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on the equalization of governance between different communities. Communitarian cosmo—
politanism will make a contribution to the systematization of China’s participation in
global governance and also to the comprehensive planning of future practices of global
governance.
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United Nations Peacekeeping Affairs and China’s Discursive Power
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[Abstract] The United Nations ( U.N.) peacekeeping affairs are what the U.N. does at
both political and operational levels to maintain international peace and security. A
U.N. member state’s discursive power in the U.N. peacekeeping affairs is related to its
interests in international politics and global governance. The discursive power can be
classified as “should-have discursive power” and “actual discursive power”; the for—
mer can be measured with three key indexes including the members state’s status in
the U.N. Security Council its national strength and its support to the U.N. peacekeep—
ing while the latter can be measured with another three key indexes shown in the
member state’s representation in the bureaucratic institutions in the U.N. Secretariat

the peacekeeping related policy consultation affairs and the benefit distribution mecha—
nism. This paper finds that although China is a permanent member of the U.N. Securi—
ty Council as well as a strong supporter to the U.N. peacekeeping affairs its ranking
in “actual discursive power” among the U.N. member states is far behind than that in
“should-have discursive power” which implies that China’s has a serious deficit of
discursive power in the U.N. peacekeeping. The deficit results from both China itself
and the U.N. Chinas deficit of discursive power in the U.N. peacekeeping not only
has affected its national interest but also is not conducive to the long-term develop—
ment of the U.N. peacekeeping. This paper puts forward suggestions for increasing
China’s discursive power in U.N. peacekeeping.
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Scientific Assessments and Political Negotiations in Global Climate Governance
Dong Liang (62)

[Abstract] The relations between science and politics are markedly reflected in assess—
ment and negotiations in global climate governance. The interplay between international
climate assessment and negotiation has been a main feature of global climate govern—
ance. The interplay is generated by three mechanisms ( agendas government review
and institutional coordination) shaping four patterns ( promotion refusal damage and
assistance) . The relations are played out in the following way. First the higher scien—
tific uncertainty in the global climate change the more sustained participation of inter—
national scientific assessments is needed in international negotiations. Second the high—
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er degree of assessment is accepted by negotiations the greater the influence of the
scientific institution exerts. The more influence of international assessment organization
has the more it needs to prove the reliability of its assessment in the international ne—
gotiation. Third the greater influence that the climate assessment organization owns

the more often the major powers intervene in institutional design and assessment
process. Changes of the interplay between the two stem from both internal and external
dimensions: First the scientific consensus on climate change IPCC assessment
process institution design. The higher degree of scientific consensus and openness to
assessment institution the more easily for assessment to facilitate negotiations and
thus the positive interplay mode is formed. Second the major powers” intervention in
the dissemination and interplay of the assessment process. Excessive intervention over
assessment design and process and misuse by other actors will lead to the formation of
negative interplays.

[Key Words] climate change assessment negotiation interplay

[Author] Dong Liang Assistant Research Fellow Institute of Asian Studies China
Foreign Affairs University.

Analysis of U.S.-Russian Relations During Obama’s Second Presidential Term
Zhang Jian Zhou Qi (84)

[Abstract] This paper analyzes the U.S.-Russian relations during Obama’s second pres—
idential term. Their relations can be divided into three stages: background and adjust—
ment of Obama’s Russia policy; end of U.S.-Russian “reset” and beginning of the new
confrontation marked with the Ukraine crisis which has a profound impact on the se—
curity interests of the United States and its European allies; continuity of U.S.-Russia
playing game within the frames of couples of global and regional hotspots. Finally by
summarizing development characteristics and problems of U.S.-Russian relations this
paper comes to a conclusion that there are lots of disagreements between the U.S. and
Russia in the fields of military presence politics and security in terms of conceptions
and policies. Chaos in the Middle East and crisis in Ukraine which are difficult to be
solved in the short term hinder the U.S. “rebalancing” strategy challenge the U.S.
efforts to cooperate with Russia to deal with international security global governance

anti4errorism and other issues. No matter who will be in power after Obama he or
she has to carefully deal with Russia. The U.S.-Russian bilateral relations are very dif-
ficult to change its nature in a short run. When it comes to specific issues they will
continue to fluctuate with cooperation and confrontation.
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[Authors] Zhang Jian Ph.D. Candidate China Foreign Affairs University; Zhou Qi
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of Major-Country Relationship from the Perspective of Public Products and Rela—
tionship Specific Investment

Feng Weijiang ( 106)

[Abstract] A reassurance structure in which the hegemon provides public goods to
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