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Abstract

Against the current historical context that, the United States is in the process of forging and implementing a grand Indo-Pacific strategy, and that the U.S. has shown its intention to align its strategies toward other regions of the world with its strategic interest in Asia together, this study aims to explore and analyse the critical factors, issues, and mechanisms which would most likely be able to affect the relations among major powers and entities in Europe as well as in the Indo-Pacific region, and to see how possibly the main actors in these two regions could jointly shape a different model of global order, based on their management of and involvements in the core issues identified in this project. The next ten to twenty years will likely be a critical period to see whether a different global system from the current one can be forged, and what it might look like.
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After the world entering the 21st century, a series of incidents happened during the first decade of the new century in the western world such as the terrorist attacks and the global financial crises, as well as the expanded repercussions in the aftermath of these incidents, against the backdrop of the relatively stable economic and security situation in Asia over the same period, precipitated the U.S. strategic shift from other parts of the world to Asia, which led to the framing and implementation of the U.S. “Pivot to Asia” strategy, and further of the Indo-Pacific strategy.

The “Pivot to Asia” strategy was designed by the U.S. government to effectively manage the domestic and international challenges faced by the United States. More precisely, it was set to better serve the U.S. interests in strategic, economic, and security terms through working closely with the U.S. allies and partners particularly based in Southeast Asia and East Asia, and further to help enhance the country’s great power status at both regional and global levels.

After the Trump Administration assumed office, the U.S. government adopted an Indo-Pacific strategy, which apparently had expanded further of the strategic and geographic space of the U.S. grand strategy, in comparison to the previous government policy agenda.

With the Biden Administration taking office, apart from having inherited part of the legacies of the Trump government regarding the framework of the Indo-Pacific strategy, the current U.S. government has sought to further enlarge the influence of the Indo-Pacific strategy, as reflected by the fact that it has intended to connect the U.S. strategies toward other regions of the world such as Europe with its strategic interest in the Indo-Pacific region.

So far, to accommodate the implementation of the U.S. Indo-Pacific strategy, in the security area, the U.S. together with Britain and Australia in September 2021 formed a new security grouping, namely the Australia-United Kingdom-United States Trilateral Partnership (AUKUS). Then in February 2022, the U.S. government released a report on its Indo-Pacific strategy. Further, in the economic field, in May 2022, the U.S. led various partners based in the Indo-Pacific region to have launched a new multilateral economic framework, the Indo-Pacific Economic Framework for Prosperity (IPEF). The newly established economic and security frameworks would join other range of bilateral and multilateral frameworks to guide the implementation of the Indo-Pacific strategy in the years ahead.

Over the past more than a decade since the U.S. shifted a large part of its strategic priorities from other regions to Asia, the relevant policies, approaches, and measures adopted by the U.S. governments, under the guidance of a series of strategic arrangements ranging from the U.S. “Re-balance of Asia” strategy to the current Indo-Pacific strategy, have mainly sought to deal with the possible challenges from China, in order to consolidate the U.S. position in the region and beyond.

[image: image]

Along with the process of the U.S. carrying out its Indo-Pacific strategy, differences between China and the U.S., as well as between the two countries and other major powers might emerge from occasion to occasion. Exploring proper means to manage the differences among all the major players, and to prevent them from falling into conflicts is assumed to be an important concern for strategists, politicians, and experts etc.

By bearing the above context in mind, the purpose of this project is to explore the critical factors, relations, and mechanisms which would most possibly be able to affect the likely development of the relations among major powers and entities in both Europe and the Indo-Pacific, and to foresee the trends of how these complex elements and entities would interact with each other, and further cause an impact on the possible forging of a new global order.

To serve this research purpose, this project will attempt to address the following four topics:

•  The North Korean Nuclear Issue and the Prospect of A Northeast Asia Regional Security Order


•  The United States, China, and Japan on the Indo-Pacific Strategy

•  The Ukraine Crisis & the Prospect of Forging A New European Order and beyond

•  The ASEAN Way and the Possible Shaping of An Indo-Pacific Order



This research is designed as a strategic policy studies project, with a particular focus on observing the engagements of major powers and entities, as well as the impacts of their interactions on the prospect of forging a new multi-polar world. The conduction of this research is primarily based on a qualitative exploration, assessment, and analysis of a wide variety of sources, which mainly cover the following:

First, academic materials, consisting of books, journals, reports, and papers published by academic research institutes and think tanks;

Second, data, reports, and fact sheets released by inter-governmental organizations such as the European Union (EU), Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), the agencies of the United Nations (UN), and the World Bank (WB) etc. as well as by various government departments such as the White House, and foreign/commerce/defence ministries of relevant governments etc.;

Third, public interviews made by state leaders or other levels of government officials, or by academic experts;


Fourth, speeches or comments made by state leaders or other high-level officials; Fifth, news released by international media agencies;

Sixth, others.



This study consists of four chapters. The first chapter aims to explore the impact of the North Korean nuclear issue on the possible shaping of a Northeast Asian regional security order. To meet this purpose, it will more precisely intend to address the these series of questions: what are the crucial factors that have affected the peace process of the Korean Peninsular nuclear issue? how likely the nuclear issue would continue to evolve? whether there could be any new measures to help move the discussions of the parties forward toward
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the settlement of this issue? and to what extent the evolving trend of the North Korean nuclear issue could have any impacts on the Northeast Asia regional security order and beyond?

Chapter two focuses on investigating the relevance of the U.S., China, and Japan to the Indo-Pacific agenda. More precisely, against the current background that both the U.S. and Japan are in the process of framing and implementing their Indo-Pacific agendas, this chapter aims to observe whether there could be another possibility regarding the likely development of the U.S.-Japan bilateral ties beyond the traditional narratives about the relationship between the two countries, in particular, with respect to the economic and security aspects  of their relations. Apart from that, this chapter also tends to examine how possibly the trilateral interactions of the U.S., China, and Japan could affect the outcomes of the Indo-Pacific agenda.

Against the backdrop that the U.S. has shown its intention to align its strategies toward other regions of the world especially Europe with the U.S. strategic interests in Asia together in order to serve a broad and long-term interest of the United States, the management of European affairs by the U.S. including the possible settlement of the Ukraine crisis could carry a significant meaning for major powers and entities in both Europe and Asia. Therefore, chapter three concentrates on assessing the implications of the Ukraine crisis to the four main parties including Ukraine, Russia, the EU, and the U.S. from the social, economic, and strategic dimensions, then based on the understanding of which, to foresee how likely the settlement of the Ukraine crisis could affect the possible forging of a new European order.

Given that the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), by applying a unique ASEAN approach, known as the ASEAN Way, over the past decades has achieved dramatically in maintaining regional peace and contributing to regional economic progress, it is assumed that, under the new historical context that major powers such as India, Japan, China, and the

U.S. etc. all have an intention to relate their interests to the Indo-Pacific region, ASEAN, by upholding the ASEAN Way, would likely play a bigger role in helping mediate major power relations, as well as in further contributing to regional peace and progress. Therefore, chapter four tends to examine how likely the ASEAN approach could have an impact on the possible shaping of an Indo-Pacific order and beyond.
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Chapter 1




How Would the North Korean Nuclear

Issue Relate to A Northeast Asia Regional Security Order?
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The Korean Peninsula nuclear issue will continue to have an impact on Northeast Asia regional security order. More than three decades ago since North Korea started to develop its nuclear programme, security on the Korean Peninsula has drawn a lot of regional and international attention. The negotiation of the Peninsular nuclear issue over the past years has undergone numerous rounds of ups and downs. The general situation appears that this issue has become more complicated to manage with North Korea’s nuclear capacity getting more advanced.

The most recent big breakthrough regarding the negotiation of the nuclear issue on the Korean Peninsula occurred upon former U.S. President Trump’s tenure, during which, the leaders of the U.S. and North Korea had held two summits, which happened in Singapore and Vietnam respectively. The warm discussion between the two leaders was cooled down a bit due to their disagreement on denuclearization procedure and verification of denuclearization, yet both leaders kept a good faith in further talks when they left the Vietnam summit in late February 2019. A few months later in June 2019, Trump and Kim had a brief meeting in the demilitarized zone which separates the two Koreas, and agreed to restart the negotiations. The brief meeting also made Trump the first U.S. sitting president to set foot on the North Korean soil.

Since the U.S. President Biden assumed office in January 2021, due to the complexity of the U.S. domestic political situation as well as the changing international environment including the repercussions generated by the COVID-19 pandemic to the world over the past three years, the Biden Administration generally has slowed down the pace of negotiations concerning the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue, and roughly for about one year and half after taking office had taken small steps to approach North Korea. South Korea in the meantime under then President Moon Jae-in had continued to play a mediating role in managing to move the discussions forward.

The South Korean side ever revealed that South Korea and the U.S. had briefly agreed on a framework for ending the Korean War status. To South Korea’s claim, the Biden government expressed that the U.S. side was not opposing the idea of signing an End of War declaration, yet the U.S. and South Korea disagreed on the order, timing, and conditions for ending the war. The Biden Administration also expressed its interest in engaging with North Korea toward denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula by following a “step-by-step” approach.1

[image: image]

Meanwhile, to respond to South Korea’s proposition, the general consensual idea of North Korean officials by then was that before talking about ending the Korean War, it was very significant for the relevant parties to end the hostile policies and measures and double standards, and to make efforts to facilitate good conditions for ending the war.2

Following the South Korean leadership transition in May 2022, South Korea has so far been trying a different approach, in contrast to the one adopted by the former South Korean government, in dealing with the North Korean nuclear issue. In the meantime, the Biden Administration has called for recovering negotiations with North Korea, yet the U.S. policies and position toward the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue haven’t made any substantial adjustment. In August 2022, the U.S. and South Korea resumed their joint military exercises. Since then, the situation on the Korean Peninsular has been getting intense. The most recently concluded joint air force drills conducted by the U.S. and South Korea before the U.S. midterm election, and in the meantime North Korea’s response to that have quickly driven the tension on the Korean Peninsula to a new high.

Generally, the above background roughly reflected the current situation on the Korean Peninsula. Against this backdrop, this research aims to explore further of the relevance of the North Korean nuclear issue to Northeast Asia regional security order and beyond. To meet this general purpose, it tends to more precisely address the following questions: how the Peninsula nuclear issue has evolved and will continue to develop in the years ahead? What major factors have affected the Peninsula peace process? Whether there could be any new measures to move the discussions forward toward the settlement of the North Korean nuclear issue? How likely the development of the Peninsula nuclear issue will affect Northeast Asia regional order and beyond in the future?

In order to better understand how the North Korean nuclear issue has developed to the current stage, this piece will firstly give an overview of the development of this issue in different historical periods. In the meantime, it will tend to develop assessment and analysis on the evolving nature of the issue, alongside the U.S. leadership transitions over the past more than three decades. It would maintain that leadership transitions as well as the policies and approaches taken by the leaders of the main concerned parties having a close relevance to the region have caused a significant impact on the Korean Peninsula peace process. Besides that, the changing global security environment, along with the leadership transitions over the past years, has also been a key factor in affecting the progress of the Korean Peninsula nuclear negotiations. Then, this research will share some alternative measures on how to move up the Peninsula peace process to the next level. Finally, it will foresee in what possible ways the issue can be settled, and in the meantime could have an impact on Northeast Asia regional security order.

––––––––
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1.  Management of the North Korean Nuclear Issue in Different Historical Era by the U.S. Government

––––––––
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1.1  Origin of North Korea’s Nuclear Programme & the U.S. Handling of It under the Clinton Administration

[image: image]

The primary concern for North Korea to develop nuclear weapons is rooted in the fear of being attacked by the United States. The mentality of fear can be traced back to the Korean War. The U.S. then President Harry Truman ever took into account using atomic bomb in the war. According to Duyeon Kim, since the Korean War, “they (North Koreans) felt that they needed to develop a capability that would deter an American attack”, and “the only way for them to survive and not get attacked would be to develop the most powerful weapon on earth, which would be the nuclear bomb.” 3

The development of North Korea’s nuclear facilities came into real in the early 1980s. As assisted by the former Soviet Union, North Korea started to build nuclear power plant by then. In the very early stage, North Korea claimed that building nuclear power plant was for a peaceful purpose. By bearing this objective in mind, then in 1985 North Korea joined the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT), the signatories of which were committed to promoting peaceful cooperation on nuclear energy as well as to curbing the dissemination of nuclear weapons and technology.4


After the Cold War, as guided by the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty signed between the



U.S. then President George H. W. Bush and the former Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev, the

U.S. removed nukes from South Korea in September 1991.5 A few months later in January 1992, North Korea and South Korea also reached a deal, in line with which, they agreed to “not test, manufacture, produce, receive, possess, store, deploy or use nuclear weapons.”6

The end of the Cold War created a favourable condition for the U.S. to get North Korea to denuclearize. The 1990s under the U.S. former President Clinton’s tenure can be a most critical period for settling down the nuclear issue on the Korean Peninsula.

By the end of the Cold War, the U.S. had gained a great proportion of audiences across the globe. In the early 1990s, the U.S. global influence along with its growing soft and hard power had reached a new high. In contrast to the U.S. influence and status, the end of the Cold War apparently put North Korea in an even weaker position. Also, North Korea’s nuclear facilities by then were in the early stage of development, and its nuclear capacity was limited. Therefore, the U.S. obviously had a bigger advantage in setting the agenda for negotiations and in driving the outcomes of negotiations.

Against the above backdrop, right after taking office, the Clinton Administration had managed to move the negotiations with North Korea upward by applying a reconcilable approach. Even though there were discrepancies taking place occasionally, the general situation appeared to be under the U.S. government control; and both parties, North Korea and the U.S., also seemed to be more cooperative in jointly working on the nuclear issue.

In June 1994, the former U.S. President Jimmy Carter paid a visit to North Korea, which made him the first former U.S. leadership to visit North Korea. This visit also created a condition for the U.S. and North Korea to agree on something more concrete based on their previous negotiations. Four months later in October 1994, the two countries signed a deal, namely the Agreed Framework, in compliance with which, North Korea agreed to freeze its nuclear programme; in turn, the U.S. committed to lift sanctions, provide North Korea with aid and oil, as well as help North Korea build two light-water reactors for civilian use.7

To fulfil the commitments underlined in the 1994 Agreed Framework, in March 1995, the United States together with Japan and South Korea formed the Korean Peninsula Energy Development Organization (KEDO), which was to “oversee the financing and construction of the two light-water reactors.”8

[image: image]

For North Korea, in line with the Agreed Framework, the country in September 1999 imposed a missile moratorium. In response, the U.S. lifted economic sanctions on North Korea. It was the first time for the U.S. to do so ever since the Korean War.9

Alongside the improvement of the U.S. - North Korea bilateral talks on the nuclear issue, and also due to the series of reconcilable policies and measures taken by South Korea including South Korean President Toh Tae-Woo’s “Nordpolitik Policy” as well as President Kim Dae-Jung’s “Sunshine Policy”, the relationship between the North and the South in the 1990s had opened a new chapter.10 These policy measures were conducive to the reconciliation process between the two Koreas, and they finally resulted in the first inter-Korean summit ever since the division of the Korean Peninsula between the South Korean President Kim Dae-Jung and North Korean leader Kim Jong-il in June 2000. The summit drew the two Koreas closer and led to a series of exchange activities and cooperation projects, including family reunion and joint commercial and cultural projects etc.11

Further to the above, in October 2000, the trips paid by high level officials of North Korea and the United States to each other - North Korean General Jo Myong-rok’s visit to the U.S. and then U.S. Secretary of State Madeleine Albright’s trip to North Korea - warmed up the discussions even further. The diplomatic exchanges between the two sides resulted in another talk in November the same year.12

By the 1990s, the Pyongyang had normalized relationship with a number of countries. It is assumed that the North anticipated to move up the talks with the U.S. on the nuclear issue, and further to normalize relations with the United States. Nevertheless, Clinton’s tenure was due shortly after the last talk between the two countries.

Anyway, besides the positive outcomes secured concerning the North Korean nuclear issue under the Clinton Administration, there were also certain flaws in the process of managing this issue. According to Joel Wit, a senior fellow of the Centre for Strategic and International Studies, “the agreement (The Agreed Framework) suffers from a reactor project that is behind schedule, a delay in the planned certification by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) that is nuclear-free (since certification is linked to the reactor project), and significant funding shortfalls in the agreement’s other key component, heavy fuel oil deliveries to the North.”13

To put a short summary, the Clinton Administration had generally set a good precondition for further engaging with North Korea before shifting power to the next U.S. government. This outcome was mainly attributed to three core factors: a favourable regional and international situation for the U.S. with the end of the Cold War, the positive and active attitude of the leadership of the U.S., South Korea, and North Korea in the 1990s toward the management of the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue, and the generally cooperative stance held by the U.S. and North Korea. These factors decided that the 1990s should be the most critical period for the

U.S. and North Korea to build confidence and trust toward settling the nuclear issue on the Korean Peninsula.

––––––––
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1.2 Complication of the North Korean Nuclear Issue under the Bush Term

After the U.S. President Bush took office, the U.S. policy toward North Korea shifted away from a reconcilable approach. The altered U.S. policy in dealing with the North Korean nuclear

[image: image]

issue was assumed to have a connection with the U.S. judgment on the security situation both within the U.S. and across the globe after the 9.11 terrorist attacks. Besides that, certain U.S. key political figures’ scepticism about North Korea’s intention behind the surface also contributed to the U.S. policy shift toward North Korea.

As a result of the 9.11 terrorist attacks, “War on Terror” became a strategic focus of the Bush Administration. The U.S. claimed that North Korea had linkages with Islamic terrorist groups as well as secretly transferred missile technologies to Iran. Hence, a series of actions had been taken by the Bush Administration in the following year after the 9.11 terrorist attacks toward North Korea such as imposing new sanctions, refusing to certify North Korea’s compliance to the 1994 Agreed Framework, and suspending oil shipments (which was agreed under the Clinton Administration) to North Korea, and listing North Korea together with Iraq and Iran as an “axis of evil” etc.14

In response to the U.S. new measures, North Korea had made a range of moves as well between October 2002 and January 2003 – admitting its running of a uranium enrichment programme to power nuclear weapons, vowing to revive its nuclear plant in Yongbyon, expelling the IAEA inspectors out of the country, and finally withdrawing from the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty.15

With the breaking down of the 1994 Agreed Framework and North Korea’s withdrawal from the NPT, the tension between the U.S. and North Korea for the first time since the end of the Cold War had peaked by around the end of 2002 and the beginning of 2003. It also insinuated that the U.S. had lost control of the situation on the Korean Peninsula.

In order to bring North Korea back to the negotiation table, the diplomatic mechanism of Six Party Talks, which collected South Korea, North Korea, China, Russia, Japan, and the United States together to deal with the North Korean nuclear issue, was initiated in August 2003. Since the Six Party Talks opened, the Bush government had started to soften the U
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1.3  Intensification of the Peninsula Nuclear Crisis with the Advancement of North Korea’s Nuclear Capacity through Obama’s Tenure
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1.4 A Breakthrough under Trump’s Term
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1.5  The Biden Administration: Seeking A “Midpoint between Strategic Patience and Grand Bargain”43
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2.  Possible Measures for Moving forward the Peninsula Peace Process
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2.2  An Alternative Way Out: Promoting and Optimizing Regional Institutional Building or Improving the Function of Great Power Coordination Mechanism?
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3.  The Korean Peninsula Nuclear Issue and Northeast Asia Regional Security Order
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Conclusion







[image: image]



Notes

	Ji Da-gyum, “U.S. Seeks ‘step-by-step’ Approach toward Denuclearization’, The Korea Herald, 19 December 2021, http://www.koreaherald.com/view.php?ud=20211219000150;





	Guan Junran, “Moon Jae-in Would Declare the ‘End of War Declaration’ upon the Winter Olympic Games?”- Differences on the Terms of Denuclearization still Remain, Tencent, 9 December 2021, https://new.qq.com/omn/20211209/20211209A053NA00.html

	Cited from Boghani Priyanka, “The U.S. and North Korea on the Brink: A Timeline”, 28 February 2019,




	Albert Eleanor, “North Korean Nuclear Negotiations”, Council on Foreign Relation, 2 July 2019, https://www.cfr.org/timeline/north-korean-nuclear-negotiations

	Ibid.

	Cited from Albert Eleanor, “North Korean Nuclear Negotiations”.

	Ibid.

	Ibid.

	Ibid.

	Wertz Daniel, “Inter-Korean Relations”, ISSUE BRIEF, The National Committee of North Korea, 2017.

	Ibid.

	Albert Eleanor, “North Korean Nuclear Negotiations”.

	Wit Joel, “The United States and North Korea”, The Brookings, 15 March 2001, http://www.brookings.edu/research/the-united-states-and-north-korea/

	Albert Eleanor, “North Korean Nuclear Negotiations”.

	Ibid.

	Wertz Daniel, “Inter-Korean Relations”.





	Albert Eleanor, “North Korean Nuclear Negotiations”.

	Ibid.

	Ibid.

	Ibid.

	Ibid.

	The White House, “President Barack Obama’s Inaugural Address”, 21 January 2009, https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/blog/2009/01/21/president-barack-obamas-inaugural-address

	Albert Eleanor, “North Korean Nuclear Negotiations”.

	Wertz Daniel, “Inter-Korean Relations”.

	Ibid.

	Ibid.

	Ibid.

	Ibid.

	Albert Eleanor, “North Korean Nuclear Negotiations”.

	Wertz Daniel, “Inter-Korean Relations”.

	Albert Eleanor, “North Korean Nuclear Negotiations”.

	Wertz Daniel, “Inter-Korean Relations”.

	Ibid.

	Albert Eleanor, “North Korean Nuclear Negotiations”.

	Ibid.

	Boghani Priyanka, “The U.S. and North Korea on the Brink: A Timeline”, PBS, 28 February 2019, https://www.pbs.org/wgbh/frontline/article/the-u-s-and-north-korea-on-the-brink-a-timeline/

	Albert Eleanor, “North Korean Nuclear Negotiations”.

	Ibid.

	Cited from Boghani Priyanka, “The U.S. and North Korea on the Brink: A Timeline”, https://www.pbs.org/wgbh/frontline/article/the-u-s-and-north-korea-on-the-brink-a-timeline/

	Ibid.

	Albert Eleanor, “North Korean Nuclear Negotiations”.

	Cited from Boghani Priyanka, “The U.S. and North Korea on the Brink: A Timeline”, https://www.pbs.org/wgbh/frontline/article/the-u-s-and-north-korea-on-the-brink-a-timeline/

	Council on Foreign Relations, “A Conversation with Jake Sullivan”, http://www.cfr.org/event/conversation-jake-sullivan;





	Nezam Joshua, “An End-of-War Declaration on the Korean Peninsula: Pursuing a Phased Agreement with the Goal of Complete Denuclearization”, Interview with Shin-wha Lee, The National Bureau of Asian





	Council on Foreign Relations, “A Conversation with Jake Sullivan”, http://www.cfr.org/event/conversation-jake-sullivan

	Ibid.

	Nezam Joshua, “An End-of-War Declaration on the Korean Peninsula: Pursuing a Phased Agreement with the Goal of Complete Denuclearization”, Interview with Shin-wha Lee, The National Bureau of







	Ibid.

	Belfer Center, http://www.belfercenter.org/publication/policy-public-diplomacy-north-korea

	Guan Junran, “Moon Jae-in Would Declare the ‘End of War Declaration’ upon the Winter Olympic Games?”- Differences on the Terms of Denuclearization still Remain, Tencent, 9 December 2021, https://new.qq.com/omn/20211209/20211209A053NA00.html

	Ibid.

	Seo Yoonjung, Jeong Sophie, Ogura Junko, and Whiteman Hilary, “North Korea Fired the Highest Number of Short-range Missiles in A Day, Says South Korea”, CNN, 2 November 2022, https://edition.cnn.com/2022/11/01/asia/north-korea-missiles-wednesday-intl-hnk/index.html

	Wit Joel, “The United States and North Korea”, The Brookings. 15 March 2001, http://www.brookings.edu/research/the-united-states-and-north-korea/

	Yoshida Fumihiko and Paik Haksoon in a policy proposal titled “From Peace on the Korean Peninsula to a Northeast Asia Nuclear Weapon Free Zone” proposed some ideas in great details on the formulation of a special institution in Northeast Asia to focus on addressing security issues in this region, Journal for Peace and Nuclear Disarmament, VOL. 3, NO.1, 123-128, 2020, https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/25751654.2020.1747910?needAccess=true&role=bu tton




d2d_images/chapter_title_above.png





d2d_images/chapter_title_corner_decoration_left.png





d2d_images/cover.jpg
To those who strive to make a just and better world...

THE U.S. INDO-
PACIFIC STRATEGY&
THE PROSPECT OF FORGING
A NEW MULTIPOLAR WORLD

BY JIN RAN

THE STRATEGIC THINKING BOOK





d2d_images/image041.png





d2d_images/image042.png





d2d_images/image072.png





d2d_images/chapter_title_corner_decoration_right.png





d2d_images/image033.png





d2d_images/image099.png





d2d_images/chapter_title_below.png





d2d_images/image038.png





d2d_images/scene_break.png





d2d_images/image117.png





