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management is critical. The focus of alliance management in the case of the
US-Japan Alliance is extremely complex, but at a high level, issues that
need to be managed can be categorized as internal or external to the
alliance. These include security, foreign affairs, politics and trade and
commerce Internal to the U. S -Japan Alliance, alliance management
involves four approaches: institutional checks, exchange of interests,
coercive enforcement, and normative direction. The struggle between the
U. S and Japan around the Diaoyu Islands and Futenma Base represent two
classical examples of alliance management. At present, the U. S and Japan
have already achieved a comprehensive alliance management mechanism,
which ensures continuity in the alliance, and which has normalized alliance
behavior at the regional and global levels.

Key Words: U. S -Japan Alliance; Alliance Management; Alliance
Dilemma; Asia Pacific Order; Diaoyu Islands

About the Author: Ling Shengli is an Associate Professor in the Institute
of International Relations of the China Foreign Affairs University, and a
Researcher at the Beijing Municipal Hub for Research on Foreign Exchanges
and Foreign Affairs Management

Nuclear Brinkmanship, Signaling Games and the Paradox of Small
State Isolation
Yang Yuan and Cao Wei

Abstract: This article applies game theory, process tracing and large
data methods to explain the logic behind this counter-intuitive
phenomenon. The explanation found follows from the logic of the signaling
game: when certain criteria are satisfied, a small state in possession of a
nuclear deterrent can adopt a high cost strategy of purposely destroying its
relations with its allies as a means of demonstrating its resolve to risk a
nuclear conflict In doing so, it can step closer to the brink of nuclear war as
a means of increasing the likelihood that a hostile great state will be
compelled to make concessions, This logic explains the following paradox in
international relations theory: the greater the military threat a hostile great
state presents to a small state, the more likely the small state will be to
isolate itself from its allies rather than consolidating alliances.

Key Words: Nuclear Brinkmanship; Signaling Game; Extended
Deterrent; Large Data; Alliance Theory
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Institute for World Economics and Politics of the Chinese Academy of Social
Sciences; Cao Wei is an Associate Professor in the International Politics
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An Analysis of the Trump Administration’s New Strategy towards the

DPRK: “Leaning on China to Sanction the DPRK”
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Abstract: After the Trump Administration came into office, it began to
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Abstracts

Regional Security Order and the Rise of Great Powers
Sun Xuefeng

Abstract: The extant studies on international order transformation
mainly concentrate on how rising powers shape a new order. This article aims
to reverse the logic of this popular approach, however, by focusing on how
the existing regional security order shapes a great power’s rise. The author
finds that distinct strategic choices exist under the different types of regional
security order which enable rising powers to address the rise dilemma. Within
a balance of power order, two-front or multi-front balancing presents the
biggest challenge to moderating such dilemma, but proactive maintenance of
the balance of power can help avoid this worst case scenario, and also pave
the way towards an authority order led by rising powers. The central
challenge under a hegemonic order is that of the hegemon’s ample capacity to
dictate the regional order. The rising power can address such challenge by
shaping the regional balance of power based on its particular capabilities and
the assent of regional powers. The combined power and normative advantages
that the established power possesses under an authority order, however,
make addressing the rise dilemma highly problematic. Strategic coordination,
on the basis of ensuring core interests, can, however, optimally manage
these dual pressures, and also lead to a transition in the authority order
(towards a balance of power or hegemonic order) .

Key Words: International Order; Regional Security; Great Powers
Relations; Rise Dilemma

About the Author: Sun Xuefeng is a Professor in the Institute of
International Relations at Tsinghua University

Why the U. S -Japan Alliance Continues to Grow Strongin the Post

Cold War Era: An Alliance Management Perspective
Ling Shengli
Abstract: This article considers the enhancement of the alliance from an
alliance management perspective. While there are many internal and external
factors that play a role, the underlying reason why the U. S -Japan Alliance
has been sustained and grown stronger is the relative success of its
management. Alliance management refers to the coordination of internal costs
and benefits of an alliance by its members, who concerned with their own
interests, work to realize the creation of a suitable mechanism for ensuring
their rights and responsibilities within the alliance, thereby mitigating the
risks of an alliance dilemma In the case of the U. S -Japan Alliance, such a
dilemma is always present, albeit constantly changing. As such, alliance
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