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iven the hotly contested U.S. presidential election
and the surprising victory of Donald Trump, followed
by the flurry of executive actions, it is easy to lose sight of
the broader challenges to the U.S.-promoted post-Second
World War economic order. My analysis proceeds in four
parts. First, I consider how we have moved away from multilateral to bilateral trade negotiations. Second, I consider how the consensus for a liberal trade order has frayed,
focusing on systemic changes, U.S. domestic political economic conflicts, and a rethinking of the ideological consensus around the benefits of free trade. Third, I highlight
factors that drove the demise of TPP. I conclude by looking
at the future of trade accords in the Asia-Pacific.
I. Alternatives to the WTO
After 14 years of contested negotiations, countries essentially terminated the Doha Round of the World Trade Organization in December 2015. But even before the demise
of the Doha Round, growing frustration with the slow pace
of multilateral negotiations led many countries to seek alBerkeley APEC Study Center Newsletter Winter 2016/17

ternatives to liberalize international trade including sectoral, regional, and bilateral approaches.
First, countries negotiated sector-specific multilateral
agreements, including the 1997 Information Technology
Agreement, which was expanded in 2015. This was followed by the 1998 Basic Telecom Agreement and the 1999
Financial Services Agreement. While these accords had
strong appeal for free trade, they reflect a failure to appreciate the political economy of trade. Sectoral agreements
tend to undermine the global coalition for free trade. They
focus solely on “winners” from trade agreements and ignore the losers. By giving successful competitive sectors
what they want, ironically, they undermine the coalition
for free trade. Because of this sectoral focus, powerful
actors that otherwise should provide support for broader
trade liberalization simply pursue private goods.
Second, on a regional basis, countries have pursued trade
liberalization through arrangements such as the EU,
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NAFTA and ASEAN. But regional approaches create their
own sets of rules and procedures, and can lead to a complex business environment. The problems that Google
and Facebook, among others, face in Europe, demonstrate
the pitfalls of differing rules—often driven by protectionist
intent. But compared to the third approach, bilateral accords, the regional accords do not look all that bad!
Since the late 1990s, countries have negotiated a flurry of
bilateral FTAs. While there were only 47 FTAs in 1994, the
number had increased to 267 by the end of last year. Major
economic powers such as the US, the EU, China and Japan,
and medium-sized economies such as South Korea, Chile,
Mexico and Singapore, have all negotiated a “noodle bowl”
of bilateral FTAs, often with strategic and political objectives in mind. While bilateral FTAs are the new hot thing
for the Trump administration, this is a shortsighted view.
Bilateral FTAs, with their specific provisions reflecting lobbying prowess, can lead to significant discrimination and
impede trade, particularly given the Asia-Pacific’s complex
supply chains. Moreover, while President Trump may
correctly view this as a game of asymmetric power to pressure smaller countries into unfavorable deals, transforming trade from a multilateral rule-based system to a power-based system will have negative consequences. The US
is not the only country that can play this game; the EU, China, and others are likely to pursue this strategy as well.

including the South China island dispute. And as other
countries such as India, Brazil, and the EU, all more powerful than before, sought to seek their own goals, particularly
with respect to so-called behind the border issues, the difficulty of securing a successful outcome in the WTO became
all the more challenging.
From an ideological perspective, non-governmental organizations have played an important role since NAFTA in
promoting an alternative vision of the costs of trade. In addition to arguments about health and environmental implications, their criticism of multinational companies has
found its way into the mainstream. While many of these
arguments are at least partially well founded, their criticism of trade liberalization through the WTO has taken
its toll. But as these NGOs have seen, the alternative of a
bilateral approach to trade opening has not always helped
them secure their goals.
Let me turn to my central focus, the domestic level. The
rapid rise of Chinese import penetration of the US market, often with US companies located in China leading the
charge, has contributed to the disappearance of domestic
manufacturing jobs, eroding the political consensus for
free trade in the US. This should not have come as a surprise to liberal economists—except for their self-induced,
formalized naïveté about the economic costs of adjustment.

II. Threats to the Western Liberal Trading Order
What has led to the problems we see in the Western liberal trading order? The candidates include declining US
hegemony and the rise of China; a fraying US domestic
coalition for free trade; and an erosion of the ideological
consensus – particularly among rich countries – on the
benefits of trade. I will focus on all three, but my primary
emphasis will be on the domestic coalition level.

This is hardly a new development. When textile workers
lost their jobs in the 1960s, the view from elites was “it’s not
about us.” When steel workers lost their jobs in the 1970s,
it was again “not about us.” When auto workers lost their
jobs in the 1980s, the refrain was “it’s not about us.” But
with high tech workers losing their jobs, and US companies in solar and wind having problems, guess what? It is
us.

A systemic explanation focuses on the relative balance of
power between the dominant country, the US, and a rapidly-rising China. The impact of India and other BRIC
countries has also been significant in making negotiations
more complex. During the Cold War, the US promoted
open markets among its allies as a bulwark against the Soviet bloc. Yet, following the end of the Cold War, the security justification for supporting “free riding” allies began
to erode, and Trump during his campaign fully exploited
this changing sentiment. Following the inclusion of China into the WTO in 2001, its rapid export growth began to
pose a new challenge to the US-led trading order. From the
standpoint of the theory of hegemonic stability, China has
increasingly moved toward becoming a peer competitor
of the US, making policy coordination more difficult and
leading to a growing spillover into a host of different issues

The mantra of “let them adjust” ignored the massive literature on active labor market policies, lobbying and other
aspects of the political economy of trade. By ignoring the
political economy of job losses, liberal economists have
contributed to the rise of protectionist populism. For free
market devotees, even the slightest deviation in government intervention was seen as the slippery slope to communism. Now suddenly these economists have discovered
inequality, the negative impact of imports, and the possible
costs of immigration—all the staple of international and
comparative political economy that has long warned about
the downside of globalization without adequate domestic
compensation mechanisms.
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The lack of interest in such issues can be seen in relevant
policies and writings. Trade Adjustment Assistance for
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Workers in 2015 provided coverage to only 57,000 workers.
Others, like the Training and Employment Services, had
a relatively minor impact. The most interesting book on
this issue was recently published by Ted Alden, a Council
on Foreign Relations Senior Fellow. His book, Failure to Adjust, is a must read. He shows how Pete Peterson’s concerns
as early as 1971 about the need to balance open trade with
domestic adjustment policies were ignored in the Nixon
administration.
Turning to Trump, the basic problem is that he and many
of his advisers have given half-truths about the causes of
the current economic situation in the US. He has focused
on the loss of manufacturing jobs in the US, pointing to
immigration, trade, and outsourcing. All of these undoubtedly have led to job losses. But the major culprit of job loss
in manufacturing is closely tied to a technological transformation in production, something that Trump has simply
ignored. And his solution is simple: stop immigration; stop
trade; and stop outsourcing. But of course an inward autarchic turn will give us a short run economic boost but is likely to lead to the same problems that all countries pursuing
import substitution in the post-WW II era faced: while it
worked in the short run, in the long run it led to inefficiency, corruption, and a lack of global competitiveness. I see
no reason to believe we will not end up in the same boat.
The other aspect of the domestic political economy of
trade concerns industrial policy, which has been seen only
in terms of the “dreaded across the board import substitution” that I mentioned. While economists have been highly
skeptical of the ability of governments to successfully promote industrial policy, they have often ignored the success
of at least some countries in getting intervention right. Recent work on China’s aggressive support for its companies,
both state-owned and private, shows that even “green” new
growth sectors – where presumably developed countries
would find a comparative advantage – have fallen victim
to the glut of Chinese bank-led financing in the wind, solar
and other sectors. This is not across the board protection;
it is selective aid to industry, and it may be hard to pull off
in the US. Still, without understanding the costs and benefits of horizontal versus vertical industrial policy, we do
ourselves a disservice in lumping all of these measures as
wrong headed government intervention.
The political implications of these developments are quite
clear. The major party candidates in the US presidential
election were protectionist. In June 2016, Trump called TPP
a “rape of our country” and NAFTA the “worst trade deal in
the history of the country.” President Trump has now withdrawn the US from TPP and is renegotiating NAFTA.

III. Selling the TPP: Security Framing
In the face of sharp opposition to trade liberalization evident prior to the election, and to globalization more generally, the Obama administration pushed the importance of
the TPP as balancing China – economically, politically and
from a broader strategic standpoint. Obama warned that
“if we don’t pass this agreement – if America doesn’t write
those rules – then countries like China will.” And Obama
Secretary of Defense Ashton Carter argued, “In terms of
our rebalance in the broadest sense, passing TPP is as important to me as another aircraft carrier. It would deepen
our alliances and partnerships abroad and underscore our
lasting commitment to the Asia-Pacific.”
Yes, there are important strategic implications of TPP. But
by returning to the post-Second World War tactic of selling
trade accords in a security context, there was an increasing reliance on oversold strategic claims with respect to
the TPP. Pulling out the national security argument as the
major driver is a sign of laziness. The temptation to frame
the TPP in economic and strategic balance-of-power terms
diverted attention from the specifics of the agreement. The
result was a failure to promote TPP on its economic merits.
And more importantly, without a link between measures
to promote open trade and domestic measures to improve
adjustment for workers and firms, the economic merits of
such agreements may indeed be suspect.
IV. Looking to the Future
The trade architecture of the Asia Pacific has long been
of central importance to the United States. Within the
broader WTO context, we have seen the creation of APEC
in 1989. Subsequently, we have seen the negotiation of TPP
and RCEP. The latter Regional Comprehensive Economic
Partnership consists of the 10 ASEAN countries and China,
Japan, Korea, Australia, New Zealand, and India.
While the origins and evolution of these accords may be
familiar to many of you, a few points are worth making. In
part, the TPP has its origins in the difficulty of transforming APEC into a true pan-regional trade agreement. By
2008, the effort to create a so-called Free Trade Area of the
Asia Pacific seemed to be going nowhere. Meanwhile, the
Trans‐Pacific Strategic Economic Partnership agreement,
known as the P4, created in 2002 by Chile, New Zealand,
and Singapore (with Brunei joining the negotiations in
2005), called for trade liberalization that went beyond traditional border barriers to include the regulation of intellectual property, rules of origin, government procurement
and other “behind-the-border” measures. And the Obama
administration simply affirmed an earlier Bush administration decision to take part in TPP negotiations.
The TPP has been pitched as a US-led agreement, but the
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role of these smaller countries in originating this accord has
been marginalized. This is particularly important in the context
of the framing of TPP and RCEP as a US versus China battle.
It has also been viewed as the Obama Administration’s TPP—
again ignoring President Bush’s role in joining the P4. This
framing has been detrimental, and while TPP is dead for now,
the historical context may be useful if revived.
RCEP has been led by the ASEAN countries, and its composition reflects a failure—not a success—of Chinese policy. The
Chinese preferred to have ASEAN plus 3 negotiations excluding
Australia, New Zealand, and India, but Japan prevailed in part
because of the progress in TPP.
The idea of creating RCEP was first discussed in November 2011
and formalized the following November. Currently, negotiations
are ongoing and 16 rounds have been completed. Although participants missed the end of 2016 as the target for completion, negotiations are continuing. In my view, RCEP is likely to follow
the Chinese approach of signing first and negotiating later. It is
also much less focused on behind-the-border measures, which
were the subject of the TPP. With most Asian countries pursuing active industrial policies, strongly binding rules that would
constrain government behavior seem unlikely.

As Elizabeth Economy has pointed out in a recent piece
focusing on information control and the environment, the
type of globalization that China has in mind is very different from what we in the West have in mind. And as I
have suggested, with its industrial policy as active as ever,
the type of trade agreements we are likely to see will be a
reflection of its power—not as a provider of global public
good.
For endnotes to article, please go to page 15.
Vinod K. Aggarwal is Travers Family Senior Faculty Fellow and Professor of Political Science, Affiliated Professor
in the Haas School of Business, and Director of the Berkeley APEC Study Center at the University of California at
Berkeley. He is also the Editor-in-Chief of the journal Business and Politics.
This is an abridged version of Vinod Aggarwal’s presentation at
the Asian Foundation Board of Trustees Meeting. It also draws
from his recent article “The Liberal Trading Order under Assault:
A US Perspective” in Global Asia, Vol. 11, No. 4, Winter 2016.

Some have suggested that RCEP could provide a stepping-stone
to the broader FTAAP under APEC auspices that was initially
pushed by the US. Many including me believed that both TPP
and RCEP could become part of the FTAAP, with the former going further in its liberalization efforts than the latter. A redone
TPP without the US might still play this role with the TPP being
a more liberal accord and RCEP being less so, but with both being nested under FTAAP.
From a US perspective, President Trump has argued that he favors a bilateral approach to trade agreements, a policy pursued
actively in the 2000s. But one of the driving motivations behind
the TPP was to deal with the resulting “noodle bowl.” Clearly a
bilateral approach does not solve the problem of global supply
chains. Why this naiveté? The problem is that when you are in
the hotel business, with branding as a key strategy and selling
rooms in particular countries, the issue of the management of a
global supply chain is not something that our “astute” businessman president really grasps.
It remains to be seen if the US can again provide leadership
on trade or if it will abdicate this role to China. Without US
leadership, a Trump presidency will accelerate the demise of
the post-Second World War liberal economic order that has
served much of the world very well despite the flaws I have
mentioned.
The view that China will step in as the great liberalizer to replace the US, however, is in my mind simply wishful thinking.
Berkeley APEC Study Center Newsletter Winter 2016/17

Business and Politics is
now being published
by Cambridge University Press. Please submit your papers for
publication at:
h t t p : / / w w w. c a m bridge.org/core/
journals/business-and-politics
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DIRECTOR’S NOTE
Dear Colleague,
Thank you for your continued interest in the Berkeley APEC Study Center (BASC). This newsletter
highlights BASC’s three main research programs, namely Mega FTAs, disaster management, and cyber
security, focused on the Asia-Pacific. It also presents our most recent research on China’s ‘One Belt,
One Road’ Initiative, China’s increasing involvement in the Syrian civil war, and the Asian Infrastructure
Investment Bank.
Yinan Zhang provides a comprehensive account of China’s ‘One Belt, One Road’ Initiative in the context
of the historical Chinese tributary system. He first describes some important features of the two systems
respectively. Then he analyzes the Initiative/new system’s potential economic cost and strategic benefits. Finally,
he compares the two systems and argues that while they share the same principle of providing economic
benefits to China’s periphery to ensure geopolitical security, the new system involves a novel interest in a
greater degree of economic integration in the region.
Somi Yi develops potential explanations for China’s involvement in the Syrian civil war. She contends that
China’s increasingly active role in Syria reflects the country’s revision to its noninterference stance that resulted
in its strategic loss in Libya. She also argues that China regards a Beijing-friendly Syria as a foundation for its
‘One Belt, One Road’ strategy in the Middle East. Simultaneously, she relates the Chinese involvement to the
country’s strengthening partnership with Russia in resisting the Western political and military pressure.
Yilun Cheng calls attention to the role of the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank in infrastructure
development in the Asia-Pacific. She first stresses the positive prospect of the Bank in the context of the
enormous regional infrastructure gap and China’s growing expertise in infrastructure construction. Then she
points out the potential problems of the Bank in terms of financial operations and political concerns. In the
end, she comes to the conclusion that the Bank is beneficial to the regional development and calls for a more
collaborative stance from the US and Japan towards China regarding infrastructure investment.
I hope this newsletter will help enhance your understanding of politics, economics, and business in the AsiaPacific. The Berkeley APEC Study Center is grateful for support from the Institute of East Asian Studies,
Center for Chinese Studies, Center for Japanese Studies, Center for Korean Studies and EU Center for
Excellence at UC Berkeley and the University of St. Gallen for our cooperative projects. We are also deeply
grateful for the sustained support of the Ron and Stacey Gutfleish Foundation.
Vinod K. Aggarwal
Director, Berkeley APEC Study Center
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BASC PROJECTS:

APPROACHES TO DISASTER MANAGEMENT
By Melissa Carlson, Project Director

Photo Credit: AFP

Disaster management has emerged as a front for coordination and cooperation in the Asia-Pacific. Plagued by earthquakes, tsunamis, and other sudden-onset, large-scale disasters, this critical region has frequently had to face mass
casualties, rebuild vast property destruction, and manage
large population displacement. Despite the involvement of
tens of local, national, regional, and international organizations, current disaster programming has often failed to
consistently provide critical basic services.
Our disaster management research builds upon our conference held in April 2016 titled ‘Improving Disaster Management in the Asia-Pacific.’ Attended by medical practitioners, scholars, and other key stake holders involved
disaster management in the U.S. and East Asia, this workshop sought to identify existing obstacles affecting effectiveness of service provision and crisis response. Topics
discussed ranged from problems in institutional design
and coordination across emergency response and resilience programming, to gender dynamics in service provision, to use of new technologies to better design response.
Within these issue-areas, attendees discussed how to develop ways to mitigate these challenges, and outline next
steps for further research.
Since this conference, we have continued collaboration
with key stakeholders to design a comprehensive research
program focused on coordination between global, regional, and national actors involved in emergency response
and resilience programming. Public policy, development,
and humanitarian scholarship has identified inefficiencies
in global disaster responses, pointing to the costs of coorBerkeley APEC Study Center Newsletter Winter 2016/17

dination as a main obstacle to effective service provision.
However, these conventional explanations do not identify
where these costs are incurred. Do breakdowns in coordination of disaster management occur at global, regional,
national, or local levels? At what level is coordination most
costly? Where does the bargaining occur, and when do
costs of coordination outweigh the benefits?
To answer these questions, we have developed a unique
research program that integrates qualitative and quantitative social science methods. Through elite interviews with
representatives of various international organizations, and
surveys with stakeholders on the ground, we plan to identify the levels at which coordination breaks down, and explore what factors lead this break down to occur.
Answering these questions is particularly critical in the
Asia-Pacific. As one of the most disaster-prone areas in
the world, the Asia-Pacific’s ability to effectively cope with
frequent, overlapping disasters is critical for regional security. Currently, a vast network of actors, ranging from aid
organizations to military commands, creates a complex
system of overlapping institutions and organizations that
are triggered when disaster strikes. The U.S., Japan, South
Korea, and China have each developed their own disaster
management initiatives; ASEAN has also begun to create
infrastructure to guide disaster management policy.
The long term goal for our research program is to create an
evaluatory group of diverse stakeholders that provide expertise to relevant policy makers, ensuring that actors’cooperate in providing services.
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BASC PROJECTS:

CYBER SECURITY AND ‘THE STATE’
By Andrew Reddie, Managing Editor, Business and Politics
We are delighted to announce our project focusing on
comparative industrial policy in the cybersecurity sector
sponsored by UC Berkeley’s Institute for East Asian Studies and the Center for Long-Term Cybersecurity. This project builds upon our recent conference held in Fall 2016 on
the relationship between state and non-state actors in the
cybersecurity issue space sponsored by the U.C. Berkeley
Center for Long-Term Cybersecurity.
The Internet makes mass communication and transnational collaboration increasingly accessible; states find themselves caught in the double bind of ensuring state survival
while also satisfying domestic audiences’ demand for Web
access. Currently, the security literature surrounding the
provision of cyber security focuses primarily on state-tostate dyads and cyber-terrorism. However, a variety of nonstate actors, from “freedom of information” campaigners
to companies, also use ICT tools and have the potential
to advertently and inadvertently threaten state security.
When states systematize their approach to cybersecurity
in defense against such threats, it is not only non-state actors who bear states ill will but also those that wish to use
the Internet for peaceable and productive ends that stand
to gain or lose significantly from access and limitations of
new policies. This nascent project involving five scholars
from UCB and UCSD represents a first step in analyzing
this latter process as it looks to provide policy-relevant
analysis and prescription for governments facing threats
derived from the cyber realm, with a particular focus on
threats from non-state actors. As such, government agencies and industry groups represent major constituencies
for this research as security doctrines and regulations surrounding Internet governance are continually updated. It
is for this reason that we engage with industry professionals, government, and academics.
Our recent conference, held over two days in November
2016, provided a space for academics, policy-makers, military, and industry to convene to discuss the politics of
cyberspace and to suggest areas in social science research
that were ripe for further study in light of technological
change. Participants in the conference included representatives of CSIS, New America, Stanford University,
King’s College London, Berkman Center, CLTC, Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace, Electronic Frontier
Foundation, Palo Alto Networks, Citizen Lab, United States
Pacific Command, Qadium, and the Lawrence Livermore
Lab among others.
Berkeley APEC Study Center Newsletter Winter 2016/17

Across four panels on topics including threats in cyberspace, state responses to the these threats, and multilateral
governance initiatives, it became clear the degree to which
the domestic politics concerning support for dealing with
the threats and challenges of technological change have
largely been ignored in the nascent literature. Moreover,
participants in the conference suggested that social scientists had failed to keep pace with the changing policy-making process concerning cyberspace and Internet-adjacent
industries. The consensus concerning a future research
agenda for the group centered on examining industrial
policy across the United States, Europe, and China.
This follow-on project uses social science methods to characterize the state’s support for the cybersecurity industry
and adjacent firms are integral to our understanding of
both the national cybersecurity sector and international cybersecurity architecture. It offers the necessary first step to
understand the ways in which new technology is re-shaping the relationship between firms and governments.
Policy-makers are only beginning to craft industrial policy
to drive private investment in much-needed cybersecurity
expertise and infrastructure. As they do so, it is essential
for social scientists to understand the policy environment
in which they are crafting policy as well as analyzing the
implementation and enforcement of regulatory regimes.
More than most, this project is directly “policy relevant.”
Our research also offers a useful theoretical innovation by
taking extant international and comparative political economy theory and applying it to a “securitized” technological
sector of the economy. As such, it offers a space for theoretical innovation where security and economic concerns
meet with externalities across all industries, whether adjacent firms are reliant upon Internet technology itself or
firms that simply use the Internet as a marketplace.
By looking at government-business interaction in the cybersecurity industry and possible institutional cooperation at the international level, we seek to address key issues
on understanding and improving regulatory measures to
enhance cybersecurity.
  
As ever, we welcome any input from members of the research and professional community as we continue our
research.
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BASC PROJECTS:

MEGA FTAS IN THE ASIA-PACIFIC: TPP, RCEP, AND AIIB
By Sarah Lee, Project Director

Photo Credit: Bloomberg

As one of the main research projects at the Berkeley APEC
Study Center (BASC), the study of Mega-FTAs has taken
on a special momentum in 2016, reflecting the ongoing political and economic changes in the Asia-Pacific. Through
the publication of a special issue in Asian Survey and the
Mega-FTA conference held at the University of California, Berkeley, BASC has produced and shared important
knowledge regarding these special free trade institutions
of global significance.

domestic workers as well as strength to rivals such as China. In line with his campaign rhetoric, the newly elected
President Trump has pushed forth his “America First”
approach by immediately ending U.S. involvement in the
TPP upon taking office. This decision has put an end to
years of U.S. efforts in negotiating the agreement, and also
caused member countries to consider their options in either continuing on without the U.S. or joining other trade
institutions as an alternative.

In October 2016, BASC hosted a conference on Mega-FTAs
called, “TPP, RCEP, AIIB: Shaping a New Political-Economic Order in the Asia-Pacific?” with sponsorship from
institutions including the Institute of East Asian Studies
and UC Berkeley. Political, economic, and legal scholars
from the United States, Asia, and Europe came together to
discuss some of the political and economic implications of
these mega-FTAs. These scholars adopted both theoretical
and empirical approaches to produce diverse perspectives
on both the countries included and excluded from these
new institutions. Various findings hinted at these mega-institutions’ capacity to influence not only the domestic politics, but also the relations among countries as well as the
regional and global dynamics of trade and politics.

With these new changes, some previous discussions on
mega-FTAs become no longer relevant, while other discussions gain greater importance. For example, predicting
the impact of the TPP on the domestic economy of the U.S.
may not be applicable any more, but parallel assessments
for Japan, a close U.S. ally, may deserve greater attention
in light of U.S. pullout. Similarly, due to recent hints of
America’s shift toward isolationism, RCEP and the Asian
Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB), both supported by
China, may gain greater appeal among countries that have
not yet joined. In this way, the mega-FTAs and institutions
remain extremely relevant in current political discussions,
albeit with different focal points and implications.

Since the conference in October, many changes have occurred in the political climate with direct influence on the
future of these mega-FTAs. The domestic implications of
these mega-FTA negotiations have been one of the most
hotly debated issues during the presidential election. Candidates frequently mentioned pulling out of the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) as a way to signal commitment to
Berkeley APEC Study Center Newsletter Winter 2016/17

Until recently, BASC has focused on understanding the
evolution of trade politics, during which the emergence of
mega-FTAs played a crucial role, and researched the implications of ongoing changes in global trade relations. Now,
the focus on trade has become even more important for
the future of global economy. Amidst this evolving climate,
BASC is excited to pursue research and provide venues for
communication regarding these trade institutions.
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ONE BELT, ONE ROAD, AND THE CHINESE TRIBUTARY SYSTEM IN THE 21ST CENTURY
By Yinan Zhang, BASC Research Assistant

Photo Credit: CGTN America 2015 Youtube

The “One Belt, One Road” Initiative, officially “Belt and
Road,” is an ambitious geopolitical and economic program
proposed by the Chinese President Xi Jinping. With a
substantial emphasis on cooperation in five major areas
– policy coordination, facilities connectivity,1 unimpeded
trade, financial integration, and people-to-people bonds2
3
– this Initiative is widely perceived as an attempt to boost
regional integration in Asia.4 In an effort to supplement
the existing literature, this article will discuss the Initiative,
focusing on the new system’s inheritance and innovation
in the context of the previous Chinese tributary system.
While both policies stress China’s security concerns,
“One Belt, One Road” involves a much more prominent
economic ambition, compared with the old system’s trade
conservatism.
I. The Classical Tributary System
The historical tributary system of China was the backbone
of diplomatic and economic interactions between the Imperial China and, mostly, its neighbours in the country’s
periphery. In the system, the tributary states sent emissaries to pay tribute to the ruling Chinese Emperor and
acknowledge the Emperor’s supremacy in exchange for
trade authorisation; additionally, when China was at war,
the tributary states would either remain neutral or proBerkeley APEC Study Center Newsletter Winter 2016/17

vide crucial aid. Established as early as the Western Han
Dynasty, the system was built upon the “cultural pre-eminence” of China relative to its neighbours and the derivative belief that “barbarians” coming to China would wish
to be Sinicised and “participate in the benefits of (Chinese)
civilisation,” and were thus required to recognise the Emperor’s “mandate to rule all men.”5 6
Despite China’s Confucian view of the world order, the
system was, in part, motivated by security concerns. Politically, the tributary states’ adherence to the system (mainly
through regular tributary missions) embodied their recognition of the superiority of the Emperor and the Imperial
China. As mentioned above, these states would align with
China in the case of war, giving China decisive military superiority against its long-term rivals, particular the northern nomadic kingdoms.7 In this way, the poor and vulnerable frontier regions would gain a greater degree of security
while forming a buffer zone.
Economically, the system was China’s main (if not the sole)
channel of international trade. Notably, trade under the
tributary system was in no sense profitable for China – the
Chinese “gifts” usually out-valued the tribute offered by
the tributary states.8 From the Chinese point of view, the

9

BASCNEWS
trade itself did not serve simply as a means of transferring
goods, but rather that the Emperor was pleased with the
tributary states’ “submissive” attitude towards China and
the willingness to be Sinicised. After all, this mega-empire
was self-sufficient, making most of the foreign supplies
“unnecessary,” and thus did not have an urgent, if any, need
to trade with tributary states.9 While deviating from the
modern economic view of gains from trade, it allowed the
Emperor to demonstrate the empire’s prosperity to the rest
of the world, satisfying his political agenda. At the same
time, these tributary states benefitted from this trade relationship, at the cost of placing the Chinese Emperor nominally above the states’ own rulers.10
Due to the geographical barriers between China and other
superpowers, the system worked fairly well for centuries.11
Even in the late 18th century, when European powers sent
official trade delegations to China, they were regarded as
“tributary emissaries.”12 When the British delegation asked
the Chinese government to open ports for trade and reduce
tariffs, the Qianlong Emperor turned them down because
free trade was incompatible with the tributary system.13 But
as the Western powers expanded their spheres of influence
in East Asia and eclipsed China in strength (marked by a
series of “unequal treaties” between China and the Western powers since 1842), the classical tributary system collapsed.
II. The “One Belt, One Road” Initiative
The original tributary system described above is obviously
untenable in today’s world. China’s assumed cultural superiority, the core of the old system, is archaic in a modern
Asia organized by the Westphalian model. Moreover, China itself has terminated unconditional aid provision for
the Third World in the post-Mao era.14
However, this does not at all mean China does not need
a system to stress its strategic concerns, especially as the
country has emerged as a potential global superpower.
Since the commitment to the “Pivot to Asia” became manifest in the American foreign policy, China has increasingly viewed the American presence in the region as a real
threat.15 16 Surely, Xi Jinping does not envision a strong U.S.
influence on the Chinese border in his “China Dream.” On
the other hand, the existing non-alliance policy has helped
China maintain diplomatic flexibility since Deng Xiaoping’s leadership, and a deviation from this policy may be
interpreted as an explicit plan targeting at the third party
– presumably the U.S. – strengthening the ground for the
hawkish faction in Washington’s diplomatic circle.17 18 Beijing thus seeks to hedge the renewed American focus on
the region to protect its interests.
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The Chinese solution is the “One Belt, One Road” Initiative. In 2013, two years after the emergence of the “Pivot to
Asia” strategy, Xi unveiled the ideas of the Silk Road Economic Belt (SREB) and the Maritime Silk Road (MSR) respectively during his visits to Kazakhstan and Indonesia.19
20
This was further supported by the foundation of the Silk
Road Fund and the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank
(AIIB), with the latter covering the majority of the East and
Southeast Asian countries and attracting a significant number of European countries, despite American concern.21
In its official action plan, the Chinese Government stresses that the Initiative is “designed to uphold the global free
trade regime and the open world economy in the spirit
of open regional cooperation.”22 Indeed, in today’s world,
China is one the most enthusiastic free-trade advocates,
contradicting to the conservative Imperial China in the old
tributary system centuries ago. Trade is now a core concern
of China’s new tributary system, a result of the enormous
economic benefit and prestige China has enjoyed since its
integration into the global economy.23 Particularly, China
stands as the largest trading partner for 124 countries and
will not be hesitant to utilise this position for the goal of
“[strengthening] economic cooperation with other economies.”24 25 The use of economic position as a leverage is,
arguably, still the old system’s trick.
III. A Costly Project from a Purely Economic View?
A greater degree of connectivity,26 as designed by the Initiative, will surely extend China’s influence. However, Beijing’s
ambition to build the Belt and the Road may incur incredible costs. In particular, the loans funding the projects may
take a significantly long time for countries in these regions
to pay back, so long that Chinese officials do not expect all
to be repaid in full.27 Naturally, even if the infrastructure
connection promotes local economic performance in the
long term, it is questionable whether the progress is great
enough to cover the loans in full within a reasonable time
frame. Equally important, it is yet to be seen whether the
enhanced regional connectivity will work for or against
China. While the Central Asian countries typically do not
compete with China in the same sectors, the ASEAN economies, when combined, echoes China’s development story
decades ago.
Conversely, the Initiative’s massive infrastructure projects
will create a large external demand for Chinese products,
essentially easing the domestic pressure stemming from
overcapacity.28 Another potential economic gain for China
is the benefit of connectivity in its north- and south-western regions.29 Consistent with the long-standing saying
that “If you want to get rich, build a road,” the poor western
provinces will, ideally, gain a much greater share of the Eur-
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asian trade flows, by establishing “dry ports” as transport
hubs and later production centres, just like the sea ports in
the eastern coastal provinces and, the “treaty ports” in the
Qing dynasty. But the rationale behind is not perfect. An
obvious question is whether this connectivity will be capable of competing economically with the existing maritime
trade routes. The demand and capability along the landbased routes may not be large enough to reduce the cost
of overland transport to the level of container cargos.30 The
existing pipeline networks between Kazakhstan and China
is already a real-life case for this doubt: although it satisfies
China’s energy security policy, it has been “deemed uneconomical.”31
IV. The Strategic Consideration: Why Is the Cost Worthwhile?
Before simply regarding the system as inefficient, as the
classical economists would usually do, one should ask himself: Is it a purely economic initiative after all? Indeed, the
Initiative involves a substantial degree of strategic thinking. Through this series of concessions, China may be able
to incorporate countries in Central and Southeast Asia
into a greater regional economic bloc centered around itself. Within this bloc, China will, in consultations with the
countries, set up the blueprint for industrial structuring
for the entire mega-region. Establishing itself at the top of
this hierarchy, China will be following a regional industrial
rationalisation strategy similar to that within the Japanese
“Flying Geese” model. As Japan in the late 20th century,
China will become the “lead goose” in the 21st century,
playing a decisive role in the industrial upgrade process of
the other countries in the region, and serving as the main
coordinator in the event of intra-regional trade conflicts.32
What is more to China’s advantage is that, due to the geographic separation of the Central Asian countries and
their Southeast Asian counterparts, China will become a
centre not just in terms of industrial rationalisation, but in
terms of intra-regional trade and transport. If successful, a
colossal economic union with nearly 2 billion people will
emerge and, considering its potential, stand as an important economic engine of the world.
Furthermore, this economic arrangement will, highly likely, evolve further into unmatched political influence over
China’s periphery, which was the goal of the classical tributary system. A successful economic integration within a
region will encourage political cooperation; one can recall
the evolution of the Franco-German relations from intense
rivalry to sharing a European voice in the global stage since
the post-World War II economic integration of Western
Europe. Arguably, a lesser degree of political alignment
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than “sharing an Asian voice” will be a good enough goal
for Chinese strategists – in fact, a “benevolent neutrality,”
if fully maintained by the other countries in the region,
will be sufficient to create a quasi-buffer zone where the
perceived external threat will be restricted, just like the
political function of the tributary states in the past. This
is consistent with China’s non-alliance foreign policy and
will not necessarily arouse other great powers.
V. Conclusion: Comparing the Old and the New Systems
Indeed, the Initiative resembles the traditional tributary
system, with striking similarities. By joining the system,
primarily through joining the AIIB, countries in Central
Asia and Southeast Asia, as the “tributary states,” express
their acknowledgement of China’s superiority in economic
power (and sometimes also in political power) and the will
to participate in the “Sinocentric” economic ecosystem.
China, as the axis of this system, then provides its peripheral countries with lucrative infrastructure projects and,
through enhanced connectivity, greater access to the enormous Chinese market, as “gifts to tributary states.” The peripheral countries harvest the major economic gain with
the direct infrastructure upgrade and the indirect gains
from trade, while paying the tribute of a generally non-anti-Chinese policy. China, on the other hand, gains the
strategically important leadership in a gigantic economic
union along with an enhanced level of political security.
Notably, the peripheral countries can still maintain friendly relations with other great powers, as long as they do not
turn rebellious.
The significant upgrade of this new tributary system from
its historical counterpart is, obviously, Chinese leaders’
economic ambitions. Although the Emperors in the past
could be satisfied with an inward-focused economic doctrine, the members within the Politburo today are eager
(and perhaps desperate) to establish more sophisticated
economic connections through this system. Indeed, unlike
its imperial past, China today relies heavily on international trade. And to further realise the consumption potential
of the regions, China will have to make these countries
rich. From the macroeconomic point of view, the strategy is
an approach that is in essence a fiscal stimulus but materialised through trade. This echoes the practice of giving the
“tributary states” more economic concessions in the old
system, although the goal is not purely political any more.
As the axis of this updated system, China is still expected
to invest more than it will gain economically, but the long
term economic gain will be so great that it could not be
imagined within the old tributary relations framework.
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CHINA’S INVOLVEMENT IN THE SYRIAN CIVIL WAR
By Somi Yi, BASC Research Assistant

Syrian President during an interview with China Central Television in Damascus, Photo Credit: SANA via Reuters

Since the mid-1950s, China has prided itself in its commitment to the principle of noninterference. Beijing’s position on conflicts between North and South Korea, Iran and
Iraq, Israel and the Arab states, among others, have largely been driven by its nonintervention policy.1 Despite this
trend, however, China recently announced that it would be
pursuing a larger and more “open” support for the Assad
regime by strengthening military ties on top of maintaining strong diplomatic ties with Syria.2 What could be driving Beijing’s decision to get more involved in Syria despite
strong international condemnation of the Assad regime’s
actions? Why is a country, historically so committed to
noninterference, suddenly getting involved in the violent
affairs of a Middle Eastern country?
I. Shadow of the Libyan Intervention
One answer could lie in China’s regrets over the aftermath of the 2011 international intervention in Libya. When
Russia and China abstained from voting on UN Security
Council Resolution 1973 and declined to participate in the
subsequent, authorized military intervention, they had not
intended for R2P to result in Gadaffi’s downfall and a democratic revolution. R2P now had the precedent of being
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used for regime change by Western states to bring down
authoritarian rulers and spread democracy - an ideological
threat to these two relatively authoritative countries who
want to stem the influence of the West in the Middle East,
Africa, and Eurasia.
China’s abstention from the resolution vote on Libya was
seen as submission to Western pressures, sparking domestic criticism for maintaining noninterference rather than
stalling the implementation largely-Western norm of R2P.3
As a result, China sees its “involvement”, or rather, lack
thereof, in Libya as “gaining nothing while losing everything”4 and so, is largely hesitant to make the same mistake
again in Syria. By getting involved with the crisis in Syria
and strengthening ties with Assad, China deviating from
its historical support for noninterference in order to prevent another Libya from happening. China stands to gain
a lot from alliances with anti-West states, such as oil-rich
Iran. Supporting Assad’s regime via limited military assistance is a show of supporting Assad’s legitimacy as a ruler
despite multiple human rights abuse accusations. Rather
then act as a bystander and risk having pro-Western interests take over Syria, Beijing has opted to take a more ac-
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tive approach in order to secure a more favorable outcome.
II. ‘One Belt, One Road’ Initiative
Another answer to China’s increased involvement in Syria could be Beijing’s potential geopolitical ambitions in
the Middle East. China’s fairly recent One Belt, One Road
(OBOR) strategy exemplifies the country’s diplomatic and
economic expansion outwards. OBOR’s main goal is to
create an integrated economic area among the original Silk
Road countries in Central Asia, West Asia, the Middle East,
and Europe by expanding trade, building infrastructure,
and improving cultural exchanges.5 This multi-billion dollar initiative shows China’s commitment to strengthening
its international influence and further integrate the country into the global economy.
With plans of expanding its economic future into the Middle East already beginning under OBOR, China could see
Syria as an important ally in the region.6 The city of Damascus, for example, was historically one of the key trading stops along the Silk Road.7 China could therefore view
Syria as a key stepping stone for accessing and pursuing
Chinese interests in the Middle East, Africa, and Europe.
Including Syria in OBOR would potentially allow China
access to Syria’s Mediterranean ports, lucrative European
markets, and Africa generally. In addition, maintaining
pleasant relations with the Assad regime would mean that
China could continue enjoying being Syria’s third largest
importer.8
OBOR shows China’s willingness to move beyond its historical, relative isolation from the rest of the world and
into playing a bigger role on the international stage both
economically and politically. Syria represents a chance to
act upon OBOR strategies and gain not only an economic
ally, but a diplomatic one. For China, the Middle East is
too valuable economically and too strategic geopolitically
to let Western norms and interests dominate the region.
Should the Assad regime succeed in regaining control of
the country, Beijing would be in a good position to negotiate for even more beneficial economic treatment in Syria
and further its OBOR interests. There is no guarantee that
a new government led by pro-democratic rebels would be
friendly with China. As such, Beijing has a vested interest in ensuring the Assad regime succeeds in taking back
the country. With the Obama administration and other
Western countries explicitly training and arming moderate rebels opposing the Assad regime, it is no surprise that
China is wary of a pro-Western government replacing Beijing-friendly Assad.9

change. Trump has already insisted that the US’s main
objective in Syria should be to assist the Assad regime in
tackling IS despite the rebels’ request for continued assistance.10 Obviously, Trump’s position on Syria has been
viewed positively by Russia and China as they have largely leaned towards keeping the Assad regime in (power)
On top of this, China and Russia’s joint vetoes on numerous
UN security resolutions regarding Syria have sent a powerful message to the rest of the world about Sino-Russian
diplomatic relations. On June 25, 2016, Chinese President
Xi Jinping summed up the current state of the partnership
by stating that “President Putin and I have unanimously decided that the more complicated the international
situation, the more determined we should be, guided by
the spirit of strategic cooperation and the idea of eternal
friendship”.11
In light of their respective international debacles in the
South China Seas and the Crimean peninsula, China and
Russia are making a powerful statement in defiance of
the largely Western-dominated international norms and
institutions. Russia and China’s cooperation in vetoing
resolutions on Syria can be seen as delegitimizing Western dominated institutions like the UN and providing a
counterweight to the perceived Western hegemony in the
Middle East as well as the rest of the world.12 Both countries would benefit from a departure from Eurocentric
dominance and a move towards greater multipolarity. The
strengthening of Sino-Russian relations in objection to action in Syria have shown the world that Beijing and Moscow are determined to start counterbalancing the disproportionate amount of power Western states currently have.
III. Conclusion
Whatever geopolitical power politics are at play in Syria,
China has clearly taken a much more active approach then
might have been predicted considering Beijing’s historical
commitment to noninterference. And while it may be impossible to ever know the true intentions of a state, it is interesting to look into what may be driving China’s increasing involvement in the Syrian conflict.

However, with Donald Trump’s election as president, it will
be interesting to see how the US’s role in the region will
Berkeley APEC Study Center Newsletter Winter 2016/17
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ON THE ASIAN INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT BANK
By Yilun Cheng, BASC Research Assistant

Photo Credit:Takaki Yajima, Reuters

Proposed by China early in 2013, the Asian Infrastructure
Investment Bank (AIIB) finally came into operation this
January. In less than a year, the AIIB has lent out 1.73 billion
dollars in total to support nine major energy and infrastructure development projects in the Asia-Pacific. Since then,
more than thirty countries other than the fifty-seven founding members have voiced their intention to join the Chinese-backed institution. Jin Liqun, the current AIIB President, revealed that by the beginning of 2017 the bank would
have more than ninety official members. Although the
AIIB still faces significant challenges from both Japan and
the US, there is no doubt that the bank would exert a crucial role in infrastructure development in the Asia-Pacific.
In the first place, with an initial funding of approximately $50 billion, the AIIB could potentially help meet Asia’s
huge infrastructure needs, which are beyond the capacity
of existing institutional arrangements. According to the
Asian Development Bank’s 2010 assessment, “Asia will
need to invest approximately USD 8.22 trillion in overall
national infrastructure for energy, transport, telecommunications, water, and sanitation from 2010 to 2020.”1 However, research by the World Resources Institute shows that
during the 2014 financial year, the World Bank and the Asia
Development Bank, both of which have been prioritizing
poverty reduction, only spent $24.2 billion and $21 billion
Berkeley APEC Study Center Newsletter Winter 2016/17

respectively on infrastructure in the region.2 Unlike other
BRICS countries, China has sufficient reserves to make up
this gap.
Moreover, China’s growing expertise in building physical
infrastructures such as railways, roads, electricity, and telecommunication networks is getting recognized in the international context.3 By 2014, exports value of China South
Railway and China North Railway, China’s largest stateowned rolling stock manufacturers, was each more than
$3 billion, with an increase of more than 60% compared to
the previous year.4 Chinese-funded infrastructural projects
also overlap with China’s efforts to reshape the regional
security architecture. The AIIB can be especially effective
when in combination with other alternative structures promoted by China in areas of finance, trade and investment,
security, technology, and informal diplomatic forums.5
However, the AIIB also faces substantial challenges. In the
first place, China is relatively inexperienced in capital operation, and most recipient countries are developing countries with poor credit. Thus the bank’s financial sector is
likely to assume a low degree of openness and the market
risk is relatively high.6 Also, unlike Japanese projects that
are backed by profit-seeking private firms, Chinese initiatives are usually politically driven and can at times ignore
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the projects’ financial feasibility. For example, China’s recent project to build pipelines in Myanmar reflects its political ambition to gain more influence in the Southeast
Asia and does not involve private corporations wishing to
make a real profit. As a result, the project was later deemed
financially unviable.7
The fact that Japan and the US remain noncommittal to
the AIIB also creates obstacles. Although the two countries claim to be mainly concerned with whether the bank
would follow international best practices, their decisions
are actually driven by what China labels “cold-war mentality.” One US government official told The Financial Times,
“We are wary about a trend toward constant accommodation of China, which is not the best way to engage a rising
power.”8
However, infrastructure investment in the Asia-pacific is
not a zero-sum game. The need for infrastructure investment in the region is so enormous that there is enough
room for other multilateral developmental banks to exert
their own influence. An additional development bank can
only add more resources and create new opportunities for
cooperation.9 The current institutional arrangements fail
to recognize China’s growing power. Take the Asian Development Bank for example. Japan and the US both control
approximately 13 percent of the votes, while China can
only influence 6 percent of the total votes, not to mention
the fact that the president of the bank is always Japanese.
China is at a similarly disadvantageous position at other
mainstream institutions such as the World Bank and the
International Monetary Fund where America and Europe
take charge by placing a director from their own countries.
Even though in 2010 the G-20 countries decided to increase
China’s IMF quota from 3.65 to 6.19 percent, the US did not
want a bigger Chinese influence and refused to rectify the
reform, which effectively killed the agreement. Considering this international context, China is bound to dedicate
significant resources into building its own sphere of influence. Efforts at undermining the AIIB will almost certainly
backfire and reinforce Chinese determination to build alternatives structures.
By refusing to take part in the AIIB, Japan and the US are
also giving up their opportunity to get involved in the new
organization’s decision-making process. Despite criticism
from the Obama administration, many of America’s most
loyal allies including the UK chose to join the AIIB as
founding members so that they could influence the governance of the AIIB as insiders.10 America and Japan’s participation could help ensure that the new bank complements,
rather than rivals, existing institutions. At this point, both
Japan and the US should be open-minded about future
collaboration with China on specific investment projects.
Berkeley APEC Study Center Newsletter Winter 2016/17

BASC STAFF
Vinod K. Aggarwal
Director
Melissa Carlson
Project Director
Sarah Lee
Project Director
Andrew Reddie
Managing Editor,
Business and Politics
Somi Yi
Assistant Managing Editor,
Business and Politics
Yilun Cheng
Research Assistant
Sooyoung Hu
Research Assistant
Michelle Huang
Research Assistant
Yinan Zhang
Research Assistant

BASC NEWS
BASC News is published by the
Berkeley Asia-Pacific Economic
Cooperation Study Center (BASC)
Tel: (510) 643-1071
basc@berkeley.edu
http://basc.berkeley.edu
552 Barrows Hall #1970
University of California
Berkeley, CA 94720-1970

15

BASCNEWS
Endnotes
Aggarwal, Overselling the Trans Pacific Partnership (TPP): The
Trade-Security Nexus, 1. [MODIFICATION NEEDED]
[1] World Trade Organization. Regional trade agreements. Rerieved from
https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/region_e/region_e.htm.
[2] Office of the United States Trade Representative. (n.d.) Overview
of the Trans Pacific Partnership. Retrieved from: https://ustr.gov/tpp/
overview-of-the-TPP.
[3] TPP Officials See RCEP As Complementary, But U.S. Businesses
Worried. (2012, November 23). Inside U.S. Trade, 30 (46). Retrieved
from https://insidetrade.com/.
[4] TPP Officials See RCEP As Complementary, But U.S. Businesses
Worried. (2012, November 23). Inside U.S. Trade, 30 (46). Retrieved
from https://insidetrade.com/.
[5] Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade. (n.d.) Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership. Retrieved from http://dfat.gov.au/trade/
agreements/rcep/Pages/regional-comprehensive-economic-partnership.aspx.
[6] Reilly, C. (2015, November 5). Spotlight on digital rights as full
Trans-Pacific Partnership text finally revealed. CNET. Retrieved from
https://www.cnet.com/.
[7] Zarroli, J. (2015, October 9). TPP Negotiaters Reached Agreement
With Stky Compromise on Biologics Drugs. NPR. Retrieved from
http://www.npr.org/.
Greenwood, J. (2015, October 4). BIO Statement on Data Exclusivity
Provisions Within the Trans-Pacific Partnership. Biotechnology Innovation
Organization. Retrieved from https://www.bio.org/.
[8] Hufbauer, G. C., & Cimino-Isaacs, C. (2016, February 5). Why the
Trans-Pacific Partnership isn’t a bum deal. PBS NewsHour. Retrieved
from http://www.pbs.org/newshour/.
[9] Terrence, J. (2016, February 3). Will GOP Congress “Affirm”
Legitimacy of State-Owned Businesses? CNS News. Retrieved from
http://cnsnews.com/commentary/terence-p-jeffrey/will-gop-congress-affirm-legitimacy-state-owned-businesses.
[10] Scissors, D. (2013, June 6). Why the Trans-Pacific Partnership
Must Enhance Competitive Neutrality. The Heritage Foundation.
[11] Stiglitz, J., & Hersh, A. (2015, October 5). The Trans-Pacific Partnership charade: TPP Isn’t about “free” trade at all. Market Watch.
(link?)
[12] Petri, P. A., & Plummer, M. G. (2016). The Economic Effects of
the Trans-Pacific Partnership: New Estimates. Wilson Center.
[13] World Bank. (2016). Potential Macroeconomic Implications of the
Trans-Pacific Partnership. Retrieved from http://www.worldbank.
org/content/dam/Worldbank/GEP/GEP2016a/Global-Economic-Prospects-January-2016-Implications-Trans-Pacific-Partnership-Agreement.pdf.
[14] Obama, B. (2015, November 6). Here’s the deal: the Trans-Pacific Partnership.
[15] Aggarwal, V. K. (2013). U.S. Free Trade Agreements and Linkages. International Negotiation, 18: 89–110.
[16] Williams, B. et al. (other authors?) (2016, February 3). The Trans-Pacific Partnership: Strategic Implications.
[17] Letter to the House of Representatives. (2015, May 7). Retrieved from http://waysandmeans.house.gov/former-military-leaders-tpa-is-a-strategic-imperative/.
[18] U.S. Department of Defense. (2015, April 6). Secretary of Defense
Speech. Retrieved from http://www.defense.gov/News/Speeches/
Speech-View/Article/606660/remarks-on-the-next-phase-of-the-usrebalance-to-the-asia-pacific-mccain-instit.
[19] Hearn, A. H., & Myers, M. (2015). China and the TPP: Asia PaBerkeley APEC Study Center Newsletter Winter 2016/17

cific Integration or Disintegration. China and Latin America Report, The
Dialogue.
[20] Aneja, A. (2016, February 6). Don’t Politicise TPP: China to U.S.
The Hindu. Retrieved from http://www.thehindu.com/news/international/dont-politicise-tpp-china-to-us/article8203670.ece.
[21] Tiezzi, S. (2015, November 19). As TPP Leaders Celebrate, China Urges Creation of Asia-Pacific Free Trade Area. The Diplomat. Retrieved from http://thediplomat.com/2015/11/as-tpp-leaders-celebrate-china-urges-creation-of-asia-pacific-free-trade-area/.
Photo Credits
1. Michael Bradley, AFP/Getty, 4 February 2016.
Lee, APEC in 2016: The Year of Human Capital Development, 6.
[1] APEC Pursues Quality Growth and Human Development. (2015,
December 11). APEC News Release.
[2] APEC. (2016). Mission Statement.
[3] APEC Pursues Quality Growth and Human Development. (2015,
December 11). APEC News Release.
[4] APEC. (2014). 2014 Leaders’ Declaration.
[5] APEC. (2016). Human Resources Development.
[6] A Human Resources Development Framework for Asia Pacific
Economic Cooperation. (1994, November 11-12). APEC Ministerial
Statements.
[7] APEC. (2016). Human Resources Development.
[8] APEC. (2014). APEC Human Resources Development Ministerial Meeting Action Plan (2015-2018).
[9] APEC. (2014). 2014 HRDWG Independent Assessment.
[10] East Asia Forum. (2015). APEC’s new focus.
[11] IMF. October 2014. World Economic Outlook Database.
[12] Aquino to APEC Leaders: Advance People-Centered Agenda.
(2015, November 19). APEC News Release.
[13] East Asia Forum. (2015). APEC’s new focus.
[14]2012 APEC Education Ministerial Meeting: Joint Statement Envisioning Together for the Future and Hope. (2012, May 21-23).
APEC Ministerial Statements.
[15] ASEAN. (2010). ASEAN Labour Work Minister’s Programme 20102015.
[16] APEC Launches Scholarship Initiative. (2015, February 7). APEC
News Release.
[17] APEC. (2014). The 6th Human Resources Development Ministerial Meeting.
[18] APEC. (2015). Background Paper: Developing Human Capital.
Photo Credits:
1. APEC 2015 Twitter, 13 December 2015.
Zhang, One Belt, One Road, and the Chinese Tributary System
in the 21st Century, 9.
[1] This principally refers to infrastructure plans to enhance transport
efficiency across borders in the area.
[2] This basically aims to foster understanding and minimise misconceptions between people inside and outside China’s borders.
[3] National Development and Reform Commission (NDRC). (2015).
Vision and Actions on Jointly Building Silk Road Economic Belt and 21st Century Maritime Silk Road. Retrieved from http://en.ndrc.gov.cn/newsrelease/201503/t20150330_669367.html.
[4] Grieger, G. (2016). One Belt, One Road (OBOR): China’s Regional Integration Initiative (briefing paper for the European Parliament).
[5] Zhang, Y. (2001). System, Empire and State in Chinese Internation-

16

BASCNEWS
al Relations. Review of International Studies, 27, 52-53.
[6] Fairbank, J. K., & Teng, S. Y. (1941). On the Ch’ing Tributary
System. Harvard Journal of Asiatic Studies, 6 (2), 137-138.
[7] Zhang, Y. (2001). System, Empire and State in Chinese International Relations. Review of International Studies, 27, 52-53.
[8] Fairbank, J. K., & Teng, S. Y. (1941). On the Ch’ing Tributary
System. Harvard Journal of Asiatic Studies, 6 (2), 137-138.
[9] Fairbank, J. K. (1942). Tributary Trade and China’s Relations with
the West. The Far Eastern Quarterly, 1 (2), 139.
[10] Mitchell, D., & McGiffert, C. (2007). Expanding the “Strategic
Periphery”: A History of China’s Interaction with the Developing
World. In J. Eisenman, E. Heginbotham & D. Mitchell (Ed.), China
and the Developing World: Beijing’s Strategy for the Twenty-First Century. (pp.
8-9). Armonk, N. Y.: M. E. Sharpe.
[11] Fairbank, J. K. (1942). Tributary Trade and China’s Relations
with the West. The Far Eastern Quarterly, 1 (2), 129.
[12] Zhao, E. (n.d.) The Record of Events No. 129 – Foreign Relations No. 2 – the Great Britain. In E. Zhao (Ed.),
Draft History of Qing. Retrieved from https://zh.wikisource.
org/wiki/%E6%B8%85%E5%8F%B2%E7%A8%BF/%E5%8D%B7154.
[13] Zhao, E. (n.d.) The Record of Events No. 129 – Foreign Relations No. 2 – the Great Britain. In E. Zhao (Ed.),
Draft History of Qing. Retrieved from https://zh.wikisource.
org/wiki/%E6%B8%85%E5%8F%B2%E7%A8%BF/%E5%8D%B7154.
[14] Li, W. (2010). An Analysis of the Evolution of PRC’s Policy
for the Foreign Economic & Technological Support. Party History
Research & Teaching, No. 2, 21-22.
[15] Clinton, H. (2016, October 11). America’s Pacific Century. Foreign Policy,. Retrieved from http://foreignpolicy.com/2011/10/11/
americas-pacific-century/.
[16] Jin, C., Liu, X., & Huang, D. (2013). The Impact of the American “Rebalance Towards Asia-Pacific” Strategy on Sino-American
Relations. Northeast Asia Forum, No. 5, 9.
[17] Deng, X. (n.d.). Maintain World Peace, Improve Domestic Development. The Selected Works of Deng Xiaoping (Volume III). Beijing,
China: People’s Publishing House.
[18] Ling, S. (2013). Why China Does Not Form Alliances? Foreign
Affairs Review. No. 3, 29-33.
[19] Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic of China.
(2013). President Xi Jinping Delivers Important Speech and Proposes to Build
a Silk Road Economic Belt with Central Asian Countries. Retrieved from
http://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/topics_665678/xjpfwzysiesgjtfhshzzfh_665686/t1076334.shtml.
[20] ASEAN – China Centre. (2013). Speech by Chinese President Xi
Jinping to Indonesian Parliament. Retrieved from http://www.asean-china-center.org/english/2013-10/03/c_133062675.htm.
[21] UK Support for China-backed Asia Bank Prompts US Concern.
(2015, March 13). BBC. Retrieved from http://www.bbc.com/news/
world-australia-31864877.
[22] The State Council of the People’s Republic of China. (2015).
Full Text: Action Plan on the Belt and Road Initiative. Retrieved from
http://english.gov.cn/archive/publications/2015/03/30/content_281475080249035.htm.
[23] WTO. (2013). Trade to Remain Subdued in 2013 after Sluggish Growth
in 2012 as European Economies Continue to Struggle. Retrieved from
https://www.wto.org/english/news_e/pres13_e/pr688_e.htm.
[24] Ministry of Commerce of the People’s Republic of China. (n.d.).
China FTA Network. Retrieved from http://fta.mofcom.gov.cn/enBerkeley APEC Study Center Newsletter Winter 2016/17

glish/.
[25] China Leaves Behind the US as World’s Leading Trade Partner. (2012, December 3). Russia Today. Retrieved from https://www.
rt.com/usa/china-us-trade-partner-169/.
[26] The State Council of the People’s Republic of China. (2015).
Full Text: Action Plan on the Belt and Road Initiative. Retrieved from
http://english.gov.cn/archive/publications/2015/03/30/content_281475080249035.htm.
[27] How the Silk Road Plans Will Be Financed. (2016, May 9). Financial Times. Retrieved from https://www.ft.com/content/e83ced940bd8-11e6-9456-444ab5211a2f.
[28] Solving the Prickly Issue of Overcapacity in China. (2014, June
14). CKGSB Knowledge. Retrieved from http://knowledge.ckgsb.
edu.cn/2016/06/14/chinese-economy/solving-the-prickly-issue-of-overcapacity-in-china/.
[29] China-Britain Business Council and Foreign & Commonwealth
Office of the United Kingdom. (n.d.). One Belt One Road: A Role
for UK Companies in Developing China’s New Initiative. Retrieved from
http://www.cbbc.org/cbbc/media/cbbc_media/One-Belt-OneRoad-main-body.pdf.
[30] The Brookings Institution. (2015). China’s Rise as a Regional and
Global Power: The AIIB and the “One Belt, One Road.” Retrieved from
https://www.brookings.edu/research/chinas-rise-as-a-regional-andglobal-power-the-aiib-and-the-one-belt-one-road/.
[31] Oresman, M. (2007). Repaving the Silk Road: China’s Emergence
in Central Asia. In In J. Eisenman, E. Heginbotham & D. Mitchell
(Ed.), China and the Developing World: Beijing’s Strategy for the Twenty-First
Century. (pp. 70). Armonk, N. Y.: M. E. Sharpe.
[32] Kojima, K. (2000). The ‘Flying Geese’ Model of Asian Economic Development: Origin, Theoretical Extensions, and Regional Policy
Implications. Journal of Asian Economics, 11 (4), 386-388.
Photo Credits:
1. CGTN America, 2015.
Yi, China’s Involvement in the Syrian Civil War, 10.
[1] Nathan, A. J. (2009). Principles of Chinese Foreign Policy. Asia
for Educators: Columbia University. Retrieved from http://afe.easia.
columbia.edu/special/china_1950_forpol_principles.htm.
[2] China to provide aid, enhance military training in Syria - top Syrian official says. (2016). Russia Today. Retrieved from https://www.
rt.com/news/356161-china-syria-military-training/.
[3] Sun, Y. (2012). Syria: What China has learned from its Libya
experience. Asia Pacific Bulletin: East-West Center. Retrieved from
http://scholarspace.manoa.hawaii.edu/bitstream/10125/22208/1/
apb152.pdf.
[4] Sun, Y. (2012). Syria: What China has learned from its Libya
experience. Asia Pacific Bulletin: East-West Center. Retrieved from
http://scholarspace.manoa.hawaii.edu/bitstream/10125/22208/1/
apb152.pdf.
[5] Hofman, B. (2015). China’s One Belt, One Road initiative, what
we know thus far. The World Bank. Retrieved from http://blogs.
worldbank.org/eastasiapacific/china-one-belt-one-road-initiativewhat-we- know-thus-far.
[6] Luft, G. (2016). China’s New Grand Strategy for the Middle East. Foreign Policy. Retrieved from http://foreignpolicy.
com/2016/01/26/chinas-new-middle-east-grand-strategy-iran-saudi-arabia-oil-xi-jinping/.
[7] Hirst, K. K. (2016). Silk Road Cities. About Education. Retrieved

17

BASCNEWS
from http://archaeology.about.com/od/transportation/tp/SilkRoad-Cities.htm.
[8] Yan, H. (2013). Syria allies: Why Russia, Iran and China are
standing by the regime. CNN World+. Retrieved from http://www.
cnn.com/2013/08/29/world/meast/syria-iran-china-russia-supporters/.
[9] Syria crisis: Where key countries stand. (2015). BBC News.
Retrieved from http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middleeast-23849587.
[10] McKernan, B. (2016). Donald Trump signifies he will end US
support for Syrian rebels despite their pleas to him for help. Independent. Retrieved from http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/
middle-east/us-president-elect-donald-trump-support-assad-putinsyria- remove-rebel-backing-a7413346.html.
[11] Office of the President of Russia. (2016). Retrieved from
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/52273.
[12] Ramani, S. (2016). China’s Syria Agenda. The Diplomat. Retrieved from http://thediplomat.com/2016/09/chinas-syria-agenda/.

ture-investment-bank/#sthash.o5yAPEL3.JEo4dyhc.dpuf.
[10] Watt, N., Lewis, P., & Branigan, T. (2015). US anger at Britain
joining Chinese-led investment bank AIIB. The Guardian. Retrieved
from http://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2015/mar/13/whitehouse-pointedly-asks-uk-to-use-its-voice-as-part- of-chinese-ledbank.
Photo Credits:
1. Takaki Yajima, Reuters.

Photo Credits:
1. SANA.
Cheng, On the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank, 12.
[1] ADB. (2015). Infrastructure Growth for Supporting Inclusive Growth
and Poverty Reduction in Asia. Retrieved from http://www.adb.org/
sites/default/files/publication/29823/infrastructure-supportinginclusive-growth.pdf.
[2] Tan, C., & Tang, S. (2015). Is AIIB the answer to Asia’s infrastructure needs? CNBC. Retrieved from http://www.cnbc.
com/2015/06/25/is-aiib- the-answer- to-asias- infrastructure-needs.html.
[3] China’s Shadow Foreign Policy: Parallel Structures Challenge the
Established International Order, Mercator Institute for China Studies. (2015). Retrieved from http://www.merics.org/fileadmin/templates/download/china-monitor/China_Monitor_No_18_en.pdf.
(unclear)
[4] Scirp.org. (2015). Comprehensive Development Evaluation System of
Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank Based on Double Diamond Model.
Retrieved from http://www.scirp.org/journal/PaperDownload.
aspx?paperID=58521.
[5] China’s Shadow Foreign Policy: Parallel Structures Challenge the
Established International Order, Mercator Institute for China Studies. (2015). Retrieved from http://www.merics.org/fileadmin/templates/download/china-monitor/China_Monitor_No_18_en.pdf.
(unclear)
[6] Scirp.org. (2015). Comprehensive Development Evaluation System of
Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank Based on Double Diamond Model.
Retrieved from http://www.scirp.org/journal/PaperDownload.
aspx?paperID=58521.
[7] Asia’s Infrastructure Investment Battle. (2015). The Diplomat.
Available from http://thediplomat.com/2015/06/asias-infrastructure- investment-battle/>.
[8] Europeans defy US to join China-led development bank.
(2015). Financial Times. Retrieved from http://www.ft.com/intl/
cms/s/0/0655b342-cc29- 11e4-beca- 00144feab7de.html#axzz3tDydzQHu.
[9] Wu, Z. (2014). The Benefits of the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank. Chinausfocus.com. Retrieved from http://www.chinausfocus.com/finance-economy/the-benefits-of-the-asian-infrastrucBerkeley APEC Study Center Newsletter Winter 2016/17

18

