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Toward a New Type of International Relations of Win-Win Cooperation
Zhang Yuyan Yuan Peng Xing Guangcheng Cheng Weidong Yang Bojiang (4)

[Editor's Note] President Xi Jinping points out that the international forces are shifting
in a way that is more favorable to maintaining world peace and development. As coun—
tries are now increasingly interconnected and interdependent a community of common
destiny is taking shape in the world. Thus building a new type of international rela—
tions of win-win cooperation is a strategic choice made by the CPC in light of the
world trend and the fundamental interests of our country. It also reflects the common
wish of both Chinese people and the world at large. The concept of a new type of in-
ternational relations represents a roadmap of world peace and development featuring
Chinese wisdom and notions. This journal invites five scholars to interpret the new type
of international relations of win-win cooperation from the perspectives of global govern—
ance Sino-U.S. relations Sino-Russian relations Sino-FEuropean relations and Sino-

Japanese relations respectively.

A Comparative Study of TPP and “One Belt and One Road”
Li Xiangyang (29)

[Abstract] An established power (the United States) and an emerging power ( China)
put forward two different cross—regional RTAs-the Trans—Pacific Partnership Agreement
and the “One Belt and One Road”-respectively. Both are based on Asian countries
the world’s most dynamic economic region and are mutually exclusive so far. By com-

paring their links cooperation mechanisms objectives and positioning we find that
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they belong to two different types of regional economic cooperation mechanism: The
former is rules-oriented with a high threshold and exclusive features reflecting the
western philosophy; while the latter is development-eriented open and diversified be—
longing to a new type of regional economic cooperation mechanisms which embodies
the Oriental philosophy. As far as the rules are concerned the “One Belt and One
Road” is far less than the Trans-Pacific Partnership Agreement but its development-o—
riented feature meets the needs of the developing countries. Admittedly —“The Belt and
Road” does not exclude the possibility of constructing its rules and governance in the
future. As a result it is a type of public goods that China provides to the region and
even the world. The interactive relationship between the two mechanisms will largely
determine the direction of a new model of China-U.S. relationship as well as the
trends of the Asian economic integration and the global economic pattern.

[Key Words] “One Belt and One Road”  Trans-Pacific Partnership Agreement
( TPP)  regional economic cooperation mechanisms international economic rules Asia
Pacific Rebalancing

[Author] Li Xiangyang Director National Institute of International Strategy Chinese

Academy of Social Sciences.

Interest Groups” Political Donation and the American Energy Policy: An Empiri—
cal Analysis of the Congressmen’s Votes on ACES Bill
Xie Jianguo Ge Jianming Zhang Xiaolei (44)

[Abstract] As a special existence of political ecosystem the interest groups are in-—
volved in all aspects of the political decision-making in the United States. In the 2009
American Clean Energy and Security Act( ACES) voting process interest groups signif—
icantly affected the congressmen ACES voting results through political donation. In the

House of Representatives voting game the interest groups” political donation behavior
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