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Abstracts

Chinese IR Theory Development since China’s Reform and Opening Up: Dis—
course Practice and Innovation

Sun Jisheng (4)

[AbstractJIR theory has been an important part of IR studies in China. In the late
1980s discourse of “IR theories with Chinese characteristics” began to appear in the
Chinese academia. From the year 2000 this discourse shifted more to “develop a Chi-
nese IR school” and “how to develop a Chinese IR school”. Although there is still
not a widely recognized Chinese IR school or Chinese IR theories worldwide the effort
by Chinese scholars has never stopped. Within the past 40 years since China’s reform
and opening up in 1978 great progress has been made. This paper based on the un-
derstanding towards practice theory holds that Chinese scholars working on Chinese IR
theories also form a practice community and are likely to be influenced by each others
discourse and practice. It is thus necessary to review the perception of scholars outside
the Chinese community and reflect on the critiques from the outside. Accordingly this
paper after reviewing the development IR theory study in China mainly compares the
major discourses regarding Chinese IR school inside and outside China and then puts
forward some suggestions for the further development of a Chinese IR school such as
reflecting on the definition of “theory” having more dialogues with the western IR
community improving academic environment and academic training and better summa—
rizing Chinese experiences.

[Key Words] discourse practice Chinese IR theory Chinese characteristics Chinese
IR school
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