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A Theoretical Analysis of Overseas Military Base by  Sun Degang & Deng Haipeng
Overseas military base (OMB) refers to a military area on common grounds, overseas territories, colonies, de-
partments, trusted lands, or foreign territories, where a state deploys a certain number of armed f{orces, enga-
ges in military activities, and builds up certain organizations and facilities. OMB is an important means for
great powers to project military force, intervene in regional affairs, and safeguard their overseas interests. This
paper explores the hidden logic and rules of OMB from the three dimensions of connotation, category and
function, and concludes that OMB is an important factor affecting the rise and fall of great powers and shaping

regional power patterns.

Three Kinds of Theories Concerning Power Distribution and War in the Field of International Rela-
tions by  Liu Hongliang
War has long existed in human history. For the cause of war and the means of deterring war, there are differ-
ent viewpoints within the school of realism. The relevance between power distribution and war becomes one
of the focuses in debate. From the perspective of overall power distribution, the theory of balance of power ar-
gues that balance of power would deter war. Whereas, the theory of power transition argues that against the
background of differences in power distribution, the parity of power may easily lead to war. The Offense-de-
fense theory subdivides the power and discusses the cause of war from the perspective of military ability,and
combines it with other factors. Three kinds of theories all explain the war from the angle of power distribu-
tion, but the point of focus differs. Such explanation not only provides us with a unique understanding of the

war, but also enriches the research of war.
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The Studies on Sino-American Relations by American Academic Circles Since 2007 by Tao Jiyi
American academic circles have studied Sino-American relations since 2007 more comprehensively, including a-
nalysis of their positive aspects and existing problems, exploration of their prospects, restricting factors and is-
sues that will still exist, and presenting some suggestions for further developing Sino-American relations in the
future. These researches are more objective and are of positive significance on the whole. Of course, American

researches also have shortcomings.

An Analysis of Interaction of “China Image” Discourses between China and the West by  Ye Shulan
The west constantly innovates and dominates the discourses of “China image”. However, China has to react
passively, without enough capability to chart and guide the discourses. During the interaction process of the re-
lated discourses, there exists two modes, criticize-respond mode and fear-anger mode, which form two vicious
circles. If China wants to strengthen the discourse power of “China image”, China should change its mentality and
break away from the criticize-respond and fear-anger modes. China also needs to chart new discourses of “China image”
and pay more attention to improving the way of expression. It needs a long-term endeavor to improve the discourse

power of “China Image” since it is a systemic task concerning the adjustment of mentality, strategy and behavior.

The South Krean China View as Reflected in History Textbooks: with Conflict of Perception be-
tween China and South Korea as Central Point by Dong Xiangrong &. li Yong Chun
History textbooks show how the South Koreans view China and the basic standpoints of Korea in perception
conflicts between these two countries. According to the current middle school textbooks, South Koreans recog-
nize that Chinese civilization had significant effect on Korea while Korea formed unique culture due to its crea

tive endeavors. Korean textbooks emphasize the “invasions” suffered from China and develop a stereotype of
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