERyHIPOTHEIX
orwowerzz, Ne 4,2009, ce. 51-57.
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2008 2 16-22
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[1] Viachaslau Yarashevich,“ Political Economy of Modern Belarus: Going Against
Mainstream?” Azrgue-Asrz Stvazes, Nol. 66, No. 10, 2014, pp.1703-1734.
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[1]Aysen H.A., “PasButue corpynamdectBa bemapycu u Poccuu B chepe 000poHBI”,

M priaz MERZVHPOTHOIO 17PAB7 1 MERVHpaFesy orgouresad, Ne 3, 2015, ce. 27-33.

[2] Hytun u Jykamenko nocerst yuenus “3anan-2013” 8 PO u Benopyccuu, https://ria.
ru/defense_safety/20130926/965851281.html.

[3] Poccus u benopyccust HaunHaoT coBMecTHoe yueHue «lllut Coro3a-2015», https://
regnum.ru/news/polit/1966825.html.

[4] Boennbie PD, Cepbun u benopyccnn Ha ydeHUsX 3aXBaTWIM adpoapom, http://tass.
ru/armiya-i-opk/3763611.
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[1] Poccuiickast aBuabasa ¢ uctpeburensimu Cy-27 nosisutcst B benopyccun, https://ria.
ru/defense safety/20141015/1028346372.html.

[2] Iyt nopyunn MuHOoOOpOHBI oANKCaTh corameHne o6 aBuadase B benopyccun,
http://www.interfax.ru/russia/467833.

[3] B pecny6nuky benopyccuio nmpuneren Cepreii Illoliry Ha coBemaHne BOSHHBIX
BeZOMCTB, http://topre.ru/2016/11/03/v-respubliku-belorussiyu-priletel-sergey-shygu-na.html.

[4] Joanna Szostek: Russian Influence on News Media in Belarus, Comzniss and Posr-
comumst Stvazes , Vol.48, 2015, pp. 124-126.

[5] Siarhei Bohdan, Gumer Isaev, “Elements of Neutrality in Belarusian Foreign Policy
and National Security Policy”, Ostrogorski Center Analytical Paper, No.7, 25 October 2016,
pp.-12-15.

-90-



61% 57%
Yandex
VK Odnoklassniki Moi
Mir . 10 1
1 10 2015 1
%

1 google.com 3,296,075 67.6

2 vk.com 2,577,391 52.9

3 mail.ru 2,540,813 52.1

4 yandex.by 2,367,264 48.6

5 tut.by 2,330,714 47.8

6 youtube.com 2,094,922 43.0

7 aliexpress.com 1,536,779 31.5

8 odnoklassniki.ru 1,256,636 25.8

9 onliner.by 1,148,126 23.6

10 ru.wikipedia.org 1,118,616 23.0
European Endowment For Democracy http://

www.democracyendowment.eu/.

[1] Internet Users by Country (2016), http://www.internetlivestats.com/internet—

users—by-country/.
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Yaraslau Kryvoi, Andrew Wilson, From Sanctions to Summits: Belarus after the
Ukraine Crisis, Ostrogorski Center Analytical Paper, www.ecfr.eu

[1] Olga Karatch: “ Four Russian Instruments Of Control Over Belarus”
http://belarusdigest.com/story/opinion—four—russian—instruments—control-over—
belarus-27210.

[2] Russia GDP, http://www.tradingeconomics.com/russia/gdp.

[3] Republic of Belarus, IMF Country Report No. 16/298, International Monetary
Fund, Washington, D.C. p.28.
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https://ria.ru/society/20131220/985492452.html.
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[1]Belarus says does not need a Russian military base: report, http://www.reuters.com/

article/us-russia-belarus-airbase-idUSKCN0S020J20151006.

[2]doroBop o Komnexrtusuoit besonacnoctu ot 15 mas 1992 roxa, http://www.odkb-

csto.org/documents/detail.php?ELEMENT ID=126.

[3]MoroBop o Co3zmanmu Coro3noro l'ocynapctsa, http://www.soyuz.by/about/docs/

dogovor5/.

[4]HoBast BoeHHas NOKTpUHA Havala AeiicTBoBarh B bemapycwu, http://naviny.by/

novaya-voennaya-doktrina-nachala-deystvovat-v-belarusi.
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[1]3Bsi3ma, 2014. ‘BaeHHas agyKalbisg: HOBBIS CHENBIANbHACHI i OyIydbls
npadepaHnbi’, http://zviazda.by/be/news/20140319/1395177712-vaennaya-adukacyya-

novyya-specyyalnasci-i-buduchyyapreferencyi.

[2]IpoexT mporpaMMbl COLMAaIbHO-d3KOHOMUUYECKOTo pa3Butus benapycu Ha
2016-2020 roasl, http://www.mazyr.by/2016/06/proekt-programmy-socialno-

ekonomicheskogo-razvitiya-belarusi-na-2016-2020-gody/.

(3]
September 2016.

Republic of Belarus, IMF Country Report No.16/298,
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[1] V Bce Benopycckoe Cobpanue, http://maiak.by/news/belta/v-vsebelorusskoe-
sobranie.html.
[2] Tam xe.
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Oenepanun», http://www.kremlin.ru/acts/news/53384.
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[1] JlykauieHko B msATHIi pa3 BCTYIHUT B AOJDKHOCTD mpe3uaeHTa bemopyccun, https://
ria.ru/world/20151106/1314646570.html.

[2] Independent Institute of Socio-Economic and Political Studies, http://
www.iiseps.org/?p=4789.
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TpynHee u ¢ Poccueii, u ¢ 3amanom, http://carnegie.ru/commentary/?fa=65026.

[4]BuepBbie mocne n3bpanus Jlykamenko nmoexan He B Mocksy, http://www.ng.ru/
cis/2015-12-09/1 lukashenko.html.

[5] Poccusne Pemunu, Kro m Bparu, http://www.levada.ru/2016/06/02/rossiyane-
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[1] Vladimir Mau, “ Russia’s Economic Policy in 2015-2016: the Imperative of
Structural Reform”, Posr-Sorzer A77zs, Volume 32, 2016, Issue 6. pp.1-21.
[2] “The Long Journey to Recovery”, Hor/d Bandk Russra Leonomre Repors, No.35,

April 2016. p.26.

[3] Bapnazapsa M. E., “Oomronus nonutuku Poccuiickoit denepannu Ha

IIOCTCOBETCKOM IIpocTpaHcTBe B epBoil nosnosune 2000-x 117, Ay pua.z MERLVHIPOIEHOIO

LPABA I MERTVHIPOTHEIY orromnrerz7, Ne 2, 2014, cc. 53-60.
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[1] 2008 5 71
[2] Sammy Smooha, “ Arabs and Jews in Israel: Conflicting and Shared Attitudes in a
Divided Society” , Lower Wesrvrew; Vol.l, 1989. pp.92-93.
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[1] YoavPeled, “ Ethnic democracy and the legal construction of citizenship: Arab
citizens of the Jewish state” , Awmezczy Fonicz/ Scierce Aevrew; \ol.86, No.2, 1992, p.433.
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[1] OrenYiftachel, "Israeli Society and Jewish—Palestinian Reconciliation: 'Ethnocracy’
and Its Territorial Contradictions", Azza/e fasr ow/77z) Vol.51, No.4, 1997, p.505.
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[3]* Survey: 85% of Israeli Arabs fear rising levels of Racism” | 77 Jerusz/crm7 Fosi
http://www.jpost.com/printarticle.aspx?id=448996.
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[1] lsrael Central Bureau of Statistics CBS , http://www.cbs.gov.il/engindex.htm.

[2] “ After uniting Arabs behind him, Ayman Odeh looks to lead opposition” , Times
of Israel, http://www.timesofisrael.com/after—uniting—arabs—behind—him-ayman-odeh—
looks—to—-Ilead—opposition/.
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[1]1 “ In victory speech, Netanyahu says he will seek 'strong, stable government” , 772
Jrusze Aoss http://www.jpost.com/lIsrael—Elections/In-victory—speech—Netanyahu—
says—he—will-seek—strong—stable—government—394255.

[2] “ lsraeli Foreign Minister Avigdor Lieberman: Arabs Should Be Stripped Of
Citizenship” , Auwingior Fosz http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/01/09/israel -
foreign—minister—avigdor—lieberman—arabs_n_1193455.html.
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The Four Major Development Trends in the Current International
Strategy, by Gao Zugui, Professor and Vice President of Institute for
International Strategic Studies of the Central Party School of the CPC
and Guest Research Fellow of CPDS. In retrospect of the international
strategic situation in 2016, the world was in unprecedented turmoil,
unrest and uncertainty, because of such events as the UK passing the
referendum to leave the EU, Trump elected as the US president, the Syria
crisis undergoing twists and turns, and terrorist attacks taking placing in
several regions. In 2017, these events will continue to develop, whose
shock effects will be further magnified. In the current international
strategy, four major development trends are getting outstanding. The trend
of multi-polarization is developing with broader and deeper extent never
seen before. The major strategic forces of the world are re-clarifying
their internal and external strategies, making efforts to clarify their
positions and strengths as well as weaknesses, and trying to seek more
favorable international status in the future multi-polar pattern which is
likely to emerge. The strategic game-playing among the major powers is
intensifying in an all-round way. The influence of China’s development on
the world progress is expanding. The situation has put China once again
to face the test of how to dialectically manage the relationship between
sticking to the principle of “hiding capacities” and actively “making

achievements” under new circumstances.

A Retrospect of the Korean Peninsula Situation in 2016 and a
Prospect for 2017, by Yang Xilian, Former Chinese Defense Attaché
to the DPRK and the ROK and Senior Advisor of China Institute for
International Strategic Studies. In 2016, the DPRK made two nuclear tests
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(the fourth and fifth), which has indicated that its nuclear development
program is accelerating, its determination to have nuclear weapons is more
strengthened and its line to obtain nuclear weapons is consolidated. Under
the pretext of the DPRK’s nuclear test, the US lost no time to pursue its
strategy in Northeast Asia. For a time, the US Asia-Pacific rebalancing
strategy, the DPRK’s strategy to obtain nuclear capability for self-defense
and the ROK’s unification strategy by annexing collided one another, while
the game-playing among the major powers of the world is intensifying.
The three crises, namely the nuclear crisis in the DPRK, the THAAD
crisis in the ROK and the Park Geun-hye scandal, have interacted with one
another in the peninsula, sending great shocks to the strategic pattern of
the region. In 2017, the situation in the Korean Peninsula remains grim.
The US new president Trump will make new adjustment to the US policy
toward the Korean Peninsula and the game-playing in the peninsula among
the major powers will continue with certain intensity. The three crises are
hard to defuse, regional security situation remains unstable and whether or

not the denuclearization process will turn the corner is difficult to predict.

An Analysis of the Korean Peninsula Situation from the Historical
Logic, by Shi Yongming, Research Fellow from China Institute of
International Studies and Guest Research Fellow of CPDS. The Korean
Peninsula issue has been complicated, hotly debated and often hard to
understand. But from the historical logic development perspective, we
can clearly see the context. The historical origin of the issue started from
Japan’s annexation of Korea and the national recovering has depended
heavily on the outside forces, as the internal system in the peninsula
broke down and there lacked a core to lead the nation. This dependency
has resulted in the division of the Korean Peninsula in the post Second
World War era, because of the competition among the major powers and
the influence of the Cold War. As such a division was not guaranteed by

external recognition, nor was it recognized within the peninsula, a war
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broke out in the end. With the Cold War ending, a peaceful situation
appeared in Northeast Asia, which made it possible for the North and
South Koreas to ease their tensions, but the US strategy with maintaining
its hegemony at the core clashed with the logics of historical trend and
peaceful development of the Korean Peninsula. The Korean nuclear issue
has experienced ups and downs in such a clash between its peaceful
development and the US hegemonic logic, which is reaching the peak of
the logic development and bordering on a variation. We need to pay close
attention to if Trump could bring about logic changes of this big era, while

re-understanding the internal logic trend of the Korean Peninsula.

The Maritime Cooperation between China and Vietnam from the
Perspective of the South China Sea Disputes, by Luo Shengrong,
Associate Research Fellow from Institute of International Relations,
Yunnan University and Huang Guohua, Graduate Student from Institute
of International Relations, Yunnan University. The maritime cooperation
between China and Vietnam not only have solid bilateral foundations,
but also have regional cooperation and international legal bases, it suffers
from holdbacks from the impact of the South China Sea disputes, as
especially seen in the slow development in the high sensitive areas. From
the future perspective, China’s design from the top, the real needs for
Vietnam to engage in maritime cooperation and the top-level personnel
changes in Vietnam would bring a rare opportunity for China-Vietnam
maritime cooperation, while the cooperation would also continue to be
disturbed by such unfavorable factors as the long unresolved South China
Sea disputes, the interference from outside of the region and the serious
alert kept by Vietnam. Since the new Philippine president Duterte came to
office, the Sino-Philippine relationship has undergone dramatic changes
with the general situation in the South China Sea easing up, while the
dispute between China and Vietnam over the South China Sea has no sign

of easing. The future China-Vietnam maritime cooperation may be boosted
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by continuing to promote China-ASEAN cooperation, making joint efforts
to get rid of outside interferences, further developing the Sino-Vietnam
bilateral relationship, making reasonable planning, deepening mutual
trust and economic interaction, and making the best use of the situation,
which may serve as a breakthrough for China and Vietnam to resolve their

dispute over the South China Sea.

Australia’s Balanced Diplomacy toward China and the US from the
Perspective of the Renting Out of the Port Darwin, by Zhao Chang,
Doctorate Student from East China Normal University and Xu Shanpin,
Lecturer from Xiang Tan University. Australia’s pursuit of a balanced
diplomacy toward China and the US is intended for three goals: first,
getting away from a blind pursuit of the US to manifest its political
values; second, mitigating the double worries to safeguard its own
economic interests; third, giving full play to the strategic initiative to
raise its international status. The renting out of the Port Darwin has fully
reflected its strategic intentions. Although Australia’s national strength, its
geopolitical advantages and the international environment have provided
the favorable conditions for Australia to pursue a balanced diplomacy,
they have put it to face challenges as the development of the China-
US relationship and the evolution of the geopolitical pattern in the Asia-
Pacific region have direct impacts on the effectiveness of this balanced
diplomacy. In addition, Australia is also confronted with internal public
opinion pressure. As Australia has unique position and influence among
China’s neighbors, having an insight into Australia’s diplomatic policies
and interest orientation would be of great reference value for China to get

out of the dilemma in the surrounding region.

An Analysis of China’s Policy toward Australia: Based on the Cognition
of the Behavior Logic of the Middle Powers, by Cui Yue, Lecturer and

Ph.D. from University of International Business and Economics and Niu
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Zhongjun, Associate Professor and Ph.D. from China Foreign Affairs
University. In international relations, middle powers are countries worth
noting, they played a unique role in international affairs. As a typical
middle power, Australia has made significant achievements in diplomacy,
as it played a unique role in the Western Pacific or the whole Asia-Pacific
region. As China’s policy toward Australia has been affected by traditional
thinking, historical experiences and ideology, it has not put Australia on a
strategic perspective. There has been the middle power behavior logic in
Australia’s diplomatic behavior since the end of the Second World War,
cognition of which would be conducive to breaking China’s mind-set on
policies toward Australia and opening up new horizon for China-Australia
relationship. In China’s future diplomacy, middle powers should be
included into its consideration of strategic layout, in which Australia could

be taken for a trial.

An Initial Analysis of the Impact of the Ukraine Crisis on Russia-
Belarus Relations, by Zhang Jian, Doctorate Student from the Department
of Diplomacy and Foreign Affairs Management, China Foreign Affairs
University. The development of the Russia-Belarus relationship has caught
close attention of the world. In the wake of the Ukraine crisis erupted
in 2013, Russia adjusted its policy toward Belarus in military, media
and economic fields, while Belarus made great efforts to get away from
the impacts of the Ukraine crisis on its national economic development,
establish an independent international image, and pursue a diversified
balanced diplomacy. Belarus has rejected Russia’s proposal to build AFBs
in Belarus, adopted diversified economic policies to promote export
diversification and strengthen economic ties with China. In diplomatic
field, Belarus tries to remain neutral on the Ukraine crisis or play a
mediating role. Although Belarus’s trail of this balanced diplomacy will
continue, Russia and Belarus will continue to promote their integration

process jointly as the two countries have deep political, military and
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economic ties, while their bilateral relationship will continue to fluctuate
between “moderately closing to each other” and “limited distance from

each other”.

The Predicament and Prospect of the Arab Parties’ Development
in Israel, by Zou Zhiqiang, Assistant Research Fellow from Institute of
Middle East Studies, Shanghai International Studies University and Wu
Jiabin, Graduate Student from Institute of Middle East Studies, Shanghai
International Studies University. Affected by issues rooted in history
and continuous influence of the long-term Palestine-Israel conflicts, the
dual identities of the Arabs in Israel as both “Israelis” and “Palestinians”
are very distinctive, which has profound impact on the process of their
political participation and the development of the Arab parties. In recent
years, the intensification of the position of Israel as a Jewish state and
the strengthened dominance of the right-wing regimes have made the
contradiction and conflict of the dual identities of the Arab parties more
outstanding, which has condensed the space for their development. In
the future, the prospect of the Arab parties’ development will be greatly
affected by such factors as the position of Israel as a Jewish state and
democracy in Israel, the ruling position of the right-wing regimes, and the
route selection of the Arab parties. In addition, the changes in the Middle
East and the marginalization of the Palestine-Israel issue have intensified

the predicament of their development.

~121-



I Peace and Development NO.2, 2017

The Four Major Development Trends in
the Current International Strategy

Gao Zuygur

2016 witnessed unprecedented unrest, confusion and uncertainty in the
world, because of such important events as the UK passing the referendum
to leave the EU, Trump elected as the US president, the Syria crisis undergoing
twists and turns, and terrorist attacks taking placing in several regions. In 2017,
these events will continue to develop, whose shock effects will be further
magnified. From the evolution of these events, we can see the world pattern is
manifesting more and more new features and configurations, as a result of the
fast changing of such factors as demographic structure, technical innovation,
production mode and ideas, especially the deepening role of deconstruction and
construction played by the process of globalization and informatization. Against
such a background, the major strategic forces have increased the adjustment
momentum of their respective internal governance reforms and external
strategies, which has promoted the profound evolution of the international
pattern, with four major trends emerging.

I. The Trend of Multi-Polarization Developing with Broader and
Deeper Extent Never Seen before

From the development of the world situation in 2016, not only the multi-
polarization trend of the world is getting more and more irreversible, but also it
is going deeper at different levels and in different areas.

A. At the economic level. From the global perspective, although the major
Western countries are getting out of the financial crisis, and the development
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of China, Russia, Brazil and some other countries is slowing down to varying
degrees, the so-called “heartland” as represented by the traditionally developed
“seven Western countries” is continuing to sink as a whole, while the emerging
economies as represented by the BRICS and the “periphery” of the world are
ascending collectively, with the gap between the two narrowing continuously.

Meanwhile, supported by growing economic strength, the emerging
economies and the developing countries have strengthened coordination
among them, whose role in such multilateral frameworks as the UN, G20
Summit and Group of 77 is continuing to expand. Especially the BRICS, with
their promotion, the IMF passed the voting right reform program in 2010; at
the Durban Summit held in April of 2013 in South Africa, the five countries
decided to set up the New Development Bank of the BRICS and the Forex
Reserve Pool, which were formally established in Shanghai in June of 2015.
These have not only supplemented the existing international multilateral
development financing agencies, but also promoted their growth. At the same
time, the participation of such emerging economies as Russia, China and India
in regional and international affairs has increased, with their influence over
regional and international hot issues continuing to grow. In addition, with the
cooperation advancing under the regional frameworks of ASEAN, the AU, the
Arab League and the Latin American Community, the international influence of
the emerging economies as a whole is likely to rise continuously. The balance
of power in the world is getting more and more even as a whole, which is the
result of the deepening of this multi-polarization trend.

B. At the strategic level. From the power contrast among the major strategic
forces, the serious imbalance since the end of the Cold War is changing
obviously, with the gap in comprehensive national strength between the US, the
only superpower of the world, and China, Russia and Europe as “great powers”
is closing up, as the international status change among the great powers tends to
equalize prominently.

Although the general status of the US as the “only superpower” remains
outstanding, it tends to inward looking obviously and its dominance over the
evolution of the world pattern and international systems is relatively weakened
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compared with the peak period at the turn of the century, as the gap between
the US and other great powers is narrowing, under successive chocks by a
series of important events, coupled with instable basis for domestic economic
recovery, the sharp rise of government debts, political confrontation of the
two major parties, and the deteriorating polarization. Especially in view of the
transformation of the international system, the increasingly complication of
the international affairs, the difficult solution of several hot international issues
in a short run, the continuous threats posed by the “IS” and other extremist
groups, the Syria crisis going without major turn for the better, the Ukraine
crisis remaining in deadlock, the new situation of the Korean nuclear issue,
the internal division of the US created by the 2016 presidential election, the
challenges posed by them have weakened to some extent the will, resolution
and capability of the US to control the regional and international situation
independently.

The power differentiation of other great powers is also outstanding. The
absolute economic aggregates of the UK, France, Germany and Russia are
rising continuously, but their relative proportions in the world economic
structure have continued to decline, while both the absolute economic aggregate
and the relative proportions in the world economic structure of China and India
are rising. This trend of multiple decentralization of power contrast is also the
result of the deepening of this multi-polarization trend.

Il. The Major Strategic Forces of the World Re-Clarifying their
Internal and External Strategies

Faced with increasingly turbulent world and the deepening of the multi-
polarization trend in particular, the major strategic forces of the world lost no time
in adjusting their internal and external strategies, making efforts to clarify their
positions and strengths as well as weaknesses, and trying to seek more favorable
international status in the future multi-polar pattern which is likely to emerge.

A. The strategy of American hegemony will both continue and change
with the change of presidency. The newly elected president Trump holds
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high the banners of “making the US great again” and “America first”, and the
tendencies of his campaign advocates, policy advisors and the formation of the
government have indicated that the American internal and external strategies
will be likely to undergo major changes in the future, while the continuity of the
old ones will be maintained to some extent. Internally, he will make efforts for
the manufacturing industry to return to the homeland; encourage fossil energy
development within the countries; perform large scale infrastructure upgrade;
raise the competitiveness of the enterprises by large tax cuts; and increase
employment opportunities for the middle class. Externally, he will take the
elimination of the threats posed by the “IS” as the primary and most pressing
mission; implement the military strengthening programs on large scales; help
allies with their capability improvement and make them share more security
costs; seek cooperation with Russia on fighting terrorism; declare renegotiate
or quit the “NAFTA” already effective; withdraw from the “TPP”, whose
negotiations have been completed, but approval not yet obtained; and sharply
criticize the uncompleted “TTIP” negotiations. If these policy proposals went
into effect, they would bring about profound impacts on the US and the world.

B. Other strategic forces have sped up the adjustment of their internal and
external strategies respectively, both for resolving their development problems
and for responding the changes of the US. In dealing with the debt crisis, the
Ukraine crisis, the refugee crisis and the Brexit, the EU is trying to maintain
unity and coping strongly with the fierce waves of populism so as to cut
across the “transition time” through continuing and comprehensive promotion
of union construction on banking, finance, energy, investment and defense.
Externally, the EU continues to lay stress on values and multilateral diplomacy,
while attaching more importance to the strengthening of military construction.
In July of 2016, the EU published its global strategy in the name of Common
Vision and Common Action: A Stronger Europe, emphasizing the importance
of strengthening the cross Atlantic ties and the NATO alliance, further
integrating the Eastern and Southern European countries, attaching importance
to dealing with the crisis with integrated means, and enhancing the world order
based on such multilateral regulations as the UN. In late June of 2016, the EU
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promulgated the joint strategic document entitled New Strategic Factors of
the EU towards China, expounding the opportunities and challenges the Sino-
Europe relationship has to face in the next 5 years. The implementation of these
internal and external strategies has to stand the tests of the national elections to
be held in France, Germany, Holland and Italy in 2017. The unfolding of these
strategies will certainly affect the rise and decline of EU’s international status
as a world power center, and even the survival of the EU itself.

Under such circumstances that the Ukraine crisis remains in deadlock, the
US and the EU increase the breadth and momentum of economic sanctions,
the NATO continues its eastward expansion and strengthens its military
containment, Russia has promoted the development-through-innovation and
import-substitution strategies. Externally, Russia strengthens its control of the
CIS countries and consolidates its peripheral strategic support basis through
deepening the construction of the Eurasian Economic Union, trying to “construct
the Eurasian multi-level integration model”; attaches importance to maintaining
and raising its international influence by virtue of the “BRICS” and the “SCO”;
promotes cooperation with China, India and Japan in a balanced way; contends
with the US for the leading position in the Middle East by capitalizing on the
Syria crisis, the threats posed by the “IS” and the Iranian nuclear issue, with an
intention to show that Russia is still one of power centers of the world; seeks
to improve relations with the US by taking the opportunity of Trump coming
to power. Against such background that its economic development is declining
continuously, the dependence of its economic structure on military industry
and energy sector is increasing, and the improvement of its relations with the
US is restricted by European and the NATO factors, Russia is confronted with
challenges in preventing the decline of its international status.

The Abe administration of Japan has introduced reforms on domestic
election system and the tenure of office of the Liberal Democratic Party
president to reinforce the political pattern of the Liberal Democratic Party’s
one party dominance; continued with Abenomics to ensure Japan’s status as a
major economic power; substantially strengthened the armament construction
through weapon systems research and trade, increasing military expenditure,
reforms of the security systems and constitutional amendment, and persistently
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sought to amend the pacifist constitution, to advance to the goal of becoming
a major military power; promoted “global diplomacy”, strengthening security
cooperation with the US, the ROK, Australia and India, while playing the role
as a “cornerstone” in the Asia-Pacific security cooperation network the US
is trying hard to build; substantially increased assistance to the developing
countries in Asia, Africa and Latin America in exchange for their support, and
coordinated with Germany, India and Brazil in an effort to become a permanent
member of the UN Security Council, advancing to the goal of becoming a
major political power of the world. Against the backdrop of slow economic
growth, increasing debt burdens of the government, increasingly deteriorating
situation of the aging society and families with few children, and the possibility
that the Trump administration is likely to adjust the US-Japan alliance, Japan is
also confronted with challenges in achieving its goal to become an independent
and normal major power.

The Modi government of India has set the “New India” vision, which
includes such contents as building India into a “global major manufacturing and
exporting power”, “major digital power” and “major clean power”, “reappearing
on the world radar”, and “making the 21st century the Indian century”.
Internally, India tries to strengthen its comprehensive national strength by way
of reinforcing economic reforms, aerospace development and national defense
construction, especially firmly implements tax and currency reforms, and
enhances the infrastructure construction and nuclear energy development and
utilization. Externally, India actively promotes the strong peripheral diplomacy
and great power balance diplomacy on the basis of strengthening its dominance
in South Asia and the Indian Ocean; greatly enhances its economic and security
cooperation with the US, Japan, Russia, the UK, France and Germany, and
seeks persistently to become a permanent member of the UN Security Council.

lll. The Strategic Game-Playing among the Major Powers
Intensifying in an All-round Way

As the world is undergoing unprecedentedly great changes and adjustment under
peaceful conditions, chaotic and disorder factors have increased significantly,
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uncertainties and risks have remained high, and the aggressiveness of the major
powers in their strategies and policies has generally been strengthened to better
cope with the drastic changes, which has resulted in the intensification of the
game-playing among the major powers of the world in an all-round way, from
internal economic structural reforms and adjustment, and the management
of social contradictions, to rectifying and reconfirming the international
positioning, and redesigning and re-planning external strategies, and to the

changes in geopolitical layout and adjustment of military deployment.

A. The internal governance effectiveness of the major powers will
determine the prospect of their competition. In 2016, the referendum to “leave
the EU” was held in the UK, and the rising influence of the far-right parties,
such as the Movimento Cinque Stelle in Italy and the “National Front” in
France, directly threatened the prospects of the EU. The election of Trump as
the US president is the result of multiple political, social and economic splits,
which has further intensified the multiple political, social and economic splits
in the US. These important changes have indicated that such issues as the
polarization, unemployment of youth, and racial and immigration integration
difficulties within the US and the European countries have got serious with
each passing day, which has seriously threatened the social stability. Anti-
establishment, anti-immigration, anti-integration, and white supremacy as
well as other ideological trends of populism are now reshaping the landscape
of the Western countries. As the internal governance of the US and European
countries is confronted with profound challenges, the globalization and regional
integration processes under their dominance based on internal governance
have been obviously frustrated, which has determined that in the future the US
and European countries have to focus their respective development strategies
on internal affairs, and reduce investment in global governance. In addition,
the functioning of the New Development Bank of the BRICS and the Asian
Infrastructure Investment Bank is predicting from another aspect that great
changes will take place to the international system dominated by the US and
European countries since the end of the Second World War, with their influence
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on the level of internal and international system declining. Furthermore,
the autonomous exploration of development path of China, Russia, Turkey,
Saudi Arabia, Iran and other countries has caught close observation, while the
world development and global governance have increasingly called for their
ideological schemes and practical efforts. It is indicated that the prospect of
competition among the major powers depends more and more on the reforms
and perfection of the internal governance of individual major power and their

role in re-constructing the global governance system.

B. Geostrategic competition has formed the platform for the game-playing
of the major powers. With the trend of the global power center accelerating to
shift to Asia-Pacific region, the Indian Ocean-Asia-Pacific block is becoming
the central stage for the geostrategic gaming of the major powers. The Obama
administration of the US made a “rebalance” between the Middle East and
the Asia-Pacific with an intention to have a complete control of the crescent
belt extending from the Western Pacific and East Asia to the Indian Ocean and
Western Asia by 2020 to support its global leadership. On the one hand, the
US made moderate reduction of the excessive power previously projected in
the Middle East, formed a global coalition of counter-terrorism to fight against
the “IS”, and took control of the Syrian crisis rather than trying to solve it.
While on the other hand, the US focused on strengthening power deployment
in the area linking the Middle East and the Asia-Pacific, namely Central Asia,
Southeast Asia and the Southwestern Pacific, to ensure American presence of
power in the region and American leadership will not be weakened. In order to
“make America great again”, the Trump administration will continue to secure
strategic dominance of this geostrategic block. Stimulated and promoted by
American strategic adjustment, other strategic powers have successively shifted
focus to the Indian Ocean-Asia-Pacific region. The UK, France and Germany
have attached more importance to and continuously promoted relationship with
the countries in Northeast, Southeast and South Asia. Russia has evidently
intensified its diplomatic and military deployment in West, Central, South and
Southeast Asia, attaching more and more importance to the APEC, and actively
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getting involved in and playing the geostrategic leverage role in the Iranian
nuclear issue and the Syrian crisis. Japan has taken a free ride of American
adjustment of its geostrategic deployment, taking the opportunity to strengthen
its political and security relationship with America’s allies, achieving major
breakthrough with ROK in logistic and intelligence cooperation, changing the
ways of ODA and economic cooperation, and increasing political, economic
and security involvement in Southeast, South and Central Asia. India has
strengthened its dominance in South Asia and the Indian Ocean, while getting
more involved in Central Asia, enhancing energy and economic cooperation
with the Middle East countries to the west and making “eastward” advance to
the Pacific, and substantially reinforcing cooperation with such Asia-Pacific
countries as Japan, Australia and Vietnam. China has boosted the construction
of the “Silk Road Economic Belt” and the “21st Century Maritime Silk Road”,
with one going across the Eurasia landmass and one linking the Pacific and
Indian Oceans, which other major powers are viewing and coping with from
geostrategic perspectives. The strategies of the major powers of the world over
this geostrategic block are unfolding like raging fire, with head-on collisions

and frictions as well as relationship restructuring in the region intensifying.

C. Military strategic competition has become the very forefront of the
major power games. Against the background that the feeling of international
insecurity is on the rise and the competition among the major powers is getting
tense, the major powers of the world have attached more and more importance
to the armament construction. In reality, changes in the world military field
have been deepening, with the trend of military weapons tending to be long-
range and precise, intelligent, stealthy and unmanned getting more and more
obvious, and the contention for military commanding height extending to the
outer space, cyber space, oceans and the polar region. As a result, the form of
war is fast evolving to the IT-based warfare and the transformation of national
security strategy, defense policy and power system in the major powers is
evidently accelerating, which has made the military strategic competition of the
major powers become the sharpest frontier of the major power games.
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IV. The Influence of China’s Development on the World Progress
Has Been Expanding

As the development of multi-polarization of the world is heading to a new
breadth and depth, China’s status and roles are getting more and more
important, with the pursuit of China’s strategies producing the most conspicuous
impact. China has profited from the fact that the geo-importance of the Eurasia
landmass China locates on is fast rising in the global geostrategic pattern, and
the growth of comprehensive national strength achieved from China’s 38 years
of reform and open-up has provided the supporting basis. The most basic and
important is the economic development. As President Xi pointed out, in the
years immediately after the international financial crisis, China’s contribution to
the global economic growth reached almost 40%, providing important support
for the recovery of the world economy. In recent years, against the background
of weak world economic growth, China’s economic growth is leading the major
economies of the world, making more than 25% contribution to the world
economic growth. From a new high and starting point, the influence of China’s
development on the world is expanding, which may be seen in two aspects:

First, China’s output effects on the world are expanding. In economy,
China’s direct investment abroad was bigger than the foreign capital it attracted
in 2015. In the next 5 years, it is expected that China’s gross import will
reach US$ 8 trillion and total utilization of foreign capital will reach US$ 600
billion, while China’s total foreign investment will get to US$ 750 billion and
tourists going abroad will reach 700 million person times. President Xi pointed
out at the UN Development Summit on September 27 of 2015, up until then
China had provided close to RMB 400 billion assistance to 166 countries
and sent out more than 600 thousand aid workers abroad, and of whom more
than 700 gave up their precious lives. China will set up the “South-South
Cooperation Assistance Fund” with the first payment reaching US$ 2 billion,
to help the developing countries with their implementation of the Post-2015
Development Agenda. China will continue to increase investment to the least
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developed countries, trying to bring it to US$ 12 billion by 2030. With a new
round of reform and open-up unfolding, especially the advance of “the Belt
and the Road” construction, China’s role to boost the economic development
of its neighborhood and even a broader region is further expanding. In
politics and diplomacy, China has continued to raise proposals, plans and
suggestions regarding the direction of the world development, the changes
of the international system, global challenges, and regional hot and difficult
issues, leading the way to actively implement what it has suggested, including
drawing up the document of Strengthening Action on Climate Change:
China’s Independent Contribution in 2015, which it has formally handed to the
UNFCCC Secretariat. In security, China, as one of the five permanent members
of the UN Security Council, has taken its share of the UN peacekeeping costs,
which has grown from 3.1474% to 10.2 %, only second to the US, and ranking
the 2nd. The peacekeeping officers and soldiers China sent abroad are more
than any other permanent members of the UN Security Council, with more than
3100 peacekeeping personnel carrying out the UN peacekeeping missions in
the world in 2015. President Xi declared in his speech to the General Debate
of the 70th Session of the UN General Assembly, “China will join the new
UN Peacekeeping Capability Readiness System and has thus decided to take
the lead in setting up a permanent peacekeeping police squad and build a
peacekeeping standby force of 8,000 troops.”

Second, China’s contribution to the world is expanding to the regulation
level. On November 22 of 2016, Vice Premier Wang Yang pointed out while
attending the 27th Sino-US Joint Commission on Commerce and Trade in
Washington DC, “whether to promulgate laws or regulations in regard to cyber
security and the management of foreign NGOs, or draw up drug regulation and
technology innovation policy, we would give a willing ear to the opinions from
all parties, including American enterprises and relevant agencies, and absorb
the reasonable components.” In another word, the reform and innovation of
China’s internal regulations need to be put openly in an environment where the
domestic and international situations are combined. More importantly, while
firmly supporting the international order and system with the principles and
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purposes of the UN Charter at the core, China is pushing forward the reforms of
the international rules or regulations to adapt to the new situation where major
transnational and global challenges are growing, and increase the representation
and voice of the developing countries. On the global level, China supports the
UN reforms based on the consensus reached by all the UN members and in
view of fairness and effectiveness. At present, China has decided to establish
a ten-year US$ 1 billion China-UN Fund for Peace and Development, which
is intended for the work of the UN and promoting multilateral cooperation.
China supports G20 to play a bigger role as a major platform for global
economic governance, and elaborated for the first time its concepts on global
economic governance at the Hangzhou Summit held on September 4-5 of
2016, while promoting for the first time the formation of the global multilateral
investment regulation framework and the transformation of G20 into a long-
term governance mechanism. China has promoted the establishment of such
financial institutions as the New Development Bank of the BRICS and the
Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank, and urged the IMF and the World Bank
to reform their governance structure. In addition, China has decided to provide
100 million US dollars worth of unconditional military assistance to the AU
in the next 5 years to support the construction of its standing army and rapid
reaction forces for crisis response. In short, China is making unprecedentedly
active efforts to raise its ability to participate in the global governance,
strengthen its capability in regulation formulation and agenda setting, elaborate
its concepts on the promotion of the global governance system transformation
to the international community, stick to the principle of cooperation rather
than confrontation, advocate the concept of win-win, multi-win and common-
win rather than single-win, continue to seek the greatest common divisor and
expand the area of cooperation, and jointly promote the global governance
system transformation by promoting consensus and strengthening coordination.

(The author is Professor and Vice President of Institute for International
Strategic Studies of the Central Party School of the CPC and Guest Research
Fellow of CPDS. This article was received on Jan. 9, 2017.)
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A Retrospect of the Korean Peninsula
Situation in 2016 and a Prospect for 2017

Yang AXilan

I. A Retrospect of the Korean Peninsula Situation in 2016

In 2016, the DPRK conducted two nuclear tests (the fourth and fifth), which has
indicated that its nuclear development program is accelerating, its determination
to have nuclear weapons is more strengthened and its line to obtain nuclear
weapons is consolidated. Under the pretext of the DPRK’s nuclear test, the US
lost no time to pursue its strategy in Northeast Asia. The ROK has given consent
to the deployment of the THAAD by the US troops stationed in the ROK. The
three strategies, namely the US Asia-Pacific rebalancing strategy, the DPRK’s
strategy to obtain nuclear capability for self-defense and the ROK’s unification
strategy by annexing collided one another, while the game playing among the
major powers of the world is intensifying. The three crises, namely the nuclear
crisis in the DPRK, the THAAD crisis in the ROK and the Park Geun-hye
scandal, have interacted with one another in the peninsula, sending great shocks
to the strategic pattern of the region. The Cold War mentality has returned to the
peninsula, the atmosphere for dialog is disappearing, and the intensity is rising.
While the factors leading to a war are growing, the factors to prevent a war
remain strong, leaving opportunities for the peninsula to stay out of a war.

A. The US has taken an aggressive approach to strengthen its strategic
pursuit in the peninsula, making the game playing of the major powers extend
to the Korean Peninsula. First, under the pretext of coping with the nuclear and
missile threats from the DPRK and providing defense for the ROK, the US has
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insisted on deploying the THAAD in the ROK, despite of the strong protests
made by China and Russia, and decided to move the completion time from
the end of 2017 to the first half of the year. The THAAD is mainly targeted
at China and Russia, as the US tried hard to bring the ROK into its TMD at
least 18 years ago, when the nuclear and missile development programs of the
DPRK were at the initial stage, which has proven clearly that the THAAD is
not intended for the DPRK’s nuclear and missile development programs. It
was an important part of the Obama administration’s pursuit of the Asia-Pacific
rebalancing strategy to deploy the THAAD in the ROK, and once the THAAD
is deployed in the ROK, it is bound to break the strategic balance of the region.
When the US completed its strategic deployment in the Asia-Pacific region,
it would launch a new round of strategic offense against China and Russia,
which would bring about new impacts on the strategic pattern of the region.
For China, as soon as the THAAD is deployed in the ROK, it would pose real
threats to China’s security interests, which would remain for a long time. It has
meant that although the flames of war have not reached the banks of the Yalu
River, the strategic threats are knocking at China’s “door”.

Second, the route differences in resolving the DPRK’s nuclear issue
have risen to the strategic game playing of the major powers. On the issue
of denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula, there is a clear route difference
between China and Russia on the one hand, and the US, Japan and the ROK on
the other. China and Russia proposed to solve the nuclear issue of the Korean
Peninsula through dialog and under the framework of the Six-Party Talk,
while the US, Japan and the ROK insisted on putting pressure on the DPRK
through sanctions to make it give up its nuclear development programs. Over
the past 10 years, the US, Japan and the ROK have set up another household,
bypassing the Six-Party Talk mechanism with the “US-Japan-ROK Mutual
Assistance System”. In February of 2016, China proposed the idea of realizing
the denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula in parallel with the transition
from the armistice mechanism to the peace mechanism” for negotiations,
which was rejected by the US, Japan and the ROK. China for many times
called for resuming talks on the nuclear issue of the DPRK, while the US and
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the ROK deemed that “improper talking about talks would provide legitimacy
for the DPRK’s wrong doings.” It is not difficult to see, whatever multilateral
mechanisms China takes the leadership, the US would try to disable them; and
whatever initiatives China proposes, the US, Japan and the ROK would try to
boycott. After the fifth nuclear test of the DPRK, the US threw out the so-called
“China’s responsibility” for the DPRK’s possessing nuclear capability, placing
sanctions on Chinese enterprises that have trade relations with the DPRK
and limiting China’s trade relations with the DPRK. The core of the DPRK
nuclear issue is the issue of the US-DPRK relationship, and denuclearization
of the Korean Peninsula is the common concern of the relevant countries of
the region. The US wanted China to hold the responsibility to make the DPRK
give up its nuclear development program on the one hand, while on the other
hand it wanted to hold China responsible for “sheltering” the DPRK, which is a
disguised strategic squeeze the US has put on China. The US blamed China for
not stopping the DPRK’s nuclear tests, which is intended to offset the offensive
of China and Russia against the deployment of the THAAD.

Third, the US has coordinated its alliance relationship in Northeast Asia,
which has made the regional strategic front become clear. The ROK has
changed its position with regard to the deployment of the THAAD to submit to
the US Asia-Pacific rebalancing strategy, which has played a key role for the
US and the ROK to reach an agreement on deploying the THAAD. By such a
doing, the ROK has made clear the order of its alliance relationship with the US
and its strategic partnership relationship with China, which has left a lacerating
wound on the Sino-ROK relationship. That the ROK would rather bear the
responsibility of breaking the regional strategic balance indicates that it is trying
to keep abreast with the US strategy. Meanwhile, the ROK has broken the taboo
of not developing military cooperation with Japan. On December 16 of 2016,
the ROK Ministry of Defense confirmed that the ROK and Japan shared for the
first time the DPRK’s nuclear and missile intelligence in accordance with the
GSOMIA. The signing of the GSOMIA is an important step for the US, Japan
and the ROK to establish a trilateral military cooperation system. With the US,
Japan and the ROK getting closer strategically, the regional strategic front in
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Northeast Asia is getting clearer.

B. The security situation in the Korean Peninsula is deteriorating, but it is
not yet out of control. After the two nuclear tests of the DPRK, the DPRK on
the one hand and the US and the ROK on the other have increased their threat
momentum against each other, making the situation in the Korean Peninsula
intensifying. First, it is the mutual threat of nuclear strikes vs. strike on nuclear
arms. Second, it is mutual intimidation of launching pre-emptive strikes. Third,
it is mutual threat by carrying out decapitation strikes. In addition, both the
DPRK and the US and the ROK are preparing for a war, which has made the
war factors grow. The DPRK has launched several missiles to show its nuclear
and missile capabilities, while the US has sent the USS Ronald Reagan aircraft
carrier, B-52 strategic bombers and other strategic weapon systems to the sea
and airspace of the Korean Peninsula for six times to show its military muscles.
Moreover, the US and the ROK have repeatedly carried out joint military
exercises to maintain a high level of military deterrence on the DPRK. Of note,
in order to make the results of deterrence on the DPRK prominent, the US and
the ROK have invited powers from outside of the region to the joint military
exercise. The ROK military stressed that the participation of these countries’
troops in the exercise has shown their determination to fulfill their peninsula
defense commitment as the participants of the Korean War and members of
the United Nations Command. On the other hand, these military exercises
have revealed the new strategic intentions of the US, namely to create a joint
multilateral military exercise platform in Northeast Asia to correspond the
Cobra Gold joint military drill held in Southeast Asian country Thailand.

From another perspective, the anti-war factors remain strong and the
situation in the Korean Peninsula has not gone out of control. China has urged
all the related parties to the Korean Peninsula to exercise restraint and avoid
mutual stimulation. China has clearly set its bottom line for solving the Korean
Peninsula issue: resolution of the issue by force and staging a war or creating
unrest at China’s door is not allowed. China’s warning has a restraint effect on
any party that dares to run risks. As its nuclear weapons cannot yet be applied
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to war, the DPRK is only making an empty show of strength rather than rushing
recklessly into dangers; and while the US has made an issue of and exaggerated
the threats from the DPRK to strengthen its military presence in Northeast
Asia, resolving the Korean nuclear issue by force is not its first choice now.
These factors set the tone for the Korean Peninsula situation in 2016: surprises

without danger and confrontations without a war.

C. The uncertainty in the Korean Peninsula security situation is growing.
First, the nuclear shadow continues to cast over the Korean Peninsula, as
complicated factors emerged in the denuclearization process. The relevant
channels for dialogue in the Korean Peninsula have all shut up, with the
confrontational atmosphere of the Cold War returning. The DPRK convened
the 7th party congress, which has approved the line of nuclear development
in parallel with economic construction and consolidated the will to obtain
nuclear capabilities. The DPRK continued with its test-fire of intermediate-
range ballistic missiles, despite the call of the international community for
dialog and the sanctions, with the efforts of the international community to
promote denuclearization in the Korean Peninsula suffocating. The situation
indicates that putting pressure on the DPRK through sanctions has failed.
The denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula can only be achieved through
consultation and dialog under premise that security concerns of all parties are
taken into consideration, including those of the DPRK’s. But, the countries
concerned have not yet reached consensus on this. The “nuclear armed
theory” rears its ugly head once again in the ROK, which would interrupt the
denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula.

Second, the political crisis in the ROK is intensifying, with the political
turmoil continuing. In late September of last year, when the scandal of Park
Geun-hye’s close friend “interfering with governmental affairs” was exposed
by the ROK media, the incident has continued to ferment, resulting in the
most serious political crisis in the ROK’s 68 years of constitutional history and
bringing about lasting political turmoil.
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Il. A Prospect of the Korean Peninsula Situation in 2017

The development of the Korean Peninsula situation in 2017 is still full of
variables. The Korean Peninsula policy of the Trump administration will add
new uncertainties to the Korean Peninsula security situation, with the three
crises in the Korean Peninsula continuing to develop. But it is generally
believed that there will not be a major unrest in the Korean Peninsula.

A. The Korean Peninsula situation cannot keep itself from the “Trump
Shocks”. The US president Trump had made several tough talks before taking
office regarding the international strategy and regional policies of the US,
giving people the wrong impression that he would repudiate the Asia-Pacific
strategy of the Obama administration. Nonetheless, Trump would not deviate
from the basic goal of American external strategies and policies in the post Cold
War era, namely to maintain the status of the US as the only superpower of the
world forever. Trump’s initiative of “America First” is most likely understood
as maintaining the status of the US as the world leader. As a result, Trump, after
assuming power, will not give up his focus on the Asia-Pacific region and change
the goal of maintaining dominance over the region. The real content of Trump’s
Asian policy is likely to reach the level of “Asia-Pacific Rebalancing Plus”.

First, the game-playing between China and the US will intensify. When
Trump completed his transition from the “businessman’s decision-making
mode” to the “president decision-making mode”, he would pursue his Asian
strategy with more aggressiveness, with the roaring “Trump Shocks” adding
more uncertainties to the Korean Peninsula situation. First of all, Trump is
likely to adjust the US-China-Russia trilateral relationship by manipulating
the Korean Peninsula issue, which would make the Korean Peninsula continue
to be the major stage for great power games. As China and the US have
different strategic interests in the Korean Peninsula, and have differences on
the THAAD issue and definition of the DPRK regime, their approaches to
resolve the Korean nuclear issue differ. As a result, it is very hard for the China-
US strategic cooperation in the Korean Peninsula to continue and their game-
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playing over the Korean issue will be more complicated and fierce.

Second, the US policy toward the Korean Peninsula will not likely undergo
subversive changes. The alliance relationship of the US with Japan and the
ROK will remain firm. The severity of the US policy toward the DPRK will
at least remain unchanged during Trump’s reign. Meanwhile, the possibility
cannot be excluded that after running-in for some time, the US and the DPRK
would start some low level contacts. It is still the major choice of Trump’s
Korean Peninsula policy to maintain high pressure on the DPRK and control
capability over the ROK, which will not bring peace and stability to the Korean
Peninsula.

B. The political situation in the DPRK will remain stable, and the political
turmoil will continue in the ROK. In 2017, the international environment for
the DPRK remains grim, with domestic economy likely running into greater
difficulties. The DPRK will make greater efforts to maintain its political
stability, while seeking diplomatic breakthroughs and the right to survive and
develop. The development of the crisis in the ROK is worth noting. Although
the ROK experienced political turmoil in 2016, there was no domestic chaos
taking place, as the systems, namely diplomacy, unification and defense, ran
normally on the whole. In 2017, the uncertainty in political development of
the ROK will grow. The two political agendas of ending the impeachment and
holding national election ahead of time will stir up both politics and society in
the ROK, with various political forces and interest groups actively participating
in the contest. As a result, there is a danger that the political turmoil in the ROK
will develop into chaos, as the disputes and competition of political views will
be likely to extend to diplomacy, defense and the relationship between the
South and North Koreas.

The internal politics of the ROK is in a vulnerable period, while its
diplomacy is also faced with difficulties, as its relations with China, the US,
Japan and Russia need to be adjusted. Though the ROK is suffering from weak
diplomatic clout, its position remains tough. The dependency of the ROK on
the US and Japan is growing. On January 4 this year, South Korean foreign
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minister Yin Bingshi, when reporting to the acting president on the work in the
new year, raised the foreign policy initiative of “resisting the DPRK with the
US and integrating with China and Japan”, which has shown the strong desire
of the ROK to get understanding, sympathy and support from the US and Japan.

C. The prospect of resolving the THAAD issue is not clear. The THAAD
crisis has evolved to the diplomatic crisis between China and the ROK. The
decision to deploy the THAAD in the ROK is a strategic decision of the
US, while the acceptance of the THAAD is a strategic choice of the ROK.
Since deployment of the THAAD in the ROK is an inter-governmental treaty
between the US and the ROK, the opposition of China and Russia is not likely
to change their decision. It is certain that the Trump administration would not
change the decision to deploy the THAAD, as the conservative parties and the
ROK military are more worried than the US if the plan to deploy the THAAD
is put aside. It is worth noting that Japan has started the feasibility studies
of introducing the THAAD, which has resulted in the continuous growth of
uncertainties in the geo-security field of Northeast Asia.

D. The confrontation between the DPRK and the ROK will be escalated,
while the easing of their relations will undergo a tortuous process. It is not easy
for the relationship between the DPRK and the ROK to get out of the deadlock.
The ROK’s policy toward the DPRK is the decisive factor for the direction of
their bilateral relationship. During the reign of Park Geun-hye, it was out of the
question to change the ROK’s policy toward the DPRK.

In the period of regime change in the ROK, what position should be taken
in regard to the threats from the DPRK, or what the “national security concept”
should be, will be a focus of political debate within the country. The ROK’s
political turmoil in 2016 reflected a change is taking place in the society, namely
the concept of the “DPRK threat” is no longer popular. Although the ROK
government has made great efforts to exaggerate the threats from the DPRK
and the severity of the security situation the ROK faced, and the conservative
forces have labeled the public protests as manipulated by the “pro-DPRK
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forces”, they cannot suppress down the expression of anger of the broad masses
against the Park Geun-hye government. There is a great difference between the
livelihood demand of the voters and the “security awareness” emphasized by
the conservative forces. As winning the minds of the people is meant to win the
votes, the current political advocates are not likely to be turned into policies. In
the period of regime change in the ROK, the ROK’s policy toward the DPRK
is not likely to be adjusted. During this period, the ROK military badly needs
the provocation from the DPRK so as to transfer the attention of the broad
masses in the ROK. The response of the DPRK to the political turmoil in the
ROK remains relatively calm and quiet, which has made the ROK feel tangled,
as it cannot use the “DPRK threat” to divert its “internal worries”. But, as the
DPRK is quite likely to test-fire its missiles within the year, and the US-ROK
joint military exercise will provoke the DPRK to make responses, the ROK will
easily get the pretext of provocation from the DPRK to incite hostility against
the DPRK.

E. The Korean nuclear issue will continue to influence the situation in
the Korean Peninsula. Currently, the nuclear weapons of the DPRK are still
strategic and diplomatic weapons, which cannot be applied to war. The DPRK’s
strategy to obtain nuclear capabilities has been set and the technical level of
its nuclear and missile development is improving, while its development of
small-sized nuclear bombs and exploration and test programs of combining the
nuclear bombs with the missiles are going on. To meet the needs of technical
advancement and fighting against external pressures, the leader of the DPRK
declared in his New Year address that the DPRK has become a “nuclear power”
and the “test-firing of the intercontinental ballistic missiles has entered the final
stage”. The denuclearization process of the Korean Peninsula is very difficult,
as the DPRK will not stop test-firing its missiles.

(The author is Former Chinese Defense Attaché to the DPRK and the ROK
and Senior Advisor of China Institute for International Strategic Studies. This
article was received on Jan. 18, 2017)
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