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The U.S. Middle East Strategy and 

Its Historical Destination

Tian Wenlin, Associate Researcher with the Institute of Asian and African Studies

After the 9/11 incident, the United States has further shifted its strategic focus to the Middle East. Against this backdrop, the assessment over the U.S. Middle East strategy can, in a sense, serve as the best paradigm for assessing the global strategy of the U.S. This article tries to analyze the strategic dilemma faced by the U.S. in the Middle East and the historical destination of its Middle East strategy through comparing the traditional and current Middle East strategy of the U.S. from a historical perspective. 

From equilibrium to hegemony: fundamental shift of the U.S. Middle East Strategy

The U.S. Middle East strategy is now undergoing revolutionary change. With the 9/11 as a watershed, the Middle East strategy of the U.S. can be divided into two stages: in the nearly 60 years after the end of WWII and before the 9/11, the United States basically followed the strategy of equilibrium that aimed at maintaining the then status quo; after the 9/11, the United States shifted to embrace a hegemonic strategy that is bending on comprehensively transform the Middle East. Such a change also symbolizes a transformation of the U.S. foreign policy from classical realism to aggressive realism. 

Realism and idealism have always been two major pillars of the U.S. foreign policy, mutually serving each other thus enabling the U.S. to both obtain real benefits and gain the moral high ground. However, what the U.S. adopts in the Middle East has long been realism-guided pragmatic policies. George Kennan once pointed out in 1948 that “we should cease to talk about vague and unreal objectives such as human rights, the raising of the living standards, and democratization in backward regions. The day is not far off when we are going to have to deal in straight power concepts. The less we are then hampered by idealistic slogans the better.”
 This kind of realist thinking of the United States is most obvious in the Middle East. After WWII, the U.S. interest in the Middle East had mainly included sustaining oil supply at a reasonable price from the Gulf to Western industrialized countries; ensuring Israel’s survival; stopping the proliferation of WMD and terrorism; assisting moderate Arab countries in maintaining security and stability; and preventing Soviet Union’s expansion to safeguard the superior position of the U.S. in the Middle East. 
 Among them, ensuring oil supply and keeping the Soviet Union at bay were the most concrete interests. 
These basic objectives had decided that the general strategy of the U.S. in the Middle East would be promoting and safeguarding stability in the region.
 In real practice, it is manifested mainly in two aspects. First, adopting “surrogate policy” at the state level to avoid interfering in the internal affairs of the Middle East. On February 14th, 1945, King of Saudi Arabia and President Roosevelt reached a historical deal of “oil for security”, which became the basic mode of cooperation between the U.S. and Saudi Arabia or even the Gulf countries since then. Despite of their poor performance in human rights and democracy, the United States basically turned a blind eye to it. “During the Cold War, when ‘freedom’ was the catchword of the United States in every region apart from the Middle East, where it was ready to exchange liberty for stability, academic publications focused on explaining what was typically known as ‘Middle Eastern exceptionalism’.”
 In the 1970s when the United States was bogged down in the Vietnam War, it depended more on supporting “surrogate” in the Middle East to ensure its control in the region, and Iran, Israel, and Saudi Arabia became the three "pillars" on which U.S. power rested in the region. 
  

Of course, the policy of maintaining the status quo and supporting pro-America countries had met with the challenge of some political forces in the region that called for de-colonization, political independence and state sovereignty (like Mossadeq, Nasser, Khomeini etc.). They regarded the expansion of US influence in the region as notorious Western imperialism. 
 In order to eradicate the threat of nationalism against the US interest, the United States had resorted to whatever it could: in 1949, the U.S. backed a military coup toppling the elected government of Syria; in 1953, the U.S. helped overthrow the democratically‑elected Mossadeq government in Iran; in 1958, the U.S. troops landed in Lebanon to maintain "stability"; in the early 1960s, the U.S. unsuccessfully attempted assassination of Iraqi leader, Abdul Karim Qassim; in 1963, the U.S. supported the coup by Iraqi Ba'ath party to overthrow the pro-Soviet Union Qassem government; and in 1991, the U.S. waged the Gulf War to drive Iraq out of Kuwait. 
But generally speaking, the US involvement in the Middle East affairs was very limited, and its methods were prudent and with restraint. This had enabled the United States to keep its strategic initiative to the maximum extent. 

Second, promoting the equilibrium policy of mutual containing at the regional level that aimed at preventing the emergence of any regional power to challenge the U.S. hegemony. The U.S. Middle East policy mainly consists of the policy for the Arab countries and Israel and the policy for the Gulf region. 
 Accordingly, the U.S. equilibrium policy can be interpreted in two parts: in the Arab-Israel region or even the great Middle East, the United States props up Israel, Turkey and other non-Arab countries to curb Arabian nationalism; and in the Gulf region, the United States supports moderate Arab countries such as Saudi Arabia and Kuwait to counterbalance the radical ones such as Iraq, and at the same time uses Iraq to contain Iran. On the Arab-Israel relations, from the U.S. point of view, the investment in Israel is a bargain, and the money well spent
: Israel helped crack down the radical nationalist movement in Lebanon, Jordan, Yemen, Palestine etc.; the Israeli military force can effectively deter the ally of the Soviet Union in the Middle East—Syria; and since Israel often goes to war, it can help test the performance of U.S. weapons. 

In the most oil-rich Gulf region, the U.S. strategists hold the view that the oil route in the Persian Gulf is too important to be protected with the ambiguous, secretive, and internecine political methods used in the region. The prudent policy of the U.S. for single case in the region should be divide and rule, rather than subjugation. 
 As regional powers, both Iran and Iraq have the possibility to dominate the Gulf. Therefore, the basic policy of the U.S. is to prevent either side from becoming overstrong, and the oil fields in the Gulf being controlled by either side. During the Iran-Iraq war, when Iraq was winning, the U.S. secretly supported Iran and staged the “weapon for hostage” incident or the so-called “Irangate”. When it appeared that Iran was to win the war, the U.S. started to give Iraq military aid, agricultural loans, and crucial intelligence, and under the pretext of "freedom of navigation", the U.S. fleet attacked Iran's navy in the Gulf.
 The State Department even drafted a plan on “how to prevent Iraq from losing the war”. Nonetheless, the general goal of the U.S. was to prevent either side from winning the war and weaken both countries.

 When Saddam invaded Kuwait and was about to dominate the Gulf in 1990, the U.S. suddenly took a U-turn in its attitude toward Iraq. “Pre-invasion, Saddam was a friend of the United States, whereas post-invasion, he had suddenly become the ‘new Hitler’”.
 The fundamental purpose of the U.S. to wage the Gulf War in 1991 was to restore regional equilibrium, and prevent the oil resources from being controlled by a few countries. This had decided that the Gulf War would be a limited war. President George H.W. Bush later explained, “Our mission is to stop invasion, drive Iraq troops out of Kuwait and restore the Kuwait regime”. 
 He also pointed out that “it may cost a lot of lives and huge political price to get rid of Saddam, and we may be forced to occupy Baghdad or even govern Iraq….We still can’t see any feasible ways of retreat. This is against our principles. If we do really occupied Iraq, the United States would be locked down in a hostile region, unable to get out.”
 It is fair to say that the geopolitical philosophy of George Bush, Sr. Administration for the Persian Gulf inherits that of Regan Administration in the 1980s, which holds that only unified Iraq can counterbalance Iran. 
 The “double deterrence” policy of Bill Clinton is also a development of the regional equilibrium policy of the United States. 

Over the years, this kind of “benefit-oriented” realist Middle East policy of the United States has often been under assault. Many idealist Americans view equilibrium policy as immoral, capricious and myopic policy and expediency. Some people of vision even point out that the anti-American attitude of Khomeini regime is to a larger extent a result of the U.S. support to the dictatorship of Pahlavi; Saddam regime is “delivered by the U.S.”; 
and even the 9/11 terrorist attacks were due to the short-sighted realist policy of the United States. These words are not totally groundless. However, generally speaking, the realist U.S. Middle East strategy, although tinted by pragmatism and imperialism, has to a larger extent absorbed the quintessence of British diplomacy. This enables the United States to have not only effectively safeguarded its national interest, but also maintained strategic flexibility in the Middle East, the most complex and sensitive region in the world. 

Nonetheless, exercising hegemonic strategy is always a strong impulse for a strong country like the United States.
 The endowed natural environment and development opportunities have imbued the United States with idealist myths of God blessing and Manifest Destiny. Thus capitalism, racialism and imperial expansion are well integrated and deep rooted in the American history. 
 The more the U.S. power is approaching the peak, the stronger its hegemonic impulse to build an “ideal world” has become. In the history, the Korean War and the Vietnam War are the results of the combination of this U.S. idealism and hegemonic ambition.

After the Cold War, the United States became the only super power of the world. The inflated national strength has given rise once again to its imperial ambition to seek world dominance. But in a quite long period of time, it was hesitant about how to shape the Middle East and the world. In fact, due to the Cold War mentality, the U.S. was always searching for new threats and rivals. Scholars put forward various strategic blueprints like “the clash of civilizations”, “end of history”, “tragedy of great powers”, “failed states”, “the rule of the game” and so on. In fact, “he grand strategy of the U.S. is about identifying geopolitical fault lines, figuring out where and in what manner underlying global forces will come up against each other, producing the fissures that are ultimately responsible for causing major war. The challenge is not just to determine where these fault lines are, but also figure out how to overcome them—or at least, how to mitigate their destructive potential.”

The 9/11 incident finally made the U.S. to identify terrorism as its biggest threat, and the Middle East as its main battlefield. For the U.S., to eradicate terrorism, it is a must to comprehensively transform the Middle East. Therefore, it has made up its mind to overturn the regional order in the Middle East, interfere in the Middle East internal affairs in an all-round way and put in the same basket fighting against terrorism, stabilizing Iraq, containing Iran, seeking Palestine-Israel peace, and encouraging reform, so as to thoroughly adjust the order in the Middle East. This is a typical hegemonic strategy, a kind of “aggressive, interventionist, and unilateral transforming strategy. It looks exactly like Wilsonism in action. The U.S. style hegemonic strategy is not just to “police the world”, but also “in your face”.
 To be specific, the U.S. Middle East hegemonic strategy in the new era includes two major parts:

First, launching war to establish pro-America regimes and then set up regional hegemony. The huge power vacuum left by the collapse of the Soviet Union greatly incited the geopolitical appetite of the United States to control Central Asia, South Asia and North-west Asia. “The jewel on the grand strategy crown is a plan to replace the Arab Baath Socialist Party of Iraq with a pro-America puppet regime, and establish a permanent military base there. 
 As early as at the end of the 1990s, the Pentagon has already started the preparations for the second Iraq war. The 1999 Strategic Assessment Report from the U.S. military establishment especially mentioned that a new war would erase all the influence of Saddam Hussein once and for all, obtain control over Iraq’s oil resources and extend the U.S. influence to the power vacuum left by the collapse of the Soviet Union in the oil-rich southern part of the Eurasia continent. 
 On January 30, 2001, about half year before the 9/11, President Gorge W. Bush had suggested to change the regime in Baghdad. The report of the National Security Strategy of the United States issued in September 2001 stated that, if necessary, the U.S. would act preemptively to counter threats to our national interests.” 
 This kind of “preemptive” strategy greatly lowered the threshold for the U.S. to use military forces and indicated that the U.S. had finished policy transformation for its ambition to dominate the whole world through military power. In this sense, “the 9/11, the war against Taliban and terror are no more than fueling a plan that was written into documents for at least 10 years.”
 And the Iraq War is the latest example of a stronger U.S. that is trying to dominate the world through military forces. 

Second, promoting democracy and extending the U.S. influence from diplomatic affairs to domestic affairs. As a matter of fact, as early as during the Gulf War in 1991 this kind of democratic Utopianism firstly appeared. The U.S. already believed at that time that defeating the Arab Baath Socialist Party of Iraq and then properly maneuvering the U.S. political influence in other fields could bring tremendous change to the region. “We could easily transform Baghdad into a democratic regime.” 
 The 9/11 helped Bush to activate this kind of idealist diplomatic thinking in the U.S. His diplomatic philosophy has been deeply tinted by neo-conservatism. For him, all societies should go through the same and general development stages, and the United States is exactly sitting at the end of the evolution process. Therefore, what other countries should do is only to copy the U.S. model, and the U.S., out of its Manifest Destiny, should reach out to help and push backward countries toward this direction. When necessary, it could even use intervention and coercive measures to export the democratic ideal. That is why Bush is so absorbed about exporting democracy. After the 9/11, Bush became more convinced that Western countries’ efforts to finding excuses and show tolerance for the lack of freedom in the Middle East for the past 60 years have not made America safer. Because in the long run, stability can’t be bought at the cost of freedom. Therefore, it would be disastrous to accept the status quo.
 America must take “a new policy and a strategy to push for freedom in the Middle East.”
 The most obvious manifestation of this “new policy” is America’s “Greater Middle East Plan” that was unveiled in February 2004.  

The current strategic dilemma of the U.S. in the Middle East

The Middle East always occupies an important position in the U.S. global strategy, and the 9/11 has caused the shift of the focus of the U.S. global strategy to the region, and helped the U.S. to make up its mind to promote a brand new policy in the region for its hegemonic goal. Some major U.S. diplomatic decisions like the Iraq War and the “Greater Middle East Plan” are all about the Middle East. However, increasing U.S. input in the Middle East has not made the U.S. interest in this region secured, but rather brought about chaos in Iraq, nuclear threat from Iran, the empowerment of Hamas and so on, throwing the U.S. into the hot water of the Middle East. Then, why in the past long period of time when the U.S. didn’t enjoy obvious advantage and made limited input in the Middle East, it still could effectively maintain its interests in the region. And why is it when the U.S. is in such advantageous position and can throw all its weight around in the region, it has only got mired in the Middle East and is losing its strategic initiative? The answer is directly related to the dual defects of the U.S. hegemonic strategy in the new era.

First, the militarism inherited in the new U.S. hegemonic strategy has defects itself. As a means for hegemony, the militarist policy of Gorge W. Bush runs counter to the past experience of his predecessors. After WWII, America launched two local wars respectively in the Korean Peninsula and Vietnam, both of which ended up with predicaments and loss of U.S. national strength. After carefully summing up lessons from the Vietnam War, Secretary of Defense in the Reagan Administration Weinberger and his assistant Powell drew the conclusion that unless facing threats to its vital interests, the United States should not go to wars willfully. Once the use of military force is decided, the U.S. leader should have the determination to win the war, to achieve the clear political and military goals, and only withdraw its troops after winning the war with overwhelming military advantage. This principle is later called “Weinberger-Powell Doctrine”. 
 According to the view of Robert J. Art, author of A Grand Strategy for America, America should only go to war for the sake of its vital interests or highly important interests. 
 In short, America should be cautious in using military force. But the Gorge W. Bush Administration turned a deaf ear to these warnings. To achieve America’s hegemony, it decided to wage the “War on Terrorism”, and launched two wars in Afghanistan and Iraq successively in mere two years. After the Iraq War, America publicly admitted that one of the purposes to wage the war was to set its imperial grand strategy as new international norms. 
 From the result of the war, it can be concluded that the Afghanistan War has extended the American hegemonic tentacles to the power vacuum in Central Asia for the first time, and driven a wedge in Russia, China and Iran, the three potential or real rivals to the U.S.; and the Iraq War has enabled America for the first time to gain a strategic foothold at the heart of the Arab world, from where it can control other great powers through controlling the oil recourses in Iraq and the Middle East. But this kind of strategic benefits are only on paper. One American scholar pointed out that the United States was totally against the trend of history. In the 21st century, no sovereign state can be ruled or dominated by foreign military force successfully. Militarism can only bring more resistance, violence and destruction. 
 In practice, this kind of militarism can have backfire effect: forward movement can simultaneously cause a reacting force that stops further advancement. The more vigorously it is pursued, the stronger the resistant force will occur.
 Therefore, taking war as a means to fulfill national interests will inevitably result in the “decline of supremacy of great powers”. Such behavior is irrational and doomed to fail.
 To be specific, the U.S. militarist policy in the Middle East has caused problems in two aspects:

On the one hand, launching the war has got the U.S. deeply mired in the war. Both Gorge W. Bush and Rumsfeld didn’t foresee the problems in Iraq’s reconstruction after the war. America intended to eradicate terrorism and establish democratic regime in Iraq through the Iraq war, but the results were counterproductive: the war on terrorism has dragged Iraq into unprecedented turbulence, and turned it into a training camp, drill ground and export base for international terrorism. The U.S. troops in Iraq not only cost huge amount of money every month, but also suffer increasing number of casualty. The U.S. is now trapped in a strategic dilemma of “too much to lose, little hope to win and unable to leave”. At the same time, the U.S. push for democratization has stirred up long existing contradictions deeply rooted among Iraq Shiites, Sunnis and Kurds. Sectarian killings have deteriorated from non-existence to running rampant and are spreading from among the ordinary people to the upper class of the society. The division among different factions is deepening, and U.S.-designed federal government of Iraq virtually has increased the possibility of Iraq’s division. This has put the “democratic example of the Middle East” set up by the U.S. totally in jeopardy.

The U.S. dilemma in Iraq is to a larger extent due to the lack of a clear objective of interest. The Iraq War was waged under the pretext of anti-terrorism. But as it is known to all that terrorism is a non-traditional security threat and terrorist organizations are non-state actors. The U.S. “war on terrorism” takes state actors (what it calls “rogue countries”) as targets of its military strike, causing a logic mismatch between the goal and means of war. As Washington Post put it, the U.S. predicament in Iraq reflected the uncertainty of this war as well as the fact that President Bush lacked a clear definition over “victory”. Although he stated “once winning the war, the U.S. troops will not stay in Iraq for one more day”, the current grim situation makes it difficult for him to tell when America can pull out. Former assistant secretary of defense Korb held that as it was too costly and there lacked a clear threat, the loss of wagging the Iraq war outweighs the gains. “We know that there is another policy that has always been effective, i.e. sanctions and containment. He (Saddam) is caged.”
 

On the other hand, the war has broken the fragile power balance in the Middle East, and exposed America to the challenge of a major regional power. By launching the war in the Middle East, America intended to maintain its dominance in the region through “destructive construction”. But the consequence of the war broke the regional balance of power and led to the rise of America’s implacable enemy--Iran as a regional power. Over the years, Iraq has always been the major factor containing the rise of Iran. In the past, Khomeini’s strategy of “exporting Islamic revolution” met with forceful resistance from Iraq. Although the Iran-Iraq war had good to neither side, it demonstrated the importance of Iraq in containing Iran. The hostile relations between these two countries benefited the U.S. a lot for the latter could maintain a balance of power in the Gulf at a low cost. George Bush, Sr. warned during the 1991 Gulf War that meddling in Iraq could cost America immeasurable human and political price. Empowering Kurds will anger Turkey, supporting Shiites will encourage the ambition of Iran and dividing Iraq into three will destroy the fragile equilibrium in the Gulf. Therefore, the best long-term strategy is to set up an anti-Saddam alliance outside of Iraq and promote Arab-Israel peace process to contain Iraq. 
 However, Bush’s war on terrorism is just like a bull in a china shop, entirely breaking up the fragile regional equilibrium of the Middle East—two anti-terrorist wars created important opportunity for Iran’s rise: the Afghanistan War in 2001 stamped out the Taliban regime and the Iraq war in 2003 pulled down Saddam regime, both in favor of Iran. Meanwhile, due to the rise of Iraq Shiites, a “Shiite Crescent” including Iran, Iraq, Syria and Hezbollah is now looming in the Middle East, thus providing potential allies and broad buffer zone for the rise of Iran. Then, without a regional power to counterbalance it, Iran has automatically become the decisive power in the Middle East. The only challenge against Iran no longer comes from within the Middle East, but from outside like the United States. But this kind of situation is not sustainable. Therefore, Iran’s rise is already an irresistible trend. Moreover, America’s preemptive strategy has greatly intensified Iran’s sense of survival crisis and thus heightened its sense of urgency for rising as quickly as possible. Iranian policy makers hold the view that, as “axis of evil” and “outpost of tyranny” in the eyes of America, Iran can become America’s next strike target at any time. They have drawn lessons from Saddam’s total dismantling of WMD, which only made the U.S. more reckless in invading Iraq. So they came to the conclusion that giving in to the U.S. couldn’t bring any good result, and only through developing military power and having “trump cards” can it deter its enemy. That is the fundamental reason why in recent two years Iran has been so hard in its nuclear policy. Especially after Mahmoud Ahmadinejad took the office, the Iranian nuclear policy became even harder, and constantly breached the bottom line of Western countries. By adopting aggressive foreign policy, Iran is now rapidly fulfilling the vacuum caused by the lack of Arabic nationalism and a core state in the region, thus directly threatening the hegemonic position of the U.S. in the Middle East. This is contrary to the U.S. Middle East policy that stresses on “preventing any dominant regional power from emerging”. The U.S. 2006 National Security Strategy lists Iran as a single country that poses the biggest threat to the U.S. and claims that the U.S. will not permit the world's most dangerous regimes to threaten the U.S. with the world's most destructive weapons.
 However, the U.S. decision makers have not come up with good solutions. “What shall we do with Iran?” is now the number one difficult problem plaguing the U.S. One American scholar stated with foresight that “hegemonic strategy doesn’t work politically because it violates the logic of equilibrium and goes beyond the affordability of U.S. resources.” 
 

Second, the “democratic transformation strategy” in the new U.S. hegemonic strategy has serious defects. The democratic transformation strategy is based on the assumption that the democratic values that the U.S. cherishes are of universal relevance. Gorge W. Bush thinks that “in every civilization, at any place and any time, morality and truth are the same, and there is only one sustainable and successful country model.”
 These rhetorics do not sound like that America is promoting realistic and workable diplomatic policy, but rather launching a religious holy war against other civilizations. America’s intention of carrying out comprehensive transformation in the Middle East where Islamic traditional thinking has profound influence, could, to a certain extent, cause people to suspect that it is about to “transform Islamic civilization”. This kind of diplomatic idea is neither politically correct, nor realistic. The Middle East is rife with complicated contradictions, and the social development level is far below the level of freedom and democracy that America expects. Taking Iraq as an example, it was established in 1920 by Britain through combining three provinces of the Osman Empire, namely Baghdad, Basrah and Mosul together. These three parts have never been well integrated. Hence, this Mesopotamia kingdom based on a British romantic ideal has always been caught in violence and coercive rule. Because this is the only way to maintain its unification.
 The real gift of Saddam and his like lies in that they had extraordinary ability to move back and forth in all the three political traditions in their regions (tribal politics, authoritarianism and nationalism). They can easily change from a tribal chief to a dictator and then a modern president in a twinkle. They are playing three-dimensional chess with the world, while Americans can only play halma—only one step at a time.
 As Chinese saying goes on can tell the entire leopard after only peeping its one spot, the U.S.-style “democratic transformation” is actually almost a mission impossible. In modern history, there hasn’t been any country in the world that has successfully transformed another country’s social structure and way of thinking. 

Facts have shown that despite of heavy input in the “greater Middle East” plan, the U.S. initiative to carry out democratic reform has failed to make the Middle East more prosperous and stable, but only stirred up the long entrenched internal contradictions, added uncertainties to the future of the region, and made it more difficult for the U.S. to safeguard its interests in the region. Because, on the one hand, it is detrimental to the relations between the U.S. and its traditional Middle East allies, Saudi Arabia, Egypt etc., and intensified the centrifugal trend of these countries; on the other hand, it has given opportunities to the rise of Islamic extremism (Palestine, Iraq, Egypt and Iran have all met similar problems). Especially when radical organization Hamas took office in January 2006, the U.S. position became more passive. In addition, there are signs that Hamas is joining hands with the anti-America forces in Iran and Syria, posing a direct threat to U.S.’s Middle East interests. In the long run, as Islamic force is the only influential opposition in the Middle East and anti-America emotion runs high in the region, political reform will either lead to “Islamic democratization”, or turn the anti-America sentiments at the “grassroots” into a real political force
 and result in “anti-America’s democratization”. Neither scenario is in the national interest of the U.S. “Sowing dragon seeds only to harvest fleas”. The “democratic transformation” plan of the U.S. has thus got mired in a dilemma of being unwilling to give up but at the same time unable to sustain. More importantly, the idealist strategy for democracy is over expensive for the U.S., and has caused the U.S. to decline. If a country pursues moral undertaking in international relations, it will waste its resources. The grand strategy recommended by constructivist realism is to keep equilibrium. Any country that neglects this key task will be eliminated from the rank of great powers or be totally destroyed.
 Time will prove this point. It is fair to say that the current dilemma of the U.S. in the Middle East is a structural crisis, which can hardly be shaken off in short term through self-adjustment. 

Conclusion: hegemonic allure and the historical destination of the U.S. Middle East strategy

For any far-sighted politicians and strategists, the strategic importance of the Middle East is self-evident. From the geopolitical perspective, connecting five seas, four straits and four gulfs and having one river running through it, the Middle East has been a communication hub since the establishment of modern world system. Famous scholar of Middle East study Bernard Lewis once said that what fundamentally motivated big powers to go to the Middle East and stay there for long, in the final analysis, was out of one strategic consideration, i.e. the military potential and danger of the region.
 From the perspective of resources, the Middle East is the international energy center. According to the estimate of the U.S. Energy Information Administration, from 1995 to 2025, the proven oil reserve in the Middle East is 729.6 billion barrels, taking up 57.1% of the world total proven reserve.
 In light of that, the Middle East actually becomes a dual center for world geopolitics and resources with double strategic significance. Nixon said that the strategic importance of the Gulf lies in two factors: its location and its oil. Such a basic fact has made the Gulf the eye of global storms in the last several decades of the 20th century.
 In contrast to such extreme importance is the fact that until today, the Middle East does not yet have a stable regional system, and is rife with internal contradictions that can’t be solved by the region itself but have to rely on outside help. Such a situation offers a historical opportunity for great powers to maneuver their diplomatic tactics and contest for interest in the region. Bernard Lewis stated that what was happening in the Middle East was all determined by forces from other places. Relations between countries in the Middle East and other various relations in the region were manipulated by the hostile competition among non-Middle East countries.
 Huge strategic benefits and weak anti-hegemony resistance combined has attracted great powers to the region one after another, who take it as a pending hegemonic Vanity Fair. But once arrived, they would not hide their impulse for absolute control of the region any more.   

For the ambitious United States, who always longs for hegemony, the end point of its hegemonic strategy is, inevitably, to have absolute control of the Middle East so as to reach its goal of controlling rivals and dominating the world. Nixon once pointed out that the question of who is controlling what in the Gulf and Middle East means more than any time in the past, especially during the Gorge W. Bush Administration, who is controlling what in the world, which is the key of the whole question.
 Therefore, the United States has never slacked its contest for the region. 

However, plagued by complicated contradictions, the Middle East can be said to be the “one of the most eventful, instable, victimized, as well as important regions in the world.”
 Until now, both the domestic and regional order in the Middle East is very fragile. No outside power can thoroughly change its social structure and settle the problems it is facing. Any big power that is deeply involved in the region and tries to reinvent regional order will only turn out to be vainly consuming or overdrawing its national power. In the history, in order to control the Middle East, shrewd Britain basically adopted “indirect control” method, which paid much less and was more effective.
 As a relatively young superpower, the United States, when it had the chance to genuinely reshape the Middle East order, decided to abandon the effective experience of Britain, thoroughly turn upside down the Middle East order in an attempt to realize its hegemonic dominance in the region and even in the whole world. This kind of new hegemonic strategy has totally derailed from the realist diplomatic foundation. On the one hand, it has gone for “democratic transformation” in the Middle East, which appears to be an objective without any limit; on the other hand, it resorts to war, a simplistic means to realize its goal, thus landing the United States in an unprecedented strategic predicament. No wonder Wallerstain has pessimistically predicted that when Gorge W. bush finishes his term, what he leaves behind will be a much weaker United States.

Harmony and Development of the Arab World

Zhou Lie , Professor in Beijing Foreign Studies University
Marching into the 21st century, human society has already made amazing progress and impressive achievements. Peace, development and cooperation has become the trend of the times. The Arab states, since their independence, have been exploring a road of development suitable to their national conditions. Considered as a whole, these countries are in a process of transition from conventionalism and backwardness to progress and modernity. However, the complex Palestine-Israel issue, continuous wars, deep-rooted religious conflicts, various forms of external interference, coupled with multifarious internal contradictions and the impact of irresistible globalization have led to disharmony within the Arab world and sluggishness of its development. This region remains chaotic rife with abuses and malpractice. How to realize harmony in the Arab world? How to achieve faster and better development? These are questions deserving people’s attention and discussion. 

The issue of harmony between the Arab world and its external world

There is no denying that the Arab world is the most complicated and unstable region. It is unknown why this vast expanse of land has been troubled by different problems since ancient Egyptian and Greek times, as if being made a fool of by the God of Destiny. Religious and ethnic conflicts, mutual deception and competition among big powers for the oil resources and strategic position, and the strategy of “ divide and rule” of the West colonialists have landed this region into endless conflicts and strife. In the last century, the region witnessed the worse conflicts in terms of the number, scale, duration, destructiveness and impact, which have not been seen anywhere else. In recent years, it has been an indisputable fact that the Arab world has been plagued by more intractable hot-spot issues, experiencing more interference and involvement by big powers. Consequently, the situation has become more volatile and uncertain. 

One of the important reasons for that is the disharmony between the Arab world and its external world. This disharmony has only landed the Arab world into long-standing difficulties, but also hindered its normal progress and development. The reasons behind the disharmony are complicated and multi-faceted. Hegemonism and power politics of the United States are among the root causes of the turbulence of today’s world, and they are also one of the main factors behind the long-term instability and disharmony of the Arab world. 

The United States has long been active on the Arab land, a place far from its own territory. The United States not only worked together with Britain, the old imperialist country, to manipulate and support the establishment of Israel, but also has been carrying out the policy of being partial to this country, which has made it long impossible to find a solution to the Palestine-Israel conflict which has most severely affected the development of the Arab world and become the focus of world attention. The core of the US policy in the Middle East is to ensure that the energy supply from the Gulf region to the West is under its dominance and to safeguard the political order of Israel’s security. The concrete tactic is to constantly strengthen its relations with its strategic ally Israel, and sow discord in the Arab world. It was only under the guidance of such policy and strategy that there occured the theory of “Axis of Evil”, the invasion of Iraq, the issuance of “Broad Middle-East Plan”, and the conflict between Israel and Lebanon in the summer of 2006. Professor Zhu Weilie, dean of the Middle-East Research Institute of Shanghai International Studies University, is of the view that the new round of Palestine-Israel conflict and Lebanon-Israel conflict are the consequence of the deliberate negligence and mishandling by the U.S. and Israel of the issue of Palestine, which is the core of Arab-Israel conflict. If the United States and Israel do not recognize the importance and sensitivity of the Palestine issue and continue to put aside the road map, such unexpected incidents will crop up again and again in the future. 

Israel bears unshirkable responsibilities for the disharmony between the Arab world and other countries. For a long period of time, Israel has always taken a tough position because of the support of the United States. While maintaining a high-handed posture on Palestine and other front line countries through its military superiority, Israel persists in the policy of expanding its territory and population and refuses to implement the related resolutions of the UN Security Council. 

The apathy of the international community, the inaction of the UN, the feebleness and contradictions of the Arab world are also causes of such disharmony that cannot be neglected. 

The development of the Arab world needs a stable situation, which relies on the efforts of different parties to address and settle the problems besetting this region with new thinking and concepts such as the building of a harmonious world. First and foremost, the U.S. should consider and address the problems with sincerity from the perspective of the well-being of the people in the whole Middle East. It is necessary for it to realize that the tranquility at home will not be possible without peace in the world. This has been proved by the 9/11 incident and the anti-Iraqi-war voice of its own people. 

For Israel, since it lives in the Arab world, it must learn to coexist peacefully with its neighbouring countries rather than confronts the Arab nations with hostility. Peace cannot be achieved unilaterally and war as well as violence leaves nothing but hatred, which will further complicate rather than help to solve problems. 

For Palestine and the Arab states, the existence of the country of Israel has been a fact for nearly 60 years. Since history made Israel settle in the Middle East, it is more realistic and reasonable to recognize this fact. It is more desirable to settle their disputes and conflicts with Israel, by lessening their confrontation and promoting peace and development, because considering the balance of power and the interests of each country and of the whole region, confrontation will only lead to mutual destruction and further exacerbate the violent conflicts and turmoil, thus ruining the peace process of this region. 

What is deserved from the international community is its full attention to harmony and development of the Arab world, and complete understanding that the prerequisite for reform in the Arab world is the settlement of Arab-Israel conflict and the realization of peace in the Middle East. The proposals and choices of related parties shall be respected and action taken to promote harmony and stability in this region. 

The issue of harmony between the Arab states. 

There has been a wide gap between people’s hope and expectation for harmony within the Arab world and the reality there. In terms of politics and security, a lack of common efforts and synergy of the Arab world makes it impossible to form one polar in the world. As a result, its voice in the dialogue with other regional groups does not carry sufficient weight. In terms of economic and social development, the Arab world is faced with at least four challenges. First, the widening of the gap between the rich and the poor. Oil-lacking countries are poor, but most of the oil-rich ones, though well off, have unitary economic structure, making it hard to establish a common Arab market. Second, good conditions are yet to be created to attract investment. The financial industry still relies on the traditional banking model and a new type of market for capital operation remains to be established. Third, the unemployment rate goes up continuously. It is estimated that by 2020, 60 million people will be jobless. Fourth, there is a shortage of crude oil processing industry and a heavy reliance on the single export of crude oil. To sum up, a lack of unity, sluggish economic progress, social injustice, conservativeness and self-seclusion are the undisputable facts of the Arab world.

The causes of this disharmony are quite complicated. Due to the historical reasons and the role of the past colonialism, the Arab world straddles European and Asian continents, geographically, has been divided into 22 states. Some Arab counties are still troubled by territorial disputes and historical hatred. “Divide and rule”, the strategy of the colonists, has not only brought about disunity within the Arab world, but also sown the seeds for various conflicts and strife. 

All the Arab countries are completely independent and have different political systems. Monarchy exists in the Gulf states, Jordan and Morocco, while Egypt, Syria, Iraq, Libya, Algeria, Tunisia and Sudan practise the republicanism. Lebanon is of liberal republicanism with multi-party politics and Yemen conservative republicanism with controlled party politics. Such political systems and geographical distribution make it hard for these states to reach consensus and unite together to defend the position of the whole Arabic nation. 

The Arab states are divided on issues concerning the vital interests of the Arabic nation, such as on the principle regarding the Palestine-Israel peace talk, on whether to support or oppose US’s Iraq war and occupation of Iraq, on whether reform should be conducted and how to conduct it, on whether to accept U.S.’s “Broad Middle East Plan”. When the interests of the whole Arabic nation contradicts that of the individual states, those states usually put their respective national interests in the first place.

 On the issue of Palestine, the Arab states do not have the same attitude towards Israel. Egypt reached David Camp Accord with Israel as early as 1978, which basically solved all the problems between them. For the sake of its own tranquility, Jordan decided to send ambassador to Israel long time ago. Oman, Qatar, Tunisia, Morocco have all forged trade ties with Israel and established commercial offices in Tel Aviv. As front line countries, Syria and Lebanon adopt a hostile and tough stance towards Israel because Israel occupied part of their territories. 

On the Iraq war launched by the United States, the Arab states also have been ambivalent. For the six Gulf states, the blood ties naturally make them unwilling to accept the fact that their brother’s country has been invaded. However, due to territorial disputes with Iraq and Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait, they also hope to eliminate their potential enemy Saddam, through the hands of the United States. Therefore, in spite of the public statement by the six Gulf states claiming that they would never support the U.S. invasion of Iraq, it would have been impossible for the U.S. to win the war so quickly, had the Gulf states, especially Kuwait not made things convenient for the U.S. 

Considering its domestic stability, economic development and particularly the development of the tourism industry, Egypt was against the U.S.’s war on Iraq. However, most African Arab countries kept a low key on this issue as, geographically, they are far away from Iraq and the war had little direct impact on them. At the same time, they share interests with the U.S. in varying degrees. For most Arab states, going against the U.S. may mean losing U.S.’s important support and assistance, and affecting the stability of their governments. Even Gaddafi, the long-time self-claimed anti-America hero, had to yield to the US pressure at last because he did not want to make himself the second Saddam, and Libya the second Iraq. 

It has been more than 60 years since the founding of the League of Arab States (LAS) on March 22nd, 1945. As the first regional organization, The LAS has played a certain role in coordinating the positions of Arab states and solving the regional disputes. However, due to various reasons, it has been sluggish in internal building and lacks of cohesiveness, unable to cope with challenges arising from the drastic changes of international and regional situations. As a member of the LAS, Libya has, for many times, asked to withdraw from it, and Gaddafi even walked out the Arab summit on more than one occasions due to his different views with others. All of these are the tone of disharmony within the Arab world. 

Economically, the development of Arab states is extremely imbalanced with sluggish growth in general. There are oil-rich countries like the United Arab Emirates that can afford to build seven-star hotel. But there are more countries like Egypt, Syria and Sudan, which move on slowly with no bright economic prospects. There are even more countries like Yemen, Somali, Mauritania, countries in extreme poverty. Such extreme imbalance will inevitably bring about a huge negative impact on the harmony of the Arab world. 

To overcome the difficulties, the Arab world has no choice but to smooth away their divergences, unite their positions, support each other and give full play to the Arab League, so as to strengthen its cohesion, appeal and status. While vigorously facilitating a proper settlement of the issues of Palestine and Iraq, they should firmly oppose and combat terrorism of all forms. 

With a total population of 280 million and endowed with rich energy resources, the Arab world enjoys important strategic position and is in a position to conduct substantive cooperation. If the rich countries can help the poor ones to speed up their development, the present pattern of the Arab world, that is “wealthy but not powerful”, can be changed. If countries with slow economic growth can make unremitting efforts to improve themselves, they can also speed up their development and integrate into the trend of globalization. 

The issue of harmony within the Arab states. 

If we use the criterion of harmony to judge an individual Arab state, many problems can be found. Far from getting rid of the occupation of US-UK coalition troops, Iraq is on the verge of civil war. It seems that Palestine can never reconcile itself with Israel, making the realization of state building an illusive task. Still entrenched in the sour relations with Syria, Lebanon was dragged into war with Israel. Syria cannot move under the heavy pressure of the U.S. And Egypt faces the pressure to realize democracy. Even rich countries like Saudi Arabia are also troubled by terrorism. Moreover, social injustice, the gap between the rich and the poor, urban and rural divide, poverty and unemployment as well as brain drain also affect harmony and development of the Arab states to different extents. 

Disharmony and sluggish development of most Arab states are directly related with instability. Since the end of World War II, small-scale conflicts and even local wars have never stopped in the Middle East, consequently in Lebanon, reputed to be a beautiful European state, a scene of devastation meets the eye everywhere; in Palestine, people can only live on international assistance; the degradation instead of becoming rich and powerful, oil-rich Iraq has been degraded into a most miserable country in the world. Egypt and Syria were tied down by Middle-East wars again and again, while Sudan and Somali are troubled by their civil wars. War has not only cost the Arab states a lot of manpower and resources, but also severely affected their normal development. 

There is no doubt that lack of democracy and social fairness is one important reason behind the disharmony of individual Arab states. Power and wealth are mainly in the hands of countries with constitutional monarchy. The ordinary people have no access to the wealth of the nation, and enjoy very limited rights to participate in state affairs. Women in some countries are even deprived of the right to vote in election. In some others, it is even against law for women to drive cars. For countries where the republicanism has been adopted, one-party monopoly is prevalent with a high degree of power centralization. 

Economic backwardness and poverty tend to be one important contributor to social turbulence. There are many reasons behind the disharmony of Arab states, but the fundamental one is the imbalance and lack of development. In today’s Arab world, 62 million people (22% of the total population) live on less than US$1 per day, and 145 million people (52% of the population) earn a daily income of only US$2-5. Most of the Arab countries are also burdened by heavy debts. Its unemployment rate is 20% and there are altogether 72 million illiterate people. Besides, the instability of this region has also caused huge capital outflow and sharp decline of foreign investment that worsens the unemployment situation, which consequently aggravates social, political and economic chaos. 

The impact of globalization on the Arab countries has also contributed to their disharmony. Relying on their own economic, scientific and military superiority, and through globalization and other unreasonable international political and economic order, the Western developed countries are “peacefully” undermining the interests of weak and small countries like the Arab states. Therefore, some Arab scholars consider globalization a new phase of capitalism, which is a catastrophe for the working class and weak and small nations that are being attacked by a new round of offensive of capitalism. The negative impact of globalization is the rise of unemployment rate, drop of labor income, increase of debt burden, deterioration of educational and heath care system, collapse of domestic production system and degradation of living environment. It is indeed that the huge political, economic and cultural impact of globalization on the Arab world has aggravated the turbulence and chaos in the Arab world. 

Peace is the fundamental prerequisite for human society’s development. In the absence of peace, new construction cannot be implemented and the achievements of previous development will be destroyed in the chaos caused by war. A peaceful and stable environment is needed for the Arab states in order to achieve development and social harmony. To that end, they must create a harmonious neighbouring environment and try to promote the establishment of a new international political and economic order which is peaceful, stable, just and fair. 

Democracy is one of the basic values of human society. The Arab states should, as proposed by the Sixteenth Arab Summit, consolidate the foundation for democracy and accelerate the democratic process; protect human rights, give full play to the role of women and improve women’s social status; enhance people’s participation in political and public affairs; redouble their efforts for reform in political, social, and educational fields and speed up their development. Outstanding problems should be solved through development and earnest attention paid to addressing issues like unemployment, poverty, housing, transportation, education, medical care, public health, social injustice and bureaucracy so as to realize social harmony, tranquility and progress on the basis of economic development. 

In face of the impact of globalization, only by actively working out strategies to cope with it, courageously stand up to the challenges, strengthen cooperation and speed up their integration into the globalization process can the Arab states fend off its assault, minimize its risk and enjoy its fruits.

The issue of harmony between civilizations. 

Harmony of a society is in essence an embodiment of a harmonious cultural spirit. A harmonious culture integrates people’s mindsets, ideologies, social customs, a code of behavior and values. It influences every and each one of us, behavior and ideas alike. The strength of culture is the fundamental power for the survival and development of a nation. In order to achieve development, a region and even the world at large, has to be committed to harmonious progress of different civilizations. However, whether people admit or not the objectiveness and correctness of the theory of the clash of civilizations, disharmony between civilizations does exist in the Middle East and such tone of it can indeed be heard. 

The Middle East is the origin of Judaism, Christianity and Islam, the three major religions in the world. For a long period of time, strife and disputes have existed between these religions. Even Islam itself is troubled by the contradictions and conflicts between Sunni and Shiah. It appears that the conflict between the Arab world and Israel, and Palestine-Israel dispute in particular, are territorial conflicts, but religion is also one factor behind them. The long-term instability of Lebanon is also directly related with the struggle between different religions as well as political factions. Some Chinese scholars specialized in the Middle East believe that the one-month Lebanon-Israel conflict is created carefully by Hezbollah with the purpose of boosting its political position and avoiding being marginalized. The strife between different religious sects is more evident. 

The recent hundred years have seen the rise of egoism and Western superiority complex with the cultural expansion of Western countries. At the same time, unilateralism emerged only to be accompanied by terrorism which is against it. Sharply opposing each other, unilateralism and terrorism create a new round of contradiction and conflict between the Christian civilization and the Islamic civilization. 

The United States has been trying to impose its own value on the Arab countries. To achieve this goal it peddles its “Broad Middle East Plan”, and views the Islamic world as a hotbed for terrorism and weapons of mass destruction in an attempt to unite its Western allies to promote freedom and democracy in the Middle East. It has long shown partiality towards Israel and launched the Iraq war. Consequently, anti-America feelings have been running higher in the Arab Islamic world. At the same time, the scourge of terrorism and the misunderstanding even bias of the Western public toward the Islamic culture. All these have made some people more dislike or even hate the Islamic culture, thus aggravating the conflict between the West and the Islamic world. 

In the process of promoting development and reform, religious traditions have always been confronted with the problem of compatibility with modernization in the Arab countries. One important feature of Islam is its strong sense of participation in politics and entry into the world. In the process of its long-term development has penetrated into social life, ethical and moral standard, code of behavior and even people’s daily life, forming an Islamic culture and Islamic values. Openness and innovation arising in the transitional period of social transformation tend to incur resistance and attack from some forces, because they want to cling to the past and go back to the traditional Islam. This is why any reform in an Arab country always meets the hindrance from the religion. Similarly, Islam’s strong sense of political participation has become an important means for different forces to seek political power. Political and cultural factors of Islam can always be found in all regime power changes of the Arab world. Outlook and mindset are closely linked with social harmony and development. The status quo of the Arab world, of course, has a hearing on foreign interference, but there can be no denying that the culture and mindset of the Arabs are the in-depth causes of their crisis. 

The international community should recognize the difference between different cultural traditions, social systems, values and roads of development, and should not impute some issues and problems of the world to certain civilization, nation or religion. History has told us that no civilization, no matter how high a position it is standing on, if not able to draw on new blood from other civilizations, can maintain a long-lasting prosperity. 

In the Islamic culture, the believers have a strong sense of belonging and are faithful to the tribes and religious groups they belong to, but in comparison they are indifferent to the concept of national citizenship, leading to a weak national cohesion. For them, the ultimate faithfulness is to their tribes and religious sects, rather than to their nations and countries. It is precisely because there lacks a mechanism for fostering state awareness it is hard to build an effective strength against foreign aggression externally and increase national cohesion internally. Years of civil war in Lebanon, conflicts between different religious sects in Iraq, and the Darfur issue of Sudan are all directly related with this. Therefore, in terms of peace and development, what the Arab world needs most is the reconstruction of the spirit and renaissance of its culture. To be specific, it is to promote the establishment of a mechanism for strengthening the awareness of nation states in their culture, dilute the colour of religion in political life and enable the Islamic culture to be more compatible with the changing secular world. 

There is no denying that the Arab world is faced with a series of grave challenges on its way to realize harmony and achieve development: on many issues these countries still have differences, making it hard for them to join forces; the contradictions between different religious sects and political forces are hard to be reconciled; many economies are faced with big problems; terrorism and extremism do exist; democratic process moves very slowly; foreign interference continues; the American partiality towards Israel will not change; and the Palestine-Israel conflict is hard to solve, etc. However, these challenges make it more urgent for the Arab world to unite through self-reliance, coordinate its stance, speed up its development and concertedly cope with them. People should express their sincere hope and support for the revitalization, harmony and development of the Arab world. The Arab people are of an innovative nation that has experienced great suffering but has never yielded. They will surely take their own destiny in their own hands, overcome difficulties, face up the challenges, and make contribution to the creation of a bright future for their own nation, and peace and prosperity of the world. 
Big Power Relations: Competition and

Cooperation Increasing Side by Side

Su Zuhui, Guest Researcher of the CPAPD

The year 2006 witnessed sound interactions between big powers in general, with cooperation and competition increasing side by side. The external strategy of the US showed signs of contraction. And the strength of big powers continued to grow in the direction of equilibrium. Focusing on implementing respective strategies, big powers conducted fierce competition over energy and geopolitical interests. The emerging powers and regional groups enjoyed rising international status, attracting much attention of the major established powers. 

The strategic contraction of the US strategy and the equilibrium in the big power pattern

In 2006, to seek global hegemony through the super comprehensive strength remained the consistent strategic goal of the US. However, the US not only failed to walk out of the quagmire in the great Middle East, but also become once again trapped in the North Korea nuclear deadlock. As President Bush defined terrorism as “Islamic fascism”, the conflict between the US and the Islamic world escalated amid more prominent signs of “clash of civilizations”. On the North Korean nuclear issue, the US continued its hard-line policy, leading to the DPRK’s unprecedented strong reaction of conducting a nuclear test, thus crossing the “nuclear threshold”. Difficulties on both domestic and international fronts forced the Bush administration to continue to readjust its foreign policy. The role of coordination and cooperation with other big powers as well as that of values began to regain attention in US foreign strategy. The US once again held up the banners of democracy, freedom and other Western values to improve and consolidate its relationship with its traditional allies, such as Europe and Japan, to attract emerging big powers like India, and to find excuses to attack potential rivals and dissident forces.  

Trans- Atlantic relations continued to warm up. The EU, as collaborator of the US on the Iranian nuclear issue, dealt with Iran on the front line. Military integration between the US and Japan gained momentum. For the first time, the US had upgraded US-Japan military alliance to a status of global nature, giving Japan more importance in US foreign strategy. The US continued to beef up its military power in the neighboring areas of its potential rivals of Russia and China, with the purpose of containing them. However, the strength of other powers is also on the rise. Despite difficulties within the EU, such as approval of the Constitution, digestion of eastward expansion and no breakthrough on major problems in sight, the EU has been more actively engaged in the Iranian nuclear problem, the Israel-Palestine conflict and the problem of Afghanistan, and playing an indispensable role. More obviously, Russia was more aggressive on the diplomatic front in 2006. Its policy in Central Asia shifted from a defensive nature to an offensive one. On the Iranian nuclear issue and the Israel-Palestine conflict, it has shown independent position. Its role and influence as a big power continued to be elevated. Leaning closely on the US, Japan accelerated the revision of its Constitution and the building of a big military country. The influence of Japan in the international arena also increased. 

Seeking win-win result, interactions among the U.S., the EU and Russia became more complicated

Big powers share common interests in safeguarding stability of the current international order and face a lot of common challenges, which brought about changes in the pattern of interactions among big powers. Currently, despite certain fluctuations on hot-spot issues from time to time, the general situation has not gone out of control. Cooperation mechanisms among big powers on major issues are playing an irreplaceable role. The influence of these multi-lateral coordination mechanisms is increasing. On the North Korean nuclear issue, the mechanism of the six-party talks remains the major mechanism for relevant parties. On the Iranian nuclear issue, the coordination mechanism of the six parties is gaining maturity. Regarding the Middle East, the Quartet coordination mechanism continues to play its role. At the same time, the status of the United Nations in the cooperation and coordination among big powers has also been elevated. It has also been playing an important role on the North Korea nuclear issue and the Iranian nuclear issue. 

However, it cannot be ignored that the contradictions between big powers that also deepened, the most obvious demonstration of which last year was the changes of the strategic tripartite interactions between the US, the EU and Russia. The tendency of the US uniting the EU to check Russia was strengthened. Relations between the US and Russia soured, with escalated conflicts. The two sides fought with each other, openly or covertly, over democracy, freedom, energy and geopolitical interests, with no side compromising an inch. The United States, in particular, repeatedly accused Russia of “democratic regression” and “restraining freedom”, which caused strong response from Russia. The EU and Russia are moving further apart, with increasingly apparent differences on values and declining political mutual trust. Moreover, instead of substantial breakthroughs, there were new shadows over the trade between the EU and Russia. Russia’s cutting off gas supply to Ukraine caused alarm and doubts in EU countries. New EU members are quite alert to Russia. Countries like Poland are not active in seeking energy cooperation with Russia. Souring ties between the US and Russia and further estrangement between the EU and Russia have provided some common language for the US and the EU. However, generally speaking, the US and the EU still have differences on their respective policies towards Russia. At present, with 44% of its energy import coming from Russia, the EU finds it hard to get rid of its energy dependency on Russia some time soon. Furthermore, Russia is an important factor for the EU to maintain stability in its large neighborhood. The estrangement between the EU and Russia was not the intention of the EU. So, in this sense, the EU will maintain a considerable degree of independence in terms of its policy towards Russia.

Big powers stepped up competition for energy and geopolitical interests

Big powers have stepped up dialogues and coordination on the issue of energy. During the G8 Summit, the informal meeting of APEC leaders, and EU-Russia Summit, energy cooperation was the unchanged focus. On the other hand, competition among big powers over energy became fiercer. With diversification of energy sources becoming the objective of big powers in safeguarding their energy security, regions with rich energy reserves naturally constitute the targets for their contention. The Middle East has always been the top priority in the energy competition between big powers. However, constant turmoil in this region forced big powers to set their eyes on other energy-rich regions. Second only to the Middle East, Central Asia boasts tremendous reserves of oil and natural gas and is widely regarded as an energy reservoir with the biggest development potential, thus becoming another focus in big powers’ energy competition. Africa’s status is rising in the supply pattern of energy and resources. Latin America’s importance is also gradually increasing. Energy has become a bargaining chip for some big powers. Taking advantage of its energy resources, Russia has played the energy card. It punished pro-US countries like Georgia and Ukraine through oil prices and oil pipelines, with a view to warning others. The United States and the European Union, on the other hand, also tried to counter Russia by supporting CIS states’ building of oil pipelines bypassing Russia. Following the formal operation of the Baku-Ceyhan Pipeline which carries oil from central Asia to Western countries without passing Russia. In 2006 the United States was working on a new oil and gas corridor that will bypass Russia and excludes Iran in an effort to further weaken Russia’s increasing control in natural gas supply to Europe.

Competition over geopolitical interests among big powers has also intensified. The great Middle East, the great Central Asia and Northeast Asia have become big powers’ focus for geopolitical interests. The great Middle East, with its rich energy resources and important geographical location, has always seen the concentrated presence of big powers. The US, the EU and Russia are competing fiercely over this region. Russia, in particular, is becoming more assertive. Shortly after Hamas, which was listed as a terrorist organization by Western countries, took office after wining the general election in Palestine, its leaders were invited to visit Russia in order to gain initiative, causing strong dissatisfaction from the US and the EU. On the Iranian nuclear issue, Russia also disagreed with the US by strongly opposing sanctions on Iran in an effort to demonstrate its unique influence. The status of the great Central Asia also rose in the competition of big powers. The US has put forward the so-called “the great Central Asia plan” in an attempt to integrate Central Asia with South Asia and gain control over the large area linking Europe with Asia. In response, Russia, with its energy superiority and other traditional advantages, has increased its control over CIS states. Using the stick of energy, Russia has seriously punished pro-US forces. Relations between Russia and countries where “color revolutions” have happened are being normalized. Central Asia has also enjoyed rising status in Japan’s foreign strategy. The “Central Asia-Japan” dialogue mechanism has seen further development. Former Japanese Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi visited Central Asia for the first time. Japan has accelerated its infiltration into Central Asia, with the intention of containing the influence of China and Russia in the region and of securing its energy interests. As the only region with a strong legacy of the Cold War, Northeast Asia has strategic geopolitical significance, thus becoming a new focus of big powers. Centering on the North Korean nuclear issue, big powers have intensified their competition, with new changes in state-to-state relations of the region, rendering the regional situation more complicated. 

Emerging big powers have become new favorites while the status of developing countries is rising.

With rising status, India has become a new favorite for big powers to win over. The United States has made major adjustment on its India policy, and raised the importance of its strategic relations with India, aiming at making India a new pillar for its Asia-Pacific policies. In March 2006, Bush paid a visit to India for the first time after his reelection. An agreement was reached on carrying out civil energy cooperation, which actually recognized India as a “nuclear state”. The US also agreed to sell sophisticated equipment for exploring the Moon and advanced combat planes to India. Japan and India also share increasing common interests in shaping the international order. With the dream of becoming big political powers, both countries are trying to become permanent members of the UN Security Council. Japan and India have strengthened their mutual support to seek the permanent membership of the Security Council. With containing China in its mind, Japan also increased its economic aid to India. Japan has declared that it will provide $1.3 billion of economic aid to India before March 2007, which will make India the largest recipient of the economic aid from Japan. Russia continued to strengthen its military cooperation with India, and at the same time, is actively promoting cooperation between China, Russia and India on trade and energy. 

Regional groups of developing countries enjoy rising status in the foreign strategies of big powers. Big powers have markedly increased their input in regional organizations. With increased strength and rising status, ASEAN has become an important target for the major powers. The United States has expanded its overall relations with ASEAN, enhancing bilateral cooperation in the fields of trade, marine security, anti-terror, etc. Japan has increased substantial input via economic aid. “Japan-ASEAN Comprehensive Economic Partnership Agreement (AJCEP)” was formally signed, for which Japan will contribute 7.5 billion Japanese yen (about US$62.5 million) to strengthen political, economic and security cooperation with ASEAN. The European Union is also working hard to improve cooperation with ASEAN by intensifying the research on the establishment of a free trade area between the EU and ASEAN and is trying to launch negotiations at an earlier date. The status of Africa as a whole is rising on the international stage. Countries are working hard on Africa, albeit different focuses of interests. The focus of the US is on anti-terrorism and energy security. During his visit to Africa, former US Defense Secretary Rumsfeld made attempts to establish a US “frontline combat base” in North Africa and conduct joint military exercise. The US also had the intention to set up military headquarters in Africa. The votes of African states in the UN are increasingly important for Japan and India on their ways to seek status of major political powers. Besides, energy resources in Africa are also tantalizing for them. By means of economic aid, Japan has stepped up its diplomatic offensive in Africa as Koizumi paid visit to sub-Sahara Africa following the steps of Yoshiro Mori.
The Root Causes of Nuclear Proliferation

Hou Hongyu, Research Fellow with the CPAPD

[Abstract] Currently, the international nonproliferation regime is facing serious challenges. The root causes are that the U.S.’s hegemonic foreign policy and militarism has undermined the international security environment, there are loopholes and unfairness in the international nonproliferation regime and the nuclear weapons states have not honored their commitments to nuclear disarmament. 

Soon after the end of the Cold War, the international community felt quite optimistic about the international arms control and disarmament situation. The U.S. and Russia reached the START-I and START-II, the 1995 NPT review conference decided to extend the Treaty indefinitely, and the 5 NPT nuclear states reaffirmed their commitment to nuclear disarmament. But soon, the progress of international arms control and disarmament was reversed. Defying the world opinion, India and Pakistan conducted a series of nuclear tests; the U.S. scrapped the ABM Treaty and formulated its nuclear policy of making Russian, China and some other non-nuclear weapons states the targets of its nuclear strike. The DPRK and Iran were suspected of being involved in developing nuclear weapons. The network of nuclear trafficking of Pakistani nuclear scientist A. Q. Khan came to light. The intensification of nuclear proliferation will lead to more nuclear materials, nuclear facilities and nuclear weapons. The international nuclear terrorists will have more channels to obtain nuclear weapons and materials and the possibility of a nuclear exchange between countries will increase. 

I. Regional and International Security Situation has not Improved Universally.

First, the U.S.’s hegemonic policy and acts have constituted a general threat to international peace and security and left many countries without any sense of security. The U.S. has refused to observe some international laws and treaties or chose to enforce some clauses of the international laws or treaties according to its own interests, so as to free itself from the restraint of international laws and treaties and develop its military superiority. The Bush administration has disrupted the international strategic balance by withdrawing from the ABM Treaty, undermined the unity of the UN Security Council to enforce the NPT and weakened the international nonproliferation regime by refusing to ratify the CTBT, tried to keep its freedom to develop and deploy weapons in outer space by refusing to negotiate a treaty to ban the deployment of weapons in outer space, intended to use its advanced technological means to inspect other countries while refusing the international community to inspect its own nuclear facilities by opposing to negotiate a verifiable fissile material cut-off treaty. The Moscow Treaty signed by the U.S. and Russia does not require the two countries to dismantle the nuclear warheads but to keep them in storage. Once the situation needs, the two countries can reuse the stored nuclear warheads. 

The U.S. has been seeking absolute military superiority and trying to expand its superiority well ahead other countries. Although its military strength is far ahead in the world, the U.S. has increased its military budget to 448$ billion, which equals the total of all the defense budget of all other countries and regions in the world.1 With huge amount of military budget, the U.S. has kept developing its offensive and defensive strategic and conventional forces. Especially, with the deployment of multi-layered missile defense systems in North America, the Asia-Pacific region and Europe, the U.S. has dramatically expanded its strategic superiority over other countries. In conventional arms development, the U.S. has made fully use of the achievements of information technology to promote the new revolution in military affairs and modernize its arms, training and war fighting capabilities. In the 2002 Nuclear Posture Review, the U.S. has listed China, Russia as targets of its nuclear strike and will use nuclear pre-emption against some non-nuclear weapons states. On one hand, the U.S. still consider anti-terrorism and nonproliferation as the top priority of the its national security strategy, but actually the U.S. has never relaxed its vigilance against big powers like China and Russia and has continued to squeeze their strategic space. The U.S. has strengthened its military buildup in the Asia-Pacific region, upgraded its military alliance with Japan and strengthened military presence in Central Asia and South Asia. On the other hand, the U.S. has made use of anti-terrorism and nonproliferation to expand its influence in regions of global strategic importance or with important natural resources. The U.S. has stirred up the so-called color revolution in Central Asia and named some countries “rogue states”, “Axis of Evil”, “failed countries” and “outpost of tyranny”, and used economic sanction, military threat and political attack against those countries that do not follow the U.S.’s policy and leadership. 
The U.S.’s acts and militarism of seeking world hegemony is the fundamental reason that leads to the tension and turbulence of the international situation. Under the U.S.’s threat, some nuclear weapons states have to keep and develop their nuclear weapons so as to improve their nuclear weapon’s survivability and defend themselves. And some non-nuclear weapons states have taken the road of secretly developing nuclear weapons for the purpose of self-defense.    

Second, regional security contradictions have not been solved, which are among the reasons behind the development of nuclear weapons by some countries. Up to now, there have been established quite a few nuclear weapon free zones covering the whole southern globe, South Asia and Central Asia. Thus, nuclear proliferation has mainly taken place along the arc area ranging from the Middle East, the Gulf region, South Asia to North-east Asia. This arc region used to be the fiercely contested region by the U.S. and the former Soviet Union and many contradictions were covered up during the Cold War. However, though the Cold War has long ended, the Cold War mentality still exists among some rival countries in this arc region. In addition to disputes of territory and resources, conflicts between ethnic groups and religions, the U.S. has involved in many of these problems, which made the situation in this region more complicated. This has made the region the flooding area of nuclear proliferation. 

In North-east Asia, the DPRK has not normalized its relations with the U.S. and Japan. The DPRK’s security concern has not got resolved yet. The U.S. policy toward the DPRK continues to be military containment and political subversion by stationing armed forces in South Korean and Japan, deploying missile defense systems targeting at the DPRK, conducting large scale military exercise aiming at the DPRK, threatening to topple the DPRK government and imposing economic sanctions against the DPRK. After losing of protection from Russia, the DPRK has seriously felt the U.S. military threat, especially after the U.S. invaded Iraq and toppled the Sadam Government. The DPRK has come to realize that only developing nuclear weapons can protect itself and thus quickened its step to develop nuclear weapons and conducted a nuclear test. The DPRK’s development of nuclear weapons may trigger other countries to develop nuclear weapons in North-east Asia. 

While the long existed security problems in the Middle East have not got resolved, new problems have arose, making nuclear proliferation in the Middle East more serious. The conflicts between the Arab countries and Israel have not been resolved. In order to seek its own security and keep its military superiority over the Arab countries, Israel developed nuclear weapons, which has led and will continue to lead to nuclear proliferation in the Middle East. The Sadam government had secretly developed nuclear weapons. Under the U.S.’s military threat and political pressure, Iran has adhered to uranium enrichment. All this has stimulated some Arab countries to follow suit, which may lead to further nuclear proliferation in the Middle East and North Africa. Therefore, unless the security in North-east Asia and the Middle East is dramatically improved and some country’s security concerns are properly addressed, the international society will not be able to prevent further nuclear proliferation in these regions. 

II. There Exist Loopholes in the International Nonproliferation Regime.

As the cornerstone of the international nonproliferation regime, the NPT itself clearly has some loopholes and cannot fully adapt to current nuclear proliferation situation. To NPT state parties, signing the NPT doesn’t mean to express one’s good intentions only, but need to fully honor its commitments.

First, the NPT itself has some loopholes. There exist imbalances in the stipulation of rights and responsibilities of the NPT state parties. The purpose of negotiating the NPT between the U.S. and the former Soviet Union was mainly to stabilize the nuclear arms race between them, not to prevent nuclear arms race. Therefore, the NPT has some unequal stipulations on state party’s basic rights and responsibilities. It has divided the party states into two categories forever, one is nuclear state and another is non-nuclear weapons state. The responsibility of the nuclear weapons states is very abstract and not clear and that of the non-nuclear weapons states is very clear and detailed. The target of the NPT is the non-nuclear weapons states and it urges all non-nuclear weapons states to give up their right of developing nuclear weapons and puts their nuclear facilities under the safeguards of the IAEA. However, the non-nuclear weapons states’ right to peaceful use of nuclear energy is not satisfied and the U.S. and some other nuclear weapons states still refuse to provide unconditional negative security assurance. In the NPT, the nuclear weapons states only agree to dismantle their nuclear weapons eventually, which cannot bring enough pressure to the nuclear weapons states. In reality, it is still far away for the nuclear weapons states to dismantle their nuclear weapons thoroughly. 

There is no stipulation of full inspection measures in the NPT. In 1957, the UN created the IAEA and authorized it to verify the peaceful use of nuclear energy by the non-nuclear weapons states. However, IAEA’s right is clearly not enough. The IAEA only has the right to verify the open activities of peaceful use of nuclear energy and is not able to monitor and find out the secret nuclear activities of non-nuclear weapons states. Although the Additional Protocol of the NPT authorizes the IAEA to enquire and verify the covert or suspected nuclear activities of the non-nuclear weapons states on the spot, the Additional Protocol is not legally binding and can only be carried out on the voluntary bases. Up to June 30, 2005, 99 countries have signed it, however 93 countries, including 16 countries which have a huge number of nuclear activities have not signed it yet.2 The NPT doesn’t have detailed enforcement measures and the international community can only apply sanctions and express condemnation against those countries that illegally develop nuclear weapons. There are not many good measures to tackle the nuclear proliferation problems. 

The NPT gives its party states the right to exit the Treaty but doesn’t have detailed stipulations and conditions on the withdrawal. This has provided opportunities for some countries to exit the Treaty. Once a NPT state party is found to violate the Treaty or a state party is found to secretly make nuclear weapon under the pretext of peaceful use of nuclear technology, the NPT itself can do nothing to the state party and can only go to the UN Security Council. DPRK’s withdrawal from the NPT and development of nuclear weapons has raised serious challenges to the NPT.
Second, the NPT is not able to deal with the new nuclear proliferation situation. On the one hand, with the accelerated development of economic globalization and technologies, the flow of goods and people in the world become much faster and there are more channels to get nuclear technologies and nuclear facilities, especially dual-use items and technologies. On the other hand, given to the accumulation of nuclear technologies and development of information technology, to make nuclear weapons with enriched nuclear uranium and plutonium is widely publicized in Internet and therefore making a nuclear weapon is no longer a secret. Even a small terrorist group can make a crude nuclear weapon if it gets enough nuclear material, let alone for a country having some advanced technologies. 

The clause that the NPT state parties have the right to use nuclear energy for peaceful purposes has become the most serious loophole in the NPT. The NPT clearly stipulates that all state parties have the unalienable right to use nuclear technology for peaceful purpose and should receive IAEA’s safeguards and make sure not to divert their nuclear materials for military purpose. However, most nuclear material and key nuclear facilities are of duel use. Therefore, the nuclear items and technologies, which are used to produce centrifuges for peaceful purposes, can also be used to make materials for nuclear weapons. The items and technologies, which are used to separate plutonium from spent fuel, can also be used to make materials for nuclear warheads. To enrich uranium is only one step away from making a nuclear bomb. Even at the time of negotiating the NPT several decades ago, the U.S. and the former Soviet Union already realized the dual use nature of the nuclear facilities and technologies, however they failed to foresee that the technological development would be so fast. Therefore, they did not take any serious measures to prevent the diversion of civil nuclear technologies from military uses. At present, with the tense situation of fuel supply, more and more countries desire to use nuclear energy. According to CSIS’ estimate, there are about 60 countries that had uranium or plutonium in 2003.3 With more and more countries having nuclear industries and facilities, there will be more potential nuclear weapons states. According to the NPT, Iran has the right to enrich uranium and it can declare to withdraw from the NPT when it is approaching to having nuclear weapons and no one can punish Iran. 

The NPT is only binding on its state parties and not binding on the non-NPT state parties. Therefore the NPT can do nothing to Israel, India and Pakistan, which have not signed the Treaty. The international community still has no good policy to deal with the 3 countries that illegally developed nuclear weapons. The DPRK has withdrawn from the NPT and the NPT can do nothing to the DPRK. In fact, the international nonproliferation regime, just like other power politics, can only deal with the small and weak countries and can do nothing to prevent the powerful countries from developing nuclear weapons.

The NPT only targets the state parties and cannot address the problem of nuclear proliferation by non-state actors, like international terrorist groups, enterprises and individuals. With further nuclear proliferation, more countries will have nuclear weapons, nuclear materials and nuclear technologies. This means that the international terrorist groups will have more channels to acquire nuclear materials and even nuclear weapons. If terrorist groups use nuclear weapons or dirty bombs, they will inflict serious damage on the international community. The international terrorist groups have secret networks and do not need to establish large-scale nuclear material production bases and keep many engineers. Their activities are very difficult to find. According to the IAEA, from 2003 to 2004, there were 121 incidents involving secret transportation or loss of nuclear materials or radioactive materials. There are 103 cases in 2005. More than 100 terrorist groups have become the major players of nuclear trafficking.4 Pakistani scientist A. Q. Khan’s nuclear trafficking network shows that many European enterprises have sold thousands of dual use nuclear items and all these items freely passed through European countries’ export control systems and were transported to Iran, the DPRK, Libya and other countries. All this tells that there are many loopholes in the export control systems and the NPT and the IAEA can do nothing to stop it. 

III. There Are Unfairness and Conflicts in International Nonproliferation Efforts. 

First, the U.S.’s nonproliferation policy and acts have a clear nature of egoism. As the sole superpower in the world, U.S.’s nonproliferation policy has great influence on the international nonproliferation regime; however, U.S.’s nonproliferation policy is not based on fairness, but on ideology and nonproliferation is used as a tool to realize its national strategic goals. Therefore, the U.S. has pursued a double standard nonproliferation policy by rewarding some proliferating countries instrumental in expanding U.S.’s national security interests and punishing other proliferating countries which constitute a threat to its strategic interests. Since the 1960s, the U.S. has tacitly accepted Israel as a nuclear weapons state and pursued a double standard nonproliferation policy to Israel. The U.S. has not demanded Israel to give up its nuclear weapons, instead it has provided a huge amount of economic and military aid so as to expand the U.S. interests and influence in the Middle East. The Bush administration has developed the U.S. policy to Israel into a strategic principle and applied this principle to India. The U.S. has thrown away some long-adhered international nonproliferation rules in order to carry out nuclear cooperation with India. For example, the NPT prohibits its state parties to conduct nuclear cooperation with countries which do not fully accept IAEA’s safeguards. Some senior officials of the Bush administration have been quite straightforward to point out that the nuclear cooperation between the U.S. and India aims to help India become a world power, so as to maintain power balance favoring the U.S. in the Asia-Pacific region. The U.S. has turned a blind eye to its military ally Japan, which is building a large nuclear reactor and has stored a huge amount of nuclear material. On the other hand, the U.S. has pursued a policy of intimidation, containment and economic sanction against the DPRK and other countries, threatened to attack them by force and listed them as targets of nuclear strike. As a NPT state party, Iran has the inalienable right to make use of nuclear technology for peaceful purposes. The Iranian nuclear negotiator has made it clear that the U.S. nonproliferation policy is discriminative since the U.S. has carried out nuclear cooperation with a non-NPT state party while trying to stop a NPT state party—Iran—from using nuclear technologies for peaceful purposes. Thus, there exists not only inequality among nuclear NPT state parties, but also among non-nuclear weapons states. That is, some non-nuclear weapons states are allowed to use nuclear technology for peaceful purposes and some are not allowed. Therefore, the international nonproliferation regime does not have equality and fairness and its role has been compromised. 

In fact, there are only a small number of countries satisfying the U.S. standard for “democratic countries” or “rogue states”. Most of the countries in the world are neither U.S.’s allies nor enemies. Especially with the quick development of globalization, national interests have been interpenetrating and interdependence further strengthened. Besides,  international terrorists do no care whether the U.S. is  “democratic” or “a good proliferator” and Iran is “not democratic” or “a bad proliferator”. What they do care is nuclear weapons or nuclear materials in every country. If they can get nuclear materials or even nuclear weapons in the U.S. or Iran, they will definitely use it. In this sense, having nuclear weapons and nuclear materials in any country is dangerous.5 Hence, the international community must establish common international nonproliferation norms and rules. No matter “good proliferator” or “bad proliferator”, all must implement the same principles and rules.

Second, developing countries have become the main target of international nuclear nonproliferation. The U.S. and some other Western countries have focused their nonproliferation efforts on the non-nuclear weapons states. Since most of the Western countries have had the capability of uranium enrichment and have been using nuclear technology for peaceful purposes for decades, thus U.S.’s main target is the non-nuclear weapons states in the developing countries. For a long time, since most developing countries had a weak industrial base, low science and technology level and were short of money, they were not able to make use of nuclear technology for peaceful uses. However, with the fast expansion of economic globalization, science and technologies and the tense situation of energy supply, some regional powers have begun to put peaceful use of nuclear technology on their development agenda. Certainly, it cannot be ruled out that some of them may have the intention of developing nuclear weapons. So, the U.S. and other Western countries believe that to prevent nuclear proliferation is just to prevent the developing countries from acquiring or proliferating nuclear materials and nuclear technologies. In the international nonproliferation struggle, the Non-aligned Movement believe that nuclear proliferation is not the top threat to the international community, it is the U.S. and other nuclear weapons states’ refusal of nuclear disarmament and vertical nuclear proliferation that are the top threat to international security. However, since the most of the international nonproliferation norms and rules were made or initiated by the U.S. and other Western countries, they mainly reflected the Western countries’ interests. Besides, the U.S. has far advanced inspection technologies and tools. With powerful military forces, the U.S. also has bigger influence in international nonproliferation regime. Therefore, in the international nonproliferation struggle, the U.S. and other Western countries will continue to have a upper hand and the developing countries will continued to be in a weak position. 

Third, since big powers have different interests it is very difficult for them to have a consensus in dealing with nuclear proliferation cases, thus providing opportunities for the proliferators. Nuclear proliferation is a very complicated problem involving in the interests of many countries and therefore nonproliferation has become an important platform for big players to deal with some global and regional issues. The UN Security Council is the highest authority in charge of international peace and security, however since the members of the UN Security Council have their own interests and hold different views on nuclear proliferation cases. The UN Security Council can pass resolutions, but it cannot make sure that the resolutions can be implemented effectively. The history shows that the UN Security Council’s resolutions can only have some significant influence on small and weak countries and cannot have any significant influence on big countries. For example, the UN Security Council has tried to pass some resolutions to condemn Israel, however these initiatives are often blocked by the U.S. Even after the UN Security Council passed a resolution condemning Israel and Israel simply paid no heed to it and the UN Security Council can do nothing. After India conducted its nuclear tests in 1998, the UN Security Council passed a resolution condemning India and urged India to stop developing nuclear weapons and sign the NPT as a non-nuclear weapons state. However, India just refused to accept the resolution and has continued to expand its nuclear arsenals. Although the UN Security Council passed the 1718 Resolution, the DPRK simply refused to accept it. Currently, the UN Security Council is dealing with Iran’s nuclear issue. Since Russia has special interests in Iran, it strongly opposes certain economic sanctions against Iran. For its own interests, the U.S. has tried hard to impose stern economic sanctions against Iran and repeatedly declared it will not rule out military strikes. However, Russia, France and Germany definitely oppose use of force against Iran and hope the Iran’s nuclear issue can be solved through peaceful means. Since every permanent member of the UN Security Council has veto power, the UN Security Council cannot pass any resolution without a consensus. 

 
IV. The NPT Nuclear Weapons State Parties Have Failed to Honor Their Commitment to Nuclear Disarmament. 

First, the U.S. and Russia have not honored their commitments to nuclear disarmament and failed to cut down the number of their nuclear weapons in the real sense. In 1991, the U.S. and the former Soviet Union negotiated and reached the START-I. In 1992, the U.S. and Russia reached the START-II. However, since the U.S. withdrew from the ABM Treaty, the START-II came to a premature end. Since George W. Bush took office, U.S.’s nuclear disarmament and nonproliferation policy has changed dramatically. The Bush administration has refused to negotiate legally binding arms control treaties in order to have a free hand to develop arms. The Moscow Treaty signed by the U.S. and Russia in 2002 stipulates that the two countries will reduce their deployed strategic nuclear weapons to 1700-2200 by the year of 2012. However, the Moscow Treaty does not set which category of the nuclear weapons should be reduced, does not require the two countries to dismantle their reduced nuclear weapons and there is no verification clause. The Bush administration has made it clear that the U.S. will put the reduced nuclear weapons to storage with a view to redeploying them when the situation needs. Today, the U.S. still has 5300 deployed nuclear warheads and more than 5000 warheads in storage. Russia has 4700 deployed nuclear weapons and 8800 nuclear warheads in storage and other 3400 non-strategic warheads. The CTBT is perceived as a major achievement of nuclear disarmament process, however the U.S. has refused to ratify it and decided to shorten the preparation time for nuclear tests to 18 months. In the 7th NPT Review Conference in 2005, the NPT non-nuclear state parties criticized the U.S. for not implementing the 13 disarmament steps adopted in the 6th NPT Review conference in 2000. But he U.S. argued that the NPT did not have any detailed stipulations requiring the NPT nuclear state parties to disarm their nuclear weapons. Now, the non-nuclear weapons states urge the nuclear weapons states to provide legally binding negative security assurance. However their demands are refused by other nuclear weapons states except China. The U.S., Russia, France and Britain still adhere to first use of nuclear weapons when it is necessary. Due to U.S.’s resistance, the Conference of Disarmament in Geneva has been at stalemate for the past 10 years. U.S.’s acts have made the non-nuclear weapons states realize that the prospect of realizing thorough nuclear disarmament and a nuclear free world is still far away. 

Second, major nuclear weapons states continue to modernize their nuclear weapons. While strengthening its efforts in nonproliferation, the U.S. is developing its nuclear superiority in an all round way and this has led to some kind of nuclear arms race in the world. Soon after the Cold War, the U.S. reduced nuclear weapons’ role in its national security strategy and reached disarmament treaties with Russia. But since George W. Bush took office, the U.S. has once again placed the role of nuclear weapons in the center of its national security strategy and emphasised nuclear weapons’ value of deterrence and war fighting. The Bush administration even expanded pre-emption to nuclear pre-emption.6 The U.S. has quickened its paces to upgrade its nuclear warheads and study the possibility of engaging in a reliable warhead replacement program so as to keep the effectiveness and safety of its nuclear warheads. The U.S. plans to place conventional warheads on strategic missiles and nuclear submarines so as to develop its conventional intercontinental strike capability. The U.S. is developing and deploying new intercontinental missiles and updating strategic bombers. All this means that nuclear weapons still play an irreplaceable role in U.S.’s national security strategy and the U.S. will not carry out real nuclear disarmament in any time soon. Besides, the U.S. has made big efforts to establish the missile defense system, integrate offensive and defensive forces, and develop space weapons. Many U.S. arms control experts believe that although the scale of U.S.’s deployed nuclear weapons is becoming small, the nuclear force in general has become more powerful. Russia has also attached great importance to nuclear weapons’ role in its national security strategy. Russia has given up its no first use policy and it will use nuclear weapons first when it is attacked by other countries. Russia is in no position to have a nuclear arms race with the U.S and thus seeks to develop a rational and sufficient nuclear arsenal, especially to develop asymmetric-striking power. Russian President Putin has noted that Russia will develop new nuclear weapons so as to maintain the world strategic balance of armed forces. Russia will spend 185.2 billion U.S. dollars on purchasing new weapons and weapons systems from 2007 to 2015.7 British Prime Minister Blair has also claimed that Britain will keep its own independent deterrent force and will develop a new generation of Trident and missiles. France has continued to modernize its nuclear weapons and French President has declared that it will use nuclear weapons first to protect its interests abroad and will strike terrorist countries with nuclear weapons.8 India, Pakistan and Israel have focused on developing medium and long-range missiles so as to strengthen their nuclear strike capability. 

The NPT is a balance of rights and responsibilities between the nuclear state parties and non-nuclear state parties. The U.S. and Russia have emphasized the nuclear weapons’ role in their national security strategy and upgraded their nuclear weapons. This sends a wrong signal to the non-nuclear weapons states, that is, conventional weapons cannot provide them security; only nuclear weapons can bring them security. In this sense, unless the nuclear weapons states faithfully downgrade the role of nuclear weapons in their national security strategy, the non-nuclear weapons states’ desire for nuclear weapons will not disappear. And they will continue to refuse and resist any new rules that will constrain them from acquiring or using nuclear technologies. Consequently, it will be very difficult to stop nuclear proliferation.9 

The War on Terror: Limited Progress but

Endless Difficulties

Yang Hongxi, Guest Researcher of the CPAPD

In 2006, given the improper policies of the U.S., the question of terrorism and anti-terrorism continued to be an important factor that affects regional and world security. The international anti-terrorism endeavors have been caught in a dilemma that the more you fight against it, the more rampant terrorism would be. The war on terror entered into a chronical deadlock. Terrorist activities have increasingly demonstrated new features and trends, and the U.S. fight against them will keep affecting the U.S. domestic and foreign policies. In 2007, the war on terror will still be one of the strategic objectives of the U.S., and continue to add burden to the U.S. government. 

The global anti-terrorist situation remains unchanged generally, and the dilemma that the more you fight against terrorism, the more rampant it would be has become more evident. In 2006, the U.S. still went ahead with the international anti-terrorist process that was launched under its initiative, but due to various restrictive conditions, it could not have every end met. Despite of powerful words about fighting terrorism, its real actions have somewhat lost steam. When the international anti-terrorist campaign is bogged down, terrorism has got new developments. According to statistics, there were 527 terrorist incidents worldwide in 2006, injuring more than 6800 people. Currently, from the Middle East to Europe, South Asia and Southeast Asia, serious terrorist incidents keep cropping up time and again. Several terrorist plots in Western countries, if had not been foiled, would have already caused grave consequences. The fight against terror is increasingly having deep impact on the U.S. and UK themselves. Anti-terrorist measures are more and more related to civil rights and privacy, casting a shadow on people’s daily life and the core values of Western countries such as democracy and freedom, and increasing the cost of social development. Religious extremists continue to penetrate into Pakistan and Central Asia, adding uncertainties to regional situation. 

Terrorism began to become home-grown in Europe and the U.S. At present, the current international anti-terrorist situation is experiencing a brief respite, during which, appalling terrorist incidents can still occur at any time. After a large scale “anti-terror” war, both the U.S. and UK are not able to launch new “anti-terror” military actions for the time being. In this period, it will be more difficult to identify and crack down on extremists or terrorists because some places still have the particular soil and mass basis for terrorist activities. In addition, the ability of terrorists in collecting and delivering intelligence, and planning terrorist attacks is strengthening with more flexibility, better camouflage, and greater deterrence. Europe and the U.S. are also facing the thorny problem of homegrown terrorists. The terrorist incident in London indicates that if the vast Muslim population there cannot successfully integrate with local society without being excluded and discriminated, a potential risk would always be there. 

The development of the international situation shows that the war on terror has limited impact on the overall world situation and the U.S. domestic and foreign strategies. In the past 5 years, the impact of the war on terror upon the post-Cold War international relations has been far lower than what people expected. The current international situation in general, overall world configuration and trend of development does not have fundamental changes caused by terrorism or the world anti-terrorist campaign. Non-traditional security factors are on the rise, but are not strong enough to change the trajectory of traditional security as well as the general picture of the world. The deep-rooted contradictions and problems in the international politics, economy and security still exist and develop because although the U.S. speaks louder about anti-terrorism, there are fewer concrete cooperative actions from the international community. For the U.S. side, the war on terror has seriously limited the effectiveness of its foreign policy and made the U.S. lose initiatives on many issues. But it still goes down on the road of seeking unilateral hegemony under the pretext of anti-terrorism and closely follows traditional security problems. It tries to maintain strategic coordination and balance on all fronts including promoting “democracy and freedom”, fighting against terror for hegemony, and preventing proliferation etc. It also strives to safeguard its interests in the Middle East, Central Asia, Asia Pacific, Africa and Latin America at the same time.

“Clash of civilizations” is turning into the collective subconsciousness of the Western world, which has seriously eroded the soft environment of the world anti-terrorist campaign. Around September of 2006, the Bush Administration abandoned some of its previous soft rhetorics and attitudes, and began to trumpet about “war of civilizations”, saying that America would more resolutely press ahead with the fight against terror to protect national security, and oppose and crack down on “Islamic Fascism”. The Bush Administration intended to turn the anti-terrorist question into an ideological and religious question, and define the fight against terrorism as a run-off between “the Western liberal democratic society and Islamic Fascism”. Over this question, Bush, Rice, Cheney and Rumsfeld all held a hard-line position. From the cartoon incident in Denmark that desecrates Prophet Mohammed in early 2006 to the remarks by Pope Benedict XVI that openly criticized Islam in the latter half of 2006 as well as the supportive voices aired by many Western citizens for these kinds of remarks have all indicated that the Western world is consciously or unconsciously practicing the “clash of civilizations theory”. This kind of man-made incidents of “clash of civilizations” can only but offer more opportunities and soil for the development of terrorist organizations. The wrong policies of the U.S. plus its seriously biased policy in the Middle East have further escalated the hostile sentiment from the Islam world, and further aggravated the already soured soft environment of the world anti-terrorist campaign.

The internal and external factors that lead to the current anti-terrorist dilemma almost remain unchanged. Limited on many aspects, the international anti-terrorist cooperation has been more of words than concrete actions. In the past several years, despite of some progress of anti-terrorist cooperation within the UN framework, the anti-terrorist cooperation by countries and international organizations are more on paper than in practice. Global wide anti-terrorist cooperation is not yet in sight. Although the United Nations passed the global anti-terrorist strategy in 2006, it only exists as a framework document even without a unified definition about terrorism. So it is still a daunting task to have the global anti-terrorist agreement adopted by all member states. America and Britain only stress technical and military means without addressing the root causes of terrorism. While talking about anti-terrorism loudly, the United States still refuses to extradite culprits of the “East Turkistan Islamic Movement” to China. Foreign media has reported that the US attitude toward separatists of Chechnya and extremists in Central Asia is quite ambiguous. This shows that the U.S. does not draw lessons from its past doings, i.e. cultivating regional powers such as Bin Laden and Saddam but falling victim to them finally. Seen from a certain perspective, the US war on terror, like the “targeted elimination” launched by Israel toward the radical organizations of Palestine, also bears certain features of state terrorism. But the Bush Administration has not paid attention to or redressed it.

The result of the US mid-term election indicates that the political life of the Bush Administration is more and more subject to the impact of the war on terror. The dilemma the U.S. faces on its anti-terrorist front directly affects its room and means to maneuver in its global strategy. As the U.S. troops are deeply mired in Iraq and Afghanistan, the U.S. is already too busy to keep the initiative on the Iranian and DPRK nuclear issues in hand. By seizing this opportunity, Iran, Venezuela, Belarus and Sudan continuously provoke the nerves of the U.S. At the same time, public skepticism and opposition inside the U.S. has broken out among American citizens as the Iraq War waged under the pretext of anti-terrorism is proven to be unjustified, and problems following the war on terror continuously test the patience of American public. Both the U.S. soft power is seriously undermined and its international image blackened. The democrats, of course, can’t let go such an opportunity and some republican heavyweights also deliberately keep distance from George W. Bush. James Carter, Brzezinski and many retired generals have constantly assailed on the Bush Administration and its anti-terrorist policy. Bush’s credibility continues to slide down. According to an opinion poll by the Newsweek in October 2006, 53% interviewees thought that the Democratic Party would get majority in the Congress and 67% thought that Bush had led the country in a wrong direction.

In the year of 2007, anti-terrorism will remain to be one of the strategic objectives of the U.S. and will continue to limit the domestic and foreign policies of the U.S. and affect the international situation. Anti-terrorism used to be an advantage of the Bush Administration, but finally has           ( Continued to Page 42)

Multi-lateral Cooperation:

In-depth Development at Different Pace

Sui Xiaowei, Guest Researcher of the CPAPD

The year 2006 still saw an in-depth development of multi-lateral diplomacy. The North Korea nuclear issue and the Iranian nuclear issue have received wide attention from the international community, becoming a focus for international mediation. At the same time, on the reforms of the United Nations, the shaping of the international order, multi-lateral trade negotiations and counter-terrorism, international cooperation has been strengthened. The fight between uni-lateralism and multi-lateralism, between uni-polar and multi-polar is at its fiercest ever. The United States has begun to make strategic readjustment, paying more attention to the use of multi-lateral means. In multi-lateral areas, anti-US sentiment is increasingly obvious. Solidarity among developing countries has been enhanced.

I. Reforms and adjustment of the global multi-lateral mechanisms have slowed down. Though rich and colorful, multi-lateral cooperation of various forms lacked substance, hence had limited results. In 2006, the pace of the UN reforms obviously slowed down. Mr. Annan submitted his report on comprehensive reforms of the UN. However, due to the UN budget and the limited mandate of the General Secretary, the report was quite controversial. The General Assembly finally accepted the draft of the Group of 77 and slowed down the reform process. In the Doha round of negotiations, relevant parties were deeply divided on key issues like agriculture and the market access of agricultural products. Since no party wanted to compromise, the Doha round of talks, which had lasted for nearly five years, was forced into a state of “dormancy”.

Multi-lateral cooperation is taking on various forms. International conferences on environmental protection, disease prevention, transportation security, women’s rights and other topics were widely held. The first meeting of the Asia-Pacific Partnership on Clean Development and Climate discussed the topic of using environmentally friendly and energy-saving technologies to solve the problem of global warming. The prevention and control of avian influenza was repeatedly brought up. The meeting on the prevention and control of avian influenza in Asia and the International Pledging Conference on Avian and Human Influenza emphasized quick response to contain and slow down the spread of new viruses of Avian Influenza. The International Conference on Transportation Security was held for the first time, the major topic of which was to strengthen anti-terror cooperation to ensure international transportation security including land transportation, marine transportation and aviation. The 4th World Water Forum discussed how to strengthen regional and international cooperation to reduce water-related disasters. Although various topics were mentioned, most of them remain only on paper. Lack of implementation makes multi-lateral cooperation short of substance. 

II. Regional and sub-regional cooperation has accelerated in general, but at different pace. Some regions are meeting with obstacles. Some regional organizations are further breaking away from their character and moving faster towards globalization. The “globalization” process of NATO has sped up. The goal of NATO is to first control the European continent and its neighborhood, then to strengthen cooperation with neighboring areas-the Mediterranean states, the six Gulf States and ultimately to reach Africa and the Asia Pacific, thus building a network of “global partnership” and exerting influence on global security issues. These actions suggest that NATO is taking key steps on its path of “globalization”. Regional and cross-regional cooperation is constantly deepening and expanding. 

Different geographical plates are working, with greater interaction and results. Guided by “effective multi-lateralism” and based on the idea of “larger neighborhood”, the European Union is actively involved in the solution of international hot-spot issues, urging the international community to “speak with one voice” on more occasions. As a result, the international influence of the EU is increasing. The plan of America free trade area sponsored by the United States is making progress. Up to now, the US has signed or is about to sign bilateral free trade agreements with seven Latin American states. A special summit of six Central American states was held, marking the beginning of free trade negotiations between the Central American Integration System and the Association of Caribbean States. Progress is also seen in cooperation in South Asia, with the SAARC becoming more open. The EU-Latin America summit has strengthened bilateral political dialogue and deepened regional cooperation.

Some regional organizations are coming across barriers in their development. Venezuela’s decision to withdraw from the Andean Community brought about the most serious crisis to the integrated organization in its 37 years of existence. Venezuela’s withdrawal may lead to the disintegration of the Andean Community, rendering the integration process of South America more complicated. In East Europe, GUAM has developed into a regional organization while CIS is facing the crisis of disintegration. The GUAM Summit decided to transform “the GUAM group” from a forum of states to a regional international organization. Following that, Georgia declared its withdrawal from CIS. Ukraine also indicated the possibility of withdrawing from it as well. Judging from the stands of CIS members, although CIS is not to disintegrate some time soon, the general trend is irreversible. 

III. With frequent occurrence of regional hot-spot issues, how to respond to them has become an important topic of multi-lateral cooperation and a focus of interaction among big powers. Multi-lateral cooperation mechanism for crisis solution has been strengthened. The North Korea nuclear issue, the Iranian nuclear issue and the Middle East situation are interconnected and affect the whole international situation. The North Korea nuclear issue is a miniature of global security problems and crisis. The Iranian nuclear issue not only interacts with the North Korea nuclear issue, but also affects the overall situation of the Middle East. It is also a serious test to the global anti-nuclear proliferation regime. Due to the fragile ceasefire between Israel and Lebanon, unfinished enhancement and redeployment of the temporary UN peacekeeping force in Lebanon and the possible escalation of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, peace process in the Middle East is at a stalemate. How to maintain the temporarily peaceful situation and promote negotiations between Lebanon and Israel, Palestine and Israel as well as between Syria and Israel is an arduous task facing the international community. Besides, the problem of Darfur in Sudan also needs to be solved urgently. In face of common challenges, big powers are relying on each other more for support and stepping up their cooperation. Out of the need to control the situation, big powers are conducting frequent consultations and coordination within the UN framework and at regional levels, such as the six-party talks, the Conference of Dialogue and Cooperation in Northeast Asia and the many meetings held by the IAEA to discuss the Iranian nuclear issue. At the 61st General Assembly of the United Nations, there were 51 topics, regarding safeguarding world peace and security, disarmament, counter-terrorism, etc. This fully demonstrates that safeguarding peace and security remains the common aspiration of the international community.

IV. The anti-US tendency in multi-lateral areas is increasingly obvious. Developing countries are using multi-lateral diplomacy to enhance their strength. As a result, their influence has been on the increase. Fine tuning occurred in regional political patterns. Trapped in Iraq, with its hard power consumed and soft power undermined, the United States has to rely on other big powers’ cooperation. Domestic political pressure after the mid-term elections forced the Bush Administration to rethink and adjust its unilateral line. On the three hot-spot issues, while cooperating with the United States, the EU, Russia, China and other big powers also stress more their own positions, thus increasingly holding the US in check. At the same time, some countries have begun to openly challenge the US. In April 2006, leaders of Cuba, Venezuela and Bolivia met and signed the People’s Trade Treaty, with the purpose of challenging the America free trade area sponsored by the US, marking that the three countries have forged an “anti-US alliance”. Since Cuba is the only socialist country in the Western hemisphere, while Venezuela and Bolivia are led by radical leftist regimes, the signing of the above-mentioned treaty is generally regarded as the formal formation of an “anti-US alliance”, which was also the first time in the “backyard” of the US. The Latin American regional meeting of the 6th World Social Forum was held in Venezuela, which was in a unique way opened by anti-American demonstrations.

The growing strength of developing countries on the multi-lateral stage has continuously affected the unilateral pattern. In the United Nations, the Non-Alignment Movement and on other multi-lateral occasions, the influence of developing countries has been constantly felt. The role of Asian and African countries has been strengthened. At present, Asians have taken up the posts like UN Secretary General and General Secretary of the WTO. In addition to India and Brazil, South Africa is also paying attention to multi-lateral diplomacy. In March 2006, the dialogue forum between South Africa, India and Brazil was held, at which a ministerial communiqué was released. It was decided to hold a tripartite summit in September. This shows that the three countries expect to play a bigger role. Internationally, at the 61st UNGA, developing countries were united in castigating the United States. At the 14th summit of the Non-Alignment Movement, denunciation of the US became the keynote, with a strong opposition to the US coined term “ the axis of evil”. The summit was an opportunity for member states to reshape the Non-Alignment Movement and meet new challenges. 

  ( Continued from Page 38)     turned out to be a blame for the failure of the Republican Party in the mid-term election. Although the Bush Administration may face huge pressures and fewer congress restrictions over the war on terror, and may make some micro-adjustment over its anti-terrorist policy, the overall direction of its fight against terrorism can hardly change. It is still possible for the Bush Administration to create new “crisis” through strengthening anti-terrorist strategy to win popular support and keep its grip on power. For example, the military budget for 2007 hits a record high to US$448 billion, and the final figure passed by the Congress may even outnumber it. In the latter half of 2006 and before the mid-term election, both President Bush and Secretary of State Rice have stated to press ahead with anti-terrorist endeavor. Therefore, in the short run, anti-terrorism will remain an important factor that affecting America’s foreign policy and the international situation. In the middle and long run, the U.S. will gradually change its unilateral and militarist policies over the question of anti-terrorism, and return to the framework of multilateral cooperation. After the 2008 election, anti-terrorism may still be a factor that affects the international situation, but not a long-term major business of the U.S. government any more. 

Some Predictions on the International Situation in 2007
Zhao Wenyan, Guest Researcher of the CPAPD

In 2007, the world situation is expected to maintain an overall stability with regional turbulence. The configuration of world forces is getting more balanced, and the regional situation will be under control. But in the international arena, there are still some difficult problems to be tackled and hotspot issues to be settled. In some regions, “destabilizing factors are brewing with the possibility of becoming acute. In general, the following issues are worth noting in the coming year.

Can the US Withdraw from Iraq in a Decent Manner?

Up to now, the US is still deeply entangled in the quagmire of reconstructing Iraq after the war and its casualties are constantly rising. Bush administration is faced with mounting domestic pressure. Judging from the mainstream opinion within the US, the most practicable choice at the current stage is to increase its army in Iraq before a final withdraw. At the same time of increasing the military reinforcement, US will press ahead with the political and economic reconstruction in Iraq. 

But it can be foreseen that, in the short run, no breakthrough could be made in Iraq. And this is a question that will take up a considerable portion of the energy of the Bush Administration in 2007 while the Administration is more constrained by the Democrats-controlled Congress and Senate. It is likely that the US will not be able to pay more attention to other regions. But the US will not hold its steps in seeking global hegemony. It will continue to make the strategic adjustments, and its coordination and cooperation with major world powers and its values still occupies an important place in its external strategies.

Will the Major World Powers Continue to Interact in a Positive Way?

In 2006, one important factor contributing to the basic stability of the international situation was the positive interaction between major world powers. And such a trend is most likely to continue in 2007. Interests of the major powers are converging, and these countries will continue to cooperate and coordinate on hotspot issues. This will contribute to the general stability of the international situation. While the US is constrained by many factors, other major powers will go on to build up their respective strengths thus making the forces of the world more balanced. The relation between the US and the EU will move on, the alliance of the US and Japan will be strengthened. General elections will be held in 2007 in both the UK and France, which will exert expectedly certain influence on US-EU relations.

The US will still need other major powers to help it achieve its strategic goals. On the question of “the Greater Middle-East”, the US will need the EU to perform on the front stage; and on the question related to Northeast Asia, the US would like to see that China to continues to play its unique role. Meanwhile, other major countries are relying more on each other for support and cooperation. But competitions between them are also apparent. With the continuous rising of Russia, the rivalry and contention between the US and Russia are likely to be intensified at any moment. The EU and Russia still have to solve this conflict on energy, economy and trade. The triangles of US-EU-Russia, China-US-EU and China-US-Russia are further complicated.

Could any Breakthrough be Made on the Nuclear Issues of Iran and the DPRK?

These two nuclear issues are not likely to get out of hand or lead to war. But the mutual distrust is so entrenched that these two unsettling problems will continue to drag on and the possibility of their intensification cannot be ruled out. The “EU Three” are still at the forefront in solving the nuclear problem of Iran and their consultation mechanism of the six parties including China, the US and Russia will continue to play a role on the stage of the UN Security Council. Despite a certain degree of agreement among the major powers on the issue, the contention especially that between the US and Russia will make it unlikely for the Security Council to authorize a military solution. And Iran will continue to make use of the differences among all parties to win time for itself.

With the entrenched distrust between the US and the DPRK, the nuclear test of the latter made the situation thornier and no breakthrough has been made at the second stage of the negotiation of the 5th round of the Six-party Talks. It is expected that if the two sides cannot make further concessions, it will be difficult to make a big breakthrough on this issue in a short term. 

Will Further Turmoil Reoccur in the Greater Central Asia?

With the number of destabilizing factors growing in Central Asia, new changes are made possible. The US will push ahead with its “plan for the Greater Central Asia”. And this strategic geo-plate will, possibly, become once again a new hotspot after a short period of superficial tranquility. Turkmenistan has always been viewed as an autocracy by the West, and serves naturally as the next target for “color revolution”. The sudden death of its president Niyazov left behind him a power vacuum and the possibility cannot be ruled out that an ally of opposition forces from home and abroad could launch a “color revolution”. Furthermore, the importance of Turkmenistan in geopolitics and its rich reserve of natural gas are crucial to Europe, Russia and the US. The infighting for power over the next year’s presidential election will attract much attention and the conflict is possible between the US and Russia over influencing the future leadership of this country.

The orientation that the situation in Turkmenistan is heading for will affect the general situation of Central Asia, while the future of the “color revolution” countries like Georgia and Ukraine is also worth noting. It can be foreseen that the US and Russia remain locked in a seesaw struggle, and conflicts and contradictions between then will continue to grow.

Will the World Economy Head for Recession or a Soft Landing?

In 2007, the world economic growth will slow down and face major adjustment. And this will have a great impact on whether the world will head for a recession or a “soft-landing”. Though world oil prices remain high, the US real estate market is bound to cool down. Because of the growing elasticity of the world economy, its increase will remain stable. At the same time, the rapid growth of the developing countries will continue to be a bright spot.

However, the world economy confronts some major risks as well. First, the biggest uncertainty lies in the future of the US economy. If an apparent slow-down of the American economy should occur, a huge pressure would bear on other countries and regions relying on the US market for export. Second, with surplus liquidity of the global financial system and the increasing volatility of bulk commodity and the money market, a burst of the market “bubble” would cause global financial fluctuation. Also, the imbalance of the global economy and trade is also brewing latent risks like the “huge double deficits” of the US and that some developing countries might lose control of their overspeed growth. Lastly, the oil market still needs to be wary of possible turmoil. Geopolitics or war in hotspot regions remains a possible cause to drive up constantly the oil price. The key to a “soft-landing” of global economy is to establish a multilateral cooperation framework. Whether the Doha Round negotiations could be restarted will have a long-term bearing on the 2007 economy.

How will the Relations between China and the World Develop?

With the development of China, the “China factor” will have a greater impact on the world. China is to hold its 17th National Congress of the CPC later this year, and 2007 is also a crucial year in terms of China’s preparations for the coming Olympics. All these mean that China will remain in the limelight of the international community in 2007. With the “China factor” extending into various dimensions of the international community, China will interact more frequently with the rest of the world and its relations with the world will be closer. The theory of “China threat” is bought by some people, but another trend on the rise is the theory of “China responsibility”. With China’s merging with the international community, more people are calling for China’s greater responsibility. 

Hedging against China is the basic policy of other major world powers towards China. China will continue to develop its relations with other major powers. The advancement of the China-EU and China-Russia strategic partnership has been smooth. The negative factors in bilateral trade, economic and energy fields will not affect the overall situation of their relations. China-US relations will maintain the momentum of steady development which is based on converging interests. Beset with numerous problems, the US needs to rely more on China’s support. The two sides will continue to cooperate on the nuclear issue on the Korean peninsula. But the trade friction between the two sides is likely to increase and the US will not cease deploying influence around China. China and Japan have broken their political deadlock and Japan has moved further to adjust its foreign policy. China-Japan relations are coming into a new stage of development. But there are still a number of sensitive between China and Japan which could have negative impact on their future relations.

China’ Peripheral Situation

Lin Tao, Guest Researcher of the CPAPD

There are quite a few countries around China’s periphery, constructing a complex environment. The region is of vital importance on China’s diplomatic agenda. In 2006, due to the DPRK’s missile and nuclear tests the Korean Peninsula quickly became a global hotspot making the region’s security situation increasingly tense. At the same time, political turmoil in neighbouring countries occurred more frequently than usual. The regional economy demonstrated a trend of “diversified growth, a vigorous momentum and an overall prosperity”. The regional cooperation pressed ahead while the contest for its leading position was still complex.

The Nuclear Issue of the Korean Peninsula became a global hotspot, and the major neighbouring countries maneuvered and interacted frequently among themselves for a solution

The DPRK’s missile and nuclear tests got on the nerves of the peripheral security and Japan and South Korea took the opportunity to accelerate their military build-up. As a result, the security situation of the Northeast Asia underwent the biggest change after the Cold War. Japan hastened to deploy its anti-missile system, to upgrade its defense agency to defense ministry and to increase its financial aid and military projection in Southeast Asia, South Asia and Central Asia in an attempt to lay the foundation for carrying out its strategy as a political and military power. With substantial increase in its military expenditure, South Korea is calling in louder voice for military build-up, nuclear research and joining the US-Japan TMD System. On the nuclear problem of the Korean Peninsular the US, Japan, South Korea and China pay attention to seeking win-win results, preventing the situation from getting out of hand. They have come to rely on each other more

With Japanese Prime Minister Shinzo Abe’s visit to China and the ROK, the China-Japan and the ROK-Japan relations began to show improvements. Japan seemingly became more rational in considering and designing its neighbouring diplomacy especially its relations with China. Japan now pays more attention to coordination and cooperation with China, and there are more manifestations of the positive aspect of its policy towards China. The improvement of the relations between China and Japan, and between Japan and South Korea began to bear some fruits in facilitating a healthy development of East Asia cooperation.

The US sped up its strategic deployment, the creation of a favourable configuration and the consolidation of its regional base with a clearer aim at the rise of China. It strengthened its alliance with Japan and South Korea on the excuse of the nuclear test of the DPRK; increased its strategic cooperation with India and played up the competition between India and China. It also tries to attract the “pivotal” countries like Singapore, Viet Nam, Indonesia and the Philippines, and strengthen its traditional cooperation with Southeast Asian nations. It has made aggressive attempts to allure Mongolia and some Central Asian countries like Kazakhstan, promote alignment in Central and South Asia, build new cooperation mechanisms for regional security, With a view to weakening and disintegrating the SCO (the Shanghai Cooperation Organization).

The “rise” of India has caught wide attention and it is apparent India is “marching eastward” and getting closer to the US and Japan. India’s military expenditure has been growing constantly. Its military purchase ranks the first in the Third World. The “eastward” extension of India can be seen in its upgraded combat readiness in the Andaman Nicobar Islands and closer joint patrol with the US across the Malacca Straits, its intentions to participate in the tripartite “strategic dialogues” among Japan, the US and Australia and its stress on the generality of democracy with the West. At the same time, the strategic cooperation between India and Japan is also upgraded, with the former defined as the top priority by Japan in its external economic cooperation. The two countries are planning to establish an FTA and a yearly dialogue mechanism between the heads of the two governments.

The Central Asian countries are fighting over energy and energy transportation route. The US, Japan and EU are speeding up their infiltration into the region, constructing a regional energy network and transportation network dominated by the West, and seizing the strategic commanding points in order to squeeze the strategic space of Russia and China. Russia takes preemptive steps as a measure of defense. By making use of oil and gas price as well as energy channels, Russia has gained a strong momentum in its diplomatic efforts. It has made more input in stepping up its strategic cooperation with India and Vietnam to extend its influence southward.

The Localized Political Turmoil Keeps Cropping up but the Overall Situation Moves towards Stability

Some countries, during their political transformation, are experiencing complicated domestic and external turmoil. The situation in Thailand continued to be volatile and finally evolved into the first military coup in 15 years putting an end to the “Thaksin Shinawatra model”. The “revolution” of Nepal led to the loss of power of its king. The turmoil in East Timor caused a constitutional crisis and a change of prime minister. A “state of emergency” was announced at one point in the Philippines early last year, and at the end of the year, turmoil broke out once again due to sharpened conflicts between ruling and opposition parties over the constitution. Overt and covert contentions were found within the ruling alliance of Indonesia. Contests among the Bangladeshi parties for the coming election campaign occurred ahead of schedule. The military authorities of Myanmar was put under greater external pressure as their case was submitted to the UN Security Council. Activities of Afghan Taliban are intensified. There occurred more frequent violent incidents and political volatility.

Stability in key countries is strengthened. With a smooth transfer of power to Abe, the new generation has taken up the leading political position Japan, and the way the political power operated has been readjusted. Prime Minister Abe has centralized the power and expanded the advantage of the Liberal Democratic Party. Promoting his ideas of powerful authority, powerful country and powerful military in running the country and the army, President Putin has improved the vertical authority system that has the president at its core, accelerated the steps towards a revitalized world power. The political situation is getting more stable. The status of the ruling alliance of India has been consolidated and its ability to govern has been accepted due to its satisfactory performance in local elections.

Situation in the DPRK, Vietnam, Cambodia and Mongolia remain stable. The DPRK continued with its “Army-first Policy”, maintaining a stable situation at home. Both Vietnam and Laos have succeeded in the smooth transfer of power to the new generation of leadership. Their explorations in building socialism with their own characteristics have made progress. The Cambodian People’s Party has become the largest party, showing flexibility under the Western pressure of “putting the Khmer Rouge on trial”. It now enjoys a clear superiority in ruling the country. Actively exploring for a model of governance that meets the needs of its own national condition, the Mongolian People’s Revolution Party has also gained superior status at home.

The situation in the Central Asia is generally peaceful in sharp contrast to last year’s turmoil. Adjustments were made by the countries to meet the change in the situation. Internal rectification was strengthened and “controllable democracy” applied as the countries dedicated themselves to development and ruling parties consolidated their power base. In Kazakhstan, political reforms were promoted and the comprehensive national strength increased rapidly. The country has moved onto the road of healthy development. The situation in Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan and Tajikistan are controllable on the whole. Kirghizstan remains in the transition period after changes in political power, therefore its government is maintaining in a fragile balance and turmoil is still around the corner.

Economies Registered a Sustained and Fast Growth and China’s Influence was Further Strengthened

Major economies enjoyed simultaneous development. Japan’s economy continued to recover with a growth rate of 3.1% for the first 3 quarters. Up to November, Japan’s economic recovery entered the 58th month of increase and chalked up the record of the longest successive growth after War II. The GDP growth rate of Russia last year was about 6.7%, the 8th successive year of rapid increase, its foreign exchange reserve leapt to the 3rd place in the world and its comprehensive economic index has basically recovered to the level prior to the disintegration of the Soviet Union. The annual economic growth of South Korea is expected to reach 5%. The annual growth rate of India from 2005 through 2006 was 8.1%, and the first 2 quarters of the fiscal year of 2006 (by September) reached as high as 9%.

The growth rate of the whole South Asia is expected to reach 7.9% right next to East Asia and ranks the 2nd among all world economies.

As one of the major engines of Asian economy China’s capabilities in foreign trade, investment and financial aid continued to grow. There are more resources, means and channels available for Chin to exercise its influence and mold its surrounding environment. China has surpassed the US as the biggest export market for Japan and South Korea. Trade between ASEAN and China is growing at an average rate of 30% by far exceeding the growth rate of the trade between ASEAN and the US. During the first 3 quarters of last year, China-ASEAN trade volume reached USD 116.3 billion. Meanwhile, China’s investment in ASEAN countries increased by 60%. China is strengthening its cooperation with Central Asia on natural resources. The influence of the RMB is expanding in its surrounding region. 

A Momentum for Regional Cooperation is Strong and the Internal Competition is Complex and Delicate

The neighbourhood regional cooperation mechanism enjoys a sound momentum for in-depth development. The cooperation in East Asia is extending from economy and trade to social development and cultural exchange. ASEAN is about to complete its internal tariff reduction and exemption target, planning a common market by 2015 and is making efforts to establish a community for foreign affairs. The Free Trade Agreement for SAARC is coming into effect and the programs for staged tariff reduction and exemption have started with the aim of establishing a South Asia FTA by 2016. The cooperation within SCO is expanding to the fields of trade and economy.

Major cooperation mechanisms are becoming more extensive and open. The cohesiveness is improving among East Asian nations in cooperation and the EU has shown its intention of participating in the cooperation. Meanwhile, the US has expressed more concern in this regard. Last year, SAARC accepted the US, South Korea, and the EU as observers. Iran, India, Pakistan, Afghanistan have participated in the SCO’ s cooperation in different forms and capacities.

More interaction and competition have been seen among different cooperation mechanisms. ASEAN expressed its willingness to strengthen cooperation with SCO and SAARC. Differences also exist particularly about the definition of the relationship among countries to the East Asia Summit, the 10+1 and the 10+3. Japan promotes the idea of 10+6 “East Asia EPA Agreement” while the US advocates the establishment of an “Asia-Pacific FTA” on the platform of APEC and calls for cooperation in “the greater Central Asia” in an attempt to change the direction of the current East Asia cooperation.

There Remain Various Complicated Contradictions, the Task of Combating Terrorism is Still Challenging

The “three evil forces” in Central Asia have once again reared their ugly heads. The terrorist activities in the triangle region of Afghanistan, Indonesia and Pakistan are running rampant. Pakistan suffered the most terrible terrorist attacks in the recent 20 years, and the fierce fighting between the government forces and the local religious armed forces led to domestic tensions. India witnessed a series of train bomb attacks in Mumbai, killing and wounding over 150 people. Ethnic separatist groups in India, Sri Lanka and Thailand continue to cause trouble. And in the Philippines, Indonesia and Malaysia, several terrorist schemes were uncovered. Since last year, frequent natural disasters like earthquake, typhoon and mudslide have hit the surrounding countries and regions. More attention has been brought to energy and economic security. Environmental pollution, trans-border crimes and infectious diseased have once again sounded the alarm for countries in the world.

Five Major Features of the 

International Situation in 2006

Li Shuangwu, Guest Researcher of the CPAPD
In 2006, the trend of world multipolarization and economic globalization continued to develop in depth, the world configuration dominated by one superpower and several big powers remained unchanged, and the international situation was overall stable. Nonetheless, some new and outstanding changes have emerged in the fields like the world configuration, relations among big powers, international security, the world economy, political party politics and so on. These changes mainly have the following five features. 

1. The balance of power of the world keeps developing toward equilibrium. As a result, factors that affect international situation become more diversified, and the international relations demonstrate more dimensions and complexity. 

Although the basic world configuration dominated by one superpower and several big powers remains unchanged, the pendulum of the balance of power has swung among big powers and the role played by them has more or less changed. The United States gets enmeshed in a web of its own spinning in the great Middle East, has a wolf by the ears in Iraq and Afghanistan, and meets serious challenges from the DPRK and Iran on the non-proliferation front. The external expansion of the United States has entered a period of strategic fatigue. Overstretched battlefront and resources have made it unable to concurrently get all jobs done, and have greatly consumed both its soft and hard power. The contradiction between the ambition of the U.S. for a unipolar world and hegemony and the comparatively inadequate strength is more acute. Consequently, the United States has to more and more turn to other big powers and the United Nations. This has blunted the aggressiveness of its foreign strategy. With the loss of the Republicans in both Houses in the mid-term election, neo-conservative policies now face more restrictive factors and increasing pressures for readjustment. The neo-conservative force thus has to rely on its old and new allies to relieve pressure, and beef up external cohesion on the basis of common values and interest. But generally speaking, the U.S. still has fairly strong strategic resilience and unparallel superiority in its strength. As its hegemonic expansion is comprehensive, it will not easily take a U-turn just because of the failure of any single case. The U.S. hegemonic expansion will continue to be a key variable that drives the development of international relations. 

At the same time, Russia has somewhat recovered in its strength and started to play the “energy card”. The European Union was dedicated to internal integration, and has intensified its influence over its neighborhood areas. Japan continued to rely on the U.S., and has accelerated its pace to build up political and military prowess. The influence of the “China factor” on international relations has increased obviously. The influence of ASEAN was expanding, and the overall strength of the developing world has been on the rise, thus becoming more and more important in international relations. 

In addition, energy-rich countries have raised their importance; “Problem countries” like Sudan and Myanmar were changing regional situation; left wing forces in Venezuela, Cuba, Bolivia and Nicaragua were rising; and terrorist organizations and religious extremism cast a shadow on international situation. All these factors have further added complexity and new dimensions to international relations. 

2. Mutual coordination and containing between great powers have increased, and cooperation and competition were deepening.

Last year, the heating up of the three major hot spot issues, the severe challenges against the nuclear non-proliferation regime, the resurgence of terrorism, the deterioration of various global problems like disease and environmental pollution and the constant challenges from emerging regional powers and “sensitive countries” against the international order have expanded the common interests of major powers as well as increased the common challenges they face. As a result, relations among big powers have witnessed coordination, cooperation and consultation, which were rarely seen before. Major powers not only kept close consultation, dialogue and coordination over the Iranian nuclear issue, the Middle East question and the nuclear issue on the Korean Peninsula, but also passed several resolutions within the framework of the UN Security Council, a very rare scenario in the history. It has become the consensus and shared hope of big powers to settle complex and sensitive regional conflicts and uphold regional stability and global peace through peaceful and diplomatic means. 

But what is behind strengthened cooperation are more fierce competition and sharper contradictions among big powers. The U.S.-EU-Russia and China-U.S.-EU triangle relations are more complicated. The United States and Russia pointed fingers at each other over human rights, democracy, Iran, Hamas and other questions, intensified geographical strategic rivalry in Central Asia, Outer Caucasia, Central and East Europe and Middle East, and bickered over energy price. The United States and the EU stepped up coordination over their China policy, more than once pressing China over issues such as human rights, trade deficit, RMB exchange rate etc. Meanwhile, America-India strategic relations witnessed a honeymoon period. They signed a civilian nuclear pact, which more or less demonstrated their vigilance against China. In addition, contests among big powers for energy, resources, key route and spheres of influence are more fierce, and their interactions in the three major strategic geopolitical areas, namely the great Middle East, the great Central Asia and Northeast Asia are more complicated. Especially in East Asia, various regional cooperation mechanisms are intertwining with one another including the Japan-advocated East Asia Summit, the U.S.-led APEC and Shangri-La Dialogue, the ASEAN+1, 10+3, as well as the ASEAN Regional Forum. Tussle and competitions among relevant parties to dominate regional cooperation mechanisms have picked up. 

3. Despite of relative stability, the international security situation contains the elements of deep-rooted crisis as it is built on a fragile foundation and is rife with various threats. 

Thanks to the coordination of big powers and various multilateral mechanisms, the overall international security situation has been kept under control. Nonetheless, traditional security threats and non-traditional security threats interweave with each other, and both have got new developments. Instable and uncertain factors in international security are also on the rise, and threats to international security come from more diversified sources. Firstly, regional hot spot issues continue to exacerbate both in intensity and extensity, especially the situation in the great Middle East. Iraq has been plagued by sectarian conflicts, on the verge of civil war. Palestine-Israel contradiction kept deteriorating and leads to the Lebanon-Israel war. The security situation in Afghanistan became turbulent once again and even affected its neighbor Pakistan. Secondly, nuclear proliferation has posed a real threat to the international community. The nuclear questions of DPRK and Iran were boiling. The DPRK carried out nuclear test defiantly, and the pro-nuclear forces in Japan and the ROK were also inching to follow suit. America and India signed an agreement over the civilian use of nuclear energy. America bolstered and expanded the PSI, an attempt to build up a new non-proliferation regime in the world. The inherent defects of the original international non-proliferation regime became more and more obvious and nuclear proliferation has posed a major threat to the security of the international community. Thirdly, the war on terror only made terrorism more terrible. Taliban remnants were reviving again, and terrorism together with Islamic fundamentalism is intertwining with sectarian conflicts in Iraq and with anti-America forces. Threats to international security are aggravating. Fourthly, the question of energy security attracted more attention. Big powers have all successively announced their energy strategy and policy to ensure energy import and export from a long-term strategic perspective. Energy exporting countries and importing countries have engaged in heated wrestling around the price of oil and natural gas. Energy issue is more and more a political issue. Under the pretext of security, some countries have restricted or even banned other countries to acquire their oil companies. Fifthly, the process of international arms control and disarmament has been in stalemate. As traditional security threats intermingle with non-traditional ones, some countries carried out military transformation, expanded military build-up through constitutional reform and covertly promoted arms race with the excuse of non-traditional security cooperation. 

We must be aware that the current international security mainly depends on the utilitarian cooperation among big powers, rather than a stable international institutional framework. Thus it is impossible to fundamentally solve structural contradictions threatening world security, nor to eradicate potential security threats at source. The seemingly quiet international security environment is actually facing many potential dangers. 

4. The world economy has maintained a relatively rapid growth and greater flexibility, but global economic restructuring has led to more risks and the world economic environment has more uncertainties.

Despite of the oil price fluctuation and the downturn of the American real estate industry, the world economy has generally continued a sound upward momentum since the year before last year and demonstrated more flexibility. According to the statistics of the World Bank and IMF, the growth rate of the world economy in 2006 was almost 5%, a high rate for the fourth consecutive year, symbolizing a relatively sound period of the world economic growth in the latest 30 plus years. Although the American economy was sliding rapidly, its overall vitality did not shrink. The European economy went up slowly, the Japanese economy kept recovering, the Asian economy was robust, and Russia, Latin America and Africa also enjoyed obvious economic growth. The rocketing oil price in the global market and increase of interest rate in various countries have not seriously impacted the global economy. Instead, international trade maintained a strong momentum of growth and foreign direct investment kept expanding. The role of Asia in fueling world economic growth was more evident. The China-ASEAN Free Trade Area has become the third largest FTA in the world next to the EU and North America. Newly emerging economies have taken up 43% of the world total export volume, consumed over half of the energy that was consumed globally the year before, and processed 70% of the world foreign exchange reserve, thus having profoundly changed the configuration of the global economy. 

At the same time, the world economic imbalances are deepening. The U.S. current account deficit is estimated to exceed US$900billion, while the trade surplus of Europe, Asia and oil exporting countries are accordingly rising. The world economy, although it maintained a high speed of development thanks to the input of emerging economies, is running on serious imbalances and accumulating deep-rooted contradictions, which may make the world economy face the biggest risk--disorderly readjustment. Built on huge double deficits, a strong US dollar may not be sustainable and the U.S. economy is estimated to slow down obviously in 2007, a move that will paint a more complicated picture of the world economy.      

5. Party politics is more dynamic, and changes in the power balance of political parties sped up. Social and political trends of thought have greater influence on international relations.

More than 50 countries held elections of various kinds in 2006, accompanied by heated competitions among different political parties. Generally speaking, the basic feature of the power balance of political parties throughout the world remained to be “stronger right, weaker left”. But left wing forces have rebounded in some regions and countries. Socialist parties in Europe, Democratic Party of the United States and the left wing forces in Latin America have all gained strength over last year. Meanwhile, religious political party such as Hamas and Hezbollah were getting stronger and their influence was expanding in the Middle East. In African countries, forming multi-party coalition government has become a new trend, the “democratic system” that parties take turns in leading the government became more mature, and their governance modalities are more diversified. Major political parties in various countries are all actively exploring ways to meet the challenges of globalization, increase their ruling capacity, and further press ahead with reform to win and consolidate their ruling position. Taking reform and securing their ruling position as the central consideration, different political forces and social trends of thought interact and interweave with one another, exerting complex and profound influence on various countries’ domestic and foreign policy. Major world powers such as Britain, France, America and Russia will all enter a transitional period of leadership change. This will, of course, affect the agenda composition of international politics. 

Driven by world multi-polarity and economic globalization, different social and political trends of thought have intensified their interactions and competitions. Neo-liberalism and social democracy continued to contest with each other. Under the pressure of globalization, France and some other European countries have shown “inadaptability syndrome”, whose main manifestations are growing social contradictions, trade protectionism and national xenophobia. After the “cartoon incident” and “Pope’s remarks”, mutual hostility between the West and the Muslim world has been now deepened. 

Some Important Views Expressed at the 
56th Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs

Hou Hongyu, Research Fellow with CPAPD

The 56th Pugwash Conference on Science and World Affairs with the theme on A Region in Transition: Peace and Reform in the Middle East was held from November 10-15, 2006 in Cairo, Egypt. More than 200 experts, scholars and government officials from 45 countries attended the conference. Mr. Amre Moussa, Secretary General of the League of Arab States and Mr. Ahmed Aboul Gheit, Minister of Egypt Foreign Affairs attended the opening ceremony and delivered speeches. 

Clash of Civilizations or Clash of Interests?
Mr. Amre Moussa said in his speech that the world today is facing challenges emanating from theories and policies, many of which are being seriously and successfully challenged. The principle of the use of force in international relations based on systematically fabricated information not innocent from bellicose considerations has met world wide mounting opposition. Due to the loose definition, terrorism has became prey to subjective political considerations. The policies based on double standards have prevailed worldwide. Calling for democracy, insisting on democracy then rejecting its outcome when it does not conform to one side’s needs or interests, calling for free trade and concurrently applying protection laws, preaching human rights and adopting laws that decidedly curtail civil liberties, all these policies based on double standards are creating real havoc in international relations. The clash of civilizations is just a euphemism for the confrontation between the West and Islam. The above-mentioned theories and polices make it all the more difficult to entertain the possibility of creating a stable world order in the foreseeable future. 

Mr. Amre Moussa argues that the current clash between the West and Islam is between the extreme wing in the West and extreme wing on the other side. This leads to a very shaky international situation, even wars and bloodshed in the Middle East. He strongly appeals that the Security Council has to step in at this stage. The theory of the clash of civilizations has produced a situation threatening or constituting a threat to international peace and security and cannot be left to universities and symposiums, it has to be addressed and seriously debated in the Security Council. Some participants argue that the clash of civilizations essentially is the clash of interests, which is fueling the confrontation between Islam and the West. The Western powers have recognized the importance of oil and gas in the modern world. They are concentrated in the Middle East, Central Asia and other land that are overwhelming Muslim. It is in the interest of the West that they continue to control these regions. Still, some participants call for a “dialogue of civilizations”. 
Nuclear Non-proliferation and Nuclear Disarmament

The global nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament regime is in a profoundly bad shape and faces its greatest crisis since the end of the Cold War. The 2005 Non-Proliferation Treaty review Conference was a clear failure and virtually no progress has been achieved with regard to many dimensions of the global nuclear arms control process. Particular concern was expressed about the re-opening of the debate on the advisability of having nuclear weapons options in at least some of the non-nuclear weapons states. 

Yet it was recognized that opportunities still exist for advancing the process of nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament, notably the negotiation of a Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty. At least, some of the states that have already ratified the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty could consider a further step by announcing their unilateral entry into force of the CTBT. 
The US and Russia, still by far the two largest possessors of nuclear weapons, should lead the nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament process. Among the measures proposed for the renewal of the disarmament process, the view is expressed that the US and Russia should, as the first priority, take their nuclear weapons off hair-trigger alert, eliminate the launch-on-warning option from their nuclear military strategies, implement a parallel decrease in operational readiness of their strategic forces, and openly exclude—along with other nuclear weapons states that have not yet done so—any first use of nuclear weaponry. There are calls on the US and Russia to immediately start negotiating a new strategic arms reduction treaty that may significantly reduce the deployment of nuclear weapons. The latest negative developments in the area of outer space security would additionally complicate efforts to reduce their large numbers of nuclear weapons. It is also suggested that, meanwhile, all other nuclear-weapon states should address the issue of their possession of both strategic and non-strategic nuclear weapons. The completion of the withdrawal of US nuclear weapons deployed in Europe and a reduction of the deployment of tactical nuclear weapons in Russia could constitute valuable incremental steps towards more general and significant disarmament measures. The discussion in the United Kingdom concerning future options in the light of the expected decommissioning of the current Trident system could be taken as opportunity to raise public awareness regarding the inhumanity of nuclear weapons, and to consider the possibility for such a nuclear weapons power to adjust to new security requirements and threats by reducing the reliance on nuclear weaponry or even by phasing them out completely, thus offering an example for other nuclear weapons states. 

The participants also addressed the likelihood that non-state actors might not only aspire to destroy a major city in the world, but could relatively easily fabricate a crude nuclear explosive device when in the possession of a sufficient amount of fissile material, in particular highly enriched uranium. In order to prevent terrorist groups from exploding such a nuclear device, or alternatively a radioactive dispersal bomb, in the near future, the need to deny their access to any fissile or radioactive material is emphasized, together with the urgent need to ensure that all this material is effectively accounted for and controlled on a global basis, to eliminate quickly as much of highly enriched uranium as possible, and to phase out the use of highly enriched uranium in research and naval nuclear reactors. 

It is noted that devaluing the importance of possessing nuclear weapons is likely to stimulate worldwide nuclear non-proliferation efforts. Inversely, any increase in the value attached to the possession of nuclear weapons in one of the nuclear weapons states is likely to stimulate the proliferation of nuclear weapon programs in other nations. The world today would be much safer without the continued existence of nuclear weapons, and that the presence of excessive numbers of these weapons in the military arsenals of several countries continues to impose an unacceptable threat to the survival of mankind.
The recent US-India nuclear deal represents a serious challenge to the disarmament and non-proliferation regime and could motivate other countries to proceed in their attempts to produce sensitive nuclear material and acquire nuclear weapons. While states may have different views as to whether over the past two decades Iran has just failed to fully live up to its safeguards agreements with the IAEA or more broadly with its obligations under the NPT, the main objective should be to find a just and endurable solution, based on Iran’s continued adherence to and compliance with the NPT. While Iran’s inalienable right to undertake peaceful nuclear activities is not questioned, a number of participants call for an immediate commencement of negotiations to address the concerns of all sides involved. Several participants hold the view that Iran should be induced to temporarily suspend sensitive fuel-cycle-related activities such as uranium enrichment, ratify the Additional Protocol, cooperate with its associated inspections, and to offer full cooperation with the IAEA. It is important to stimulate mutual confidence building in the region and to avoid any destabilizing action that may complicate the search for both short-term and long-term solutions, including any provocative and inflammatory rhetoric language. A number of participants share the view that the recent nuclear test by the DPRK constitutes a serious setback in global efforts to prevent nuclear proliferation. Still, it is believed that a renewal of negotiations in the 6-party framework is not only necessary but could generate a basis to come out of the present deadlock between the government of the DPRK and the other 6-party members. It also has to be recognized that the DPRK faces multiple security threats, including but not limited to the absence of a formal peace agreement with the US. The DPRK should be given the confidence that its survival is not under threat, and ought to be provided with adequate guarantees to this effect. The commitment to denuclearize the Korean Peninsula should be adhered to, and the DPRK should agree to verifiably renounce once and for all from the possession of nuclear weapons, as well as recommit itself to the NPT and Additional Protocol. 

It is noted that the civil use of nuclear energy continues to be troubled by the problems associated with radioactive waste, nuclear proliferation, and reactor accidents, while experiencing today unfavorable conditions in terms of economics and public acceptance. An increasingly likely renewed interest in the use of nuclear energy for the production of electricity necessitates even more internationalizing transparently and fairly both the front-end and back-end of the nuclear fuel cycle. There is urgent need for a new regime and innovative approaches in order to reduce the risk of nuclear proliferation. 

Nuclear Weapon Free Zone or WMD Free Zone in the Middle East

The original proposal for a Nucelar Weapons Free Zone (NWFZ) in the Middle East was made by Iran, backed by Egypt, in 1974. In 1990, Egypt proposed to expand the proposal to establish a zone free of WMDs. The goal of a WMD-free zone in the Middle East has been affirmed by the UN Security Council, member states of the NPT and Israel. However, the rhetoric is far from reality. The current deadlock on negotiations towards a WMD-free zone in the Middle East is a direct result of substantively different starting positions. The position of the Arab states is that Israel’s nuclear capabilities are destabilizing and their inclusion from the beginning in the negotiations is a precondition to peace and security in the region. Israel’s position is that the establishment of peaceful relations, reconciliation, mutual recognition and good neighborliness, and complementary conventional and non-conventional arms control measures constitute preconditions for establishing a NWFZ and achieving the vision of a WMD-free zone. 

There are obvious connections between the achievement of comprehensive peace and security, on the one hand, and disarmament towards a WMD-free zone, on the other hand. This implies that the two objectives of a framework for peace and security and a WMD-free zone should be treated simultaneously. There is wide agreement among the working group participants that what is needed is a renewed effort in regional security dialogue. There is less agreement on whether such a dialogue should start with “soft security” issues in the beginning and progress towards WMDs later, or the “hard security” issue of WMDs should also be discussed from the start, but it is clear that only a step-by-step approach would be feasible. It is proposed that one of the first steps to be taken is to constrain the rhetoric by political leaders, for example the rhetoric by Israeli politicians on settlement policies and by Iranian leaders on the legitimacy and right to existence of Israel. 

Instead of being little more than a rhetorical device, a WMD-free zone in the Middle East is an idea whose time has now come. For the first time a plausible argument can be made that it is in the direct security interest of all countries in the region, including Israel, to pursue this objective rather than trying to deal with the complexities, instability, risks and expense of multifaceted proliferation in the Middle East. Once this new calculation comes to be more widely accepted, then one of the key strategic conditions will be met, making it more possible to start real talks than at any time. 

The participants believed that to reach agreement on new steps towards a WMD-free zone, new initiatives at different levels of diplomacy are direly needed. A Track II initiative is proposed. This initiative envisions a non-governmental process for multilateral security dialogue in the Middle East. The working group focused much of its discussion on the desirability of a Track 1.5 initiative, involving both governmental representatives and experts from non-governmental organizations. It is of utmost importance to have a platform with seminars and workshop at some level of institutionalization where the crucial issues related to WMDs can be discussed among the different parties involved. 

This can be done in three parallel ways, varying from relatively easy to relatively difficult. First, enhanced co-operation and confidence and security building measures: enhanced co-operation between all parties in the region can be considered in the area of public health, including epidemiological surveillance, diagnostic measures, training and planning on preparedness, or in the areas of firefighting, earthquakes, land shifts and water. It is proposed that within such frameworks for discussions also more difficult issues could be discussed. For instance, the participation in existing CBMs of WMD treaties can be promoted and new CBMs can be proposed that create more transparency on  WMDs and deal with notification of materials, missiles and agents. Second, application and implementation of available agreements on non-proliferation and arms control: all the parties involved in the African Nuclear Weapons Free Zones should be encouraged to ratify the Treaty of Pelindaba. Third, negotiation of new agreements: there is a continuing need for scientific and technical studies into the possibilities to further strengthen the IAEA safeguards system. Given the likely expansion of nuclear energy in the Middle East and the concern that materials may be diverted into military programmes, regional agreements on the nuclear fuel cycle are desirable. With respect to the adoption of new agreements at the global level, all countries have a responsibility to sign and ratify the CTBT and to proceed with and conclude negotiations on a Fissile Materials Cutoff Treaty that bans the further production of weapons-grade fissile material and should include Israel and Iran. Finally, ballistic missiles are identified to constitute an issue that should be dealt with by a regional treaty. 

Some Comments on 

China’s Economic Development

Liu Yumin, Editor of PEACE


China’s economic development in 2006 has attracted much world attention. The following is part of the real picture.


The increase rate of China’s GDP in 2006 was 10.7%, reaching an 11-year high. With a GDP of over 20.9 trillion yuan, China maintained its status as the fourth economic entity in the world. However, the following factors cannot be ignored when talking about China’s economic development. China’s per capita GDP, ranks after the 110th in the world. In terms of economic aggregate, China has been among the developed countries, but China’s per capita GDP lags far behind among the developing countries. 


Briefly, China’s economy in 2006 can be summarized with the following characteristics, i.e. comparatively rapid growth, high efficiency and low price. The rapid growth means China did achieve a high economic growth rate of 10.7% against the world average growth rate of 3.9% in 2006. The high efficiency refers to the fiscal revenue, the profit of enterprises, and the income of the people. In 2006, the fiscal revenue of China increased by 900 billion yuan. The profit of enterprises increased by 10.6% against that of 2005. The income of urban citizens grew by more than 10%, and farmers by over 6%, the highest increase rate since 1998. The comparatively lower price mainly refers to the proper solution of the problem of grain production. The issue of grain is vital to China’s macro-economy, therefore the Chinese government has adopted measures to ensure the increase of farmer’s income by maintaining a stable grain price. Such measures as annulling agricultural tax and increasing grain subsidies have exerted very positive effects. Owing to the implementation of these measures, the grain production played a stabilizing role in China’s macro-economy, keeping the consumer price index and the price index of industrial products stable and even a little bit lower.


It can be said that in 2006, the environment of economic operation was optimized, the conditions for development improved, and the momentum of development well maintained. In spite of the positive aspects of China’s economy in 2006, what are the problems? 


The problems can be listed into three categories, i.e. overheating in investment scale, excessive credit, and favorable trade balance.


There is a need to maintain a certain increase rate of fixed assets to prevent China’s comparatively fast economic growth from being overheated. However, China’s investment on fixed assets is still at a high level, and the systematic and fundamental causes for the increase of investment have not been solved, which is likely to lead to over-heating in investment. Another problem is excessive credit. Regarding credit, what it was achieved in 2006 was not up to our expectations. Another obvious problem is that China’s too large trade surplus may intensify trade frictions. In 2006, China’s favorable trade balance reached 170 billion USD, which certainly deserves more attention. Each of the above mentioned problems may affect the overall macro-economic performance. What’s more serious is that if the three problems are mingled with one another, they may combine to cause bigger problem.


In addition, the problem of readjusting the industrial structure should be touched upon. According to the 11th Five-Year Outline, the per-unit energy consumption should be lowered by 4% in 2006. But in the first half of the year, it increased by 0.8% rather than decreased. The high energy consumption rate showed that the industrial structure adjustment has not been much effective. China’s current economy is still investment-driven, while consumption has been far from being a major force to stimulate economic growth. According to experts, the growth rate of China’s economy will slow down if the problems of agriculture, countryside, and farmers, particularly of increasing farmer’s income cannot be properly handled.

  Facing these problems, the Chinese government has been advocating changing the mode of economic growth. In fact, since 2004, the government has been adopting control measures to stablize its economic growth. At the beginning, the macro-control measures were only applied to specific areas, but in 2006, they were adopted to the greatest extent. It is hoped that China’s economy will develop in a stable and healthy way through adopting economic, legal and necessary administrative measures and improving macro-control.


Looking at the economic situation in 2007, experts hold the view that China still enjoys a favorable domestic and international environment for fairly rapid economic development. First of all, the international oil price will continue to float at a high level and the major economic entities like the US, Japan and the European countries are likely to adopt tight monetary policies, the world economy will keep a stable growth rate which may be a bit lower. According to the estimation of the UN, the World Monetary Fund and the World Bank, the world economic growth rate in 2007 will be about 4.9%, which is lower by 0.2% compared with that of 2005 but higher than the average increase rate of 4% during the period from 1990 to 2006. World trade volume will keep a good momentum, with an estimated growth rate of about 7% . Transnational direct investment will continue to increase, and the scale of merge will be further expanded and oriented to control strategic industries and markets. Meanwhile, the rapid economic growth of China has become a major force promoting regional and global economic development. Secondly, new breakthroughs have been achieved in China’s reform in major areas and key links, which has gradually improved the institutional environment for economic development. In recent years, progress has been made in the comprehensive reform in the countryside, mainly focusing on township institutions, compulsory education and the financial administrative system at county and town levels. The strategic readjustment of state economy has yielded positive results. The share-holding reform of the state-owned commercial banks has made substantial progress. The reform on the exchange rate formulation system of the Chinese yuan against other currencies has been carried out smoothly. The transformation of the functions of the government has quickened its pace. Reform on the prices of resource-based products have made progress. All these reforms will contribute to China’s economic development. Thirdly, China is still at the stage where its rapid economic development is driven by the upgrading of its consumption and industry structures. The process of industrialization, urbanization, marketisation and internationalization has quickened, and the economic vitality generated by economic reform and structural upgrading has been further enhanced. A virtuous cycle has been formed in terms of the upgrading of urban consumption structure and industry structure, the enhanced ability for enterprises to invest independently, the increase of employment, the fast internationalization process and the further upgrading of consumption structure. The infrastructure and basic industries have been more powerful in backing up the economic development. In mid-term, the bottle-necks in coal, electricity, petroleum and transportation will be eliminated. Fourthly, China will continue to keep the consistence and stability of its macro-control policy, by implementing stable and healthy fiscal and monetary policies, enhancing the coordinated cooperation among its financial, monetary, industry, land and environmental protection policies, properly controlling the increase of investment, promoting consumption level and achieving equilibrium of international payment by applying the comprehensive economic, judicial and necessary administrative measures. In consideration of the above-mentioned factors, China’s economy in 2007 will continue the momentum of development since 2003, and be likely to reach a growth rate of 9.5% to 10% . 

The 18th International Week of Science and Peace

Was Held in Beijing

The 18th International Week of Science and Peace, jointly sponsored by the Chinese People’s Association for Peace and Disarmament, China Association of Science and Technology and other thirty-six organizations, was held from November 5 to 13 in Beijing. 

The theme of the event was “Building a Harmonious World”. Mr. Zhou Guangzhao, Honorary President of the Chinese People’s Association for Peace and Disarmament, spoke at the opening ceremony. He noted that facing with the complicated and diversified world situation, China actively calls for building a peace-lasting and commonly prosperous harmonious world. The endeavor to build a harmonious world is the specific manifestation of China’s determination to taking a peaceful road of development. Building a harmonious world is an arduous task, it demands the joint efforts and endeavor of all the peoples including Chinese people in the world. The purpose of setting “building a harmonious world” as the theme of the 18th International Week of Science and Peace is to raise the public awareness about the importance of the role of science and technology in contributing to China’s peaceful development, and at the same time mobilize all those working in the fields of science and technology to promote peace and development and make their own contribution to building a harmonious world.

Mr. Shao Xuemin, representative of the United Nations Environment Programme in China, was also present at the ceremony, and expressed his high appreciation about the event.

During the week, a series of activities to publicize science, peace education, environmental protection, etc. with a large population of middle and primary school students were conducted. These rich and colorful activities were very received by the participants. 

CPAPD delegation visits Japan. At the invitation of the Hiroshima Peace Culture Foundation (HPCF) and the Japanese Buddhist group Sotozen, a 6-member delegation headed by Mr. He Jun, vice-president of the Chinese People’s Association for Peace and Disarmament paid a goodwill visit to Japan from November 16 to 23,2006. The HPCF and the Sotozen accorded warm welcome to the delegation. In Hiroshima, Mr. Yamata, deputy mayor of Hiroshima met with the delegation and hosted a dinner in its honor. The delegation held formal discussions with Mr. Tadaomi Saito, Chairman of the HPCF, called on the Hiroshima Peace Research Institute, visited the Atomic Bomb Dome and Hiroshima Peace Memorial Museum, and talked with Habakushas in Hiroshima. In Tokyo, the delegation was warmly welcomed by the Sotozen and had friendly meetings with its senior administrators. The delegation also called on the Japan Council against A & H Bombs and Toda Institute for Global Peace and Policy Research and visited the Daigo Fukuryu Mara Exhibition Hall (the Lucky Dragon Ⅴ) in Tokyo. At the Lucky Dragon Ⅴ, there on display was the incident that more than 10 Japanese crew members of the fishing vessel, the Lucky Dragon, died after being exposed to the fallout from the U.S. Hydrogen bomb test in 1954.

CPAPD Secretary General meets with Mr. Larry Strange from Cambodia.  On January 15, 2007, CPAPD secretary general Mr. Niu Qiang met with Mr. Larry Strange, executive director of the Cambodian Development Resource Institute. Mr. Niu and his counterpart exchanged views on some issues of common interest. The two sides explored the possibility of developing friendly cooperation between the two organizations in the future.

CPAPD delegation visits Vietnam and Laos. At the invitation by the Vietnam Peace Committee (VPC) and Lao Committee for Peace and Solidarity (LCPS), a 6-member delegation of the CPAPD, headed by vice president Mr. Liu Jingqin paid a friendly visit to Vietnam and Laos from December 12 to 18, 2006. 

In Vietnam, Mr. Nguyen Van Yeu, vice president of Vietnam national parliament, and Mr. Vu Dinh Cu, president of the VPC met with the delegation respectively. Mr. Nguyen Van Huynh and Mr. Pham Van Chuong, vice presidents of the VPC held discussions with the delegation. And Mr. Vu Xuan Hong, president of the Vietnam Union of Friendly Organizations briefed the delegation on their recent work and experience. In Laos, Mr. Xay Som Phone Phom Vihane，vice president of Lao national parliament met with the delegation. Mr. B. Sangsomsak, acting president of the LCPS held discussions with the delegation.
CPAPD representatives attend the Bikini Event held by Japan Gensuikyo (the Japan Council Against A&H Bombs). At the invitation by Japan Gensuikyo, Mr. Chen Duming, Assistant Secretary General of the CPAPD, and Mr. Shen Fang, Member of the staff attended the Bikini Event and the workshops in Japan from February 27 to March 2, 2007. This event was held to commemorate the U.S. nuclear test in the Bikini Island in the 1950s. There are tens of thousands of Japanese citizens attended the mass gathering and foreign representatives from the U.S., ROK and Philippines were also present.

 � Zeng Jingtao, Oil, Islam and War: inside stories of the major events in the Persian Gulf, Tiandi Books Ltd. Hong Kong, 2005, p.25


� Zhou Xu, The U.S. Middle East Policy after the Cold War, Wunan Books, Taiwan, 2002, p.6


� “Middle East Status is Quo,” August 22, 2001, http://www.antiwar.com/bock/b082201.html.


� Peter L. Hahn, Crisis and Crossfire: The United States and the Middle East Since 1945, Potomac Books, Inc. Washington, D.C, 2005, p. 134


� Daniel Neep, “Dilemmas of Democratization in the Middle East: The ‘Forward Strategy of Freedom’,” Middle East Policy, Vol.XI, Fall 2004, No. 3, http://www.mepc.org/journal_vol11/0409_neep.asp.


� Paul D’Amato, “U.S. Intervention in the Middle East: Blood for Oil,” International Socialist Review, Issue 15, December 2000-January 2001, http://www.isreview.org/issues/15/blood_for_oil.shtml.


� Peter L. Hahn, Crisis and Crossfire: The United States and the Middle East Since 1945, p.134


� Stephen R. Shalom, “The United States and Middle East: Why Do ‘They’ Hate Us?” 12 Dec. 2001, http://zmag.org/shalom-hate.htm.


� Zhou Xu, The U.S. Middle East Policy after the Cold War, p. 1


� Paul D’ Amato, “U.S. Intervention in the Middle East: Blood for Oil,” http://www.isreview.org/issues/15/blood_for_oil.shtml.


� Robert J. Art, A Grand Strategy for America (translated version)


� Paul D’ Amato, “U.S. Intervention in the Middle East: Blood for Oil,” http://www.isreview.org/issues/15/blood_for_oil.shtml.


� Paul D’ Amato, “U.S. Intervention in the Middle East: Blood for Oil,” http://www.isreview.org/issues/15/blood_for_oil.shtml.





� Peter L. Hahn, Crisis and Crossfire: The United States and the Middle East Since 1945, p.111


� Zeng Jingtao, Oil, Islam and War: inside stories of the major events in the Persian Gulf, p.97





� Zeng Jingtao, Oil, Islam and War: inside stories of the major events in the Persian Gulf, p.98


� Chalmers Johnson, Sorrow of Empire (Chinese version translated by Ren Xiao)


� Robert J. Art, A Grand Strategy for America (Chinese version translated by Guo Shuyong)


� Carl Boggs, “US Grand Strategy and its Contradictions,” Edited by Joseph G. Peschek, The Politics of Empire: War, Terro and Hegemony, Routledge, 2006, p.4.


� Charles A. Kupchan, The End of the American Era (Chinese version translated by Pan Zhongqi)


� Robert J. Art, A Grand Strategy for America (Chinese version translated by Guo Shuyong)


� Chalmers Johnson, Sorrow of Empire (Chinese version translated by Ren Xiao)





� Chalmers Johnson, Sorrow of Empire (Chinese version translated by Ren Xiao)





� Peter L. Hahn, Crisis and Crossfire: The United States and the Middle East Since 1945, p.123


� Chalmers Johnson, Sorrow of Empire (Chinese version translated by Ren Xiao)


� Zeng Jingtao, Oil, Islam and War: inside stories of the major events in the Persian Gulf, Tiandi Books Ltd. Hong Kong, 2005, p.95


� President Bush’s speech at the Twentieth Anniversary of the National Endowment for Democracy, U.S. Chamber of Commerce, Washington, D.D., November 6, 2003


� Amy Hawthorne, “Is Civil Society the Answer,” Edited by Thomas Carothers, Uncharted Journey, Marina Ottaway, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2005, p. 81


� Zeng Jingtao, Oil, Islam and War: inside stories of the major events in the Persian Gulf, p. 81.


� Robert J. Art, A Grand Strategy for America (Chinese version translated by Guo Shuyong)


� Noam Chomsky, Hegemony or Survival: America’s Quest for Global Dominance (Chinese version translated by Zhang Kun)


� Carl Boggs, “US Grand Strategy and its Contradictions,” Edited by Joseph G. Peschek, The Politics of Empire: War, Terro and Hegemony, Routledge, 2006, p.14


� Robert J. Art, A Grand Strategy for America (Chinese version translated by Guo Shuyong)


� Carl Boggs, “US Grand Strategy and its Contradictions,” Edited by Joseph G. Peschek, The Politics of Empire: War, Terro and Hegemony, Routledge, 2006, p.11.


� Peter L. Hahn, Crisis and Crossfire: The United States and the Middle East Since 1945, p.129. 


� Peter L. Hahn, Crisis and Crossfire: The United States and the Middle East Since 1945,p.111-112.


� Patrick J. Buchanan, “Iran: America’s Next War?” http://www.lewrockwell.com/buchanan/buchanan11.html.


� Robert J. Art, A Grand Strategy for America (Chinese version translated by Guo Shuyong)


� Chalmers Johnson, Sorrow of Empire (Chinese version translated by Ren Xiao)


� Zeng Jingtao, Oil, Islam and War: inside stories of the major events in the Persian Gulf, p.20.


� Thomas L. Friedman, From Beirut to Jerusalem, (Chinese version)


� Edited by Nora Bensahel and Daniel L. Byman, The Future Security Environment in the Middle East: Conflict, Stability, and Political Change, Rand Corporation, 2004, p.55. 


� Richard Rosecrance, Domestic Bases of Grand Strategy (Chinese version translated by Liu Dongguo)


� Bernard Lewis, The Middle East (Chinese version translated by Zheng Zhishu)


� US Energy Information Administration, International Energy Outlook 2005


� Richard Nixon, The Real War (Chinese version translated by Chang Zheng)


� Berbard Lewis, The Middle East (translated by Zhu Shanping)


� Richard Nixon, The Real War (Chinese version translated by Chang Zheng)


� Richard Nixon, The Real War (Chinese version translated by Chang Zheng)


� Noam Chomsky, Hegemony or Survival: America’s Quest for Global Dominance (Chinese version translated by Zhang Kun)


� Chalmers Johnson, Sorrow of Empire (Chinese version translated by Ren Xiao)


1 . http://www.china.com.cn/txt/2006-09/27/content_7198806.htm


2.www.iaea.org/About/Policy/GC/GC49/GC49Documents/Chinese/gc49-9_ch.pdf


3 David Albright and Kimberly Kramer, “Stockpiles still growing”, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, November/December, 2006





4  “Trafficking in Nuclear and Radioactive Material in 2005,” IAEA Releases Latest Illicit Trafficking Database Statistics


,� HYPERLINK "http://www" ��http://www�.Iaea.org/NewsCenter/news/2006/traffickingstats2005.html.


5 George Perkovich, “Democratic Bomb: Failed Strategy”, 49 Policy Brief, November 2006；Graham Allison “The Will to Prevent: Global Challenges of Nuclear Proliferation”, Harvard International Review, Fall 2006





6 . Hans M. Kristensen, “The Role of U.S. Nuclear Weapons: New Doctrine Falls Short of Bush Pledge, Arms Control Today, September 2006


7.www.singtaonet.com:82/glb_military/t20061201_407294.html.


8. “France Would Use Nuclear Weapons against Terror”, National Post (Canada), January 20, 2006.


9.George Perkovich, “The End of the Nonproliferation Regime?” Current History, November 2006；Rebecca Johnson, “Politics and Protection: Why the 2005 NPT Review Conference Failed”, Disarmament Diplomacy, Issue No. 80, Autumn 2005.





12
3

