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o ( Regional Comprehensive Econom-
ic Partnership RCEP) | FTA. ( Free Trade Area of the Asia-Pacific
FTAAP) ( Trans-Pacific Partnership Agree—
ment TPP)

o 2016
GDPpP 11 (2015 10. 48 ) GDP  4.38
(2015 4.84 ) GDP 18. 03 (2015
17.39 ) o GDP 33.41
GDP (74.15 2016 ) 45%."
20 o
( Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation
APEC) ( 1) 2015 APEC GDP
44.04 GDP (74.29 ) 59.28%;
APEC 1.55
(1.01 ) ; APEC 0.4
3.1% . 2015 APEC 28.47
( 73.46 ) 38.76% . 2015  APEC

@ World Bank “World Development Indicators ”http: //data. worldbank. org/data-catalog/world-development—

indicators.
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) 9525
FDI : 2015 APEC FDI
8214.6 FDI
( UNCTAD) 2014 55%  FDI
@ FDI 3810
FDI 31% 9.6% .%
1 APEC (2015
APEC (%)
GDP( ) 44.04 74.29 59.28
GDP( ) 15 510.20 10 112.30 153.38
GDP 3.1 2.7 -
() 28.47 73.46 38.76
(%) 0.7 1.2 -
( ) 10.24 21.38 47.90
GDP (%) 23.3 28.8 -
( ) 10.2 21.27 47.95
GDP (%) 23.2 28.6 -
GDP (%) 37.8 44.7 -
GDP (%) 8.7 12.7 -
FDI ( ) 9525. 87 17621. 55 54.06
FDI ( ) 8214.6 14742. 42 55.72
4.83 NA -
30 2016 ) =( APEC / ) x100.

“StatsAPEC " http: //statistics. apec. org/index. php/key_indicator/kid_result/66 o

o

@ United Nations Conference on Trade and Development ( UNCTAD) ~ “World Investment Report 2015: Refor—
ming International Investment Governance ”https: //www. imf. org/external /pubs/ft/bop /2015 /pdf/1521. pdf p.2.

@ Ibid p.39.
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WTO
TPP
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§

@ Xinquan TU “Defining the 21st Century Governanc

www. ideascentre. ch/? p =6430 p. 1.
@ Jeffrey J. Schott Cathleen Ciminodsaacs and Euijin Jung “Implications of the Trans-Pacific Partnership for the

World Trading System ”

trading-system.

https: //piie.

)2014
BIT.RCEP

)«

TPP?.RCEP,

TPP

TPP
TPP

[43 ”»

TPP

TPP

APEC
¢ APEC
6 105 ~116  »

»2014 6 80 ~84

e: Impact of TPP on Global Trade Governance ”http: //

com/publications/policy-briefs /implications-trans-pacific-partnership-world—
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FTAAP
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013)
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@ Cora Jungbluth Rahel Aichele and Gabriel Felbermayr “Asias Rise in the New World Trade Order: The
Effects of Mega-Regional Trade Agreements on Asian Countries ~ hitp: //www. bertelsmann-stiftung. de/de/publika—
tionen/publikation/did / asias—rise-in-the-new-world-trade-order/ p.28.
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FTAAP
113 ”»
2 (2011 )
1%

TPP | RCEP | FTAAP NIES | ASEAN | NAFTA [EU1S
100.0(42.7 | 33.1 | 66.3 N/A | 10.1 | 7.3 9.3 24.7 |15.6
100.0(43.2 | 24.0 | 58.2 N/A | 10.4 | 12.0 4.9 26.6 |16.5
100.0(24.0 | 56.4 | 82.5 |29.7 | N/A | 9.5 13.3 16.2 |7.9
100.0|31.0 | 34.9 | 65.2 15.5 | N/A | 18.0 9.0 22.9 110.0
100.0|26.7 | 60.8 | 79.8 |37.7| 7.8 | 2.4 11.6 12.2 6.0
100.0(31.5 | 37.5 | 59.5 16.3 | 7.4 | 3.9 7.9 17.1 |8.4
100.0(27.6 | 67.6 | 82.6 |38.9| 5.4 | 5.2 13.1 11.7 |10.7
100.0|30.2 | 55.2 | 76.2 |32.2] 6.2 | 7.0 9.6 17.2 |7.1
100.0|39.2 | 68.7 | 82.3 18.2 | 14.5 | 5.1 19.3 9.6 8.9

ASEAN

100.0|40.8 | 41.2 | 66.2 8.8 | 7.0 | 10.4 12.1 21.1 |11.3
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OECD

)

2000 2.05
;2000
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2.18(0.30) |2.38(0.53) | 1.76(0.18) |2.16(0.33)
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.37(0.57) |1.76(0.20)

1.68(0.19) |2.26(0.60) | 1.54(0.16) | 1.76(0.28)

[\
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] 27 . . 2016 3
73 ~75 .
@ 74 ~75
* 130 -



4 ( )
2000 2011
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Area Studies

99 An Analysis of the China’s FTAAP Strategy and the Regional Eco-

nomic Integration Process

Abstract: With the “Beijing Roadmap ” laid out in the Beijing APEC meetings in
2014  the concept of the Asia-Pacific Free Trade Area ( FTAAP) has made considera—
ble progress in more than 10 years striding from vision into actual action. The FTAAP
strategy is an important part of China’s strategy for international peace and develop—
ment with two considerations for both domestic and foreign factors. In view of the sta—
tus quo of regional economic cooperation and the national positions the future develop—
ment of the FTAAP will face some obstacles. In the face of the grim situation and with—
in the context of the FTAAP strategy China needs to actively confront and strive a—
gainst it including insisting on continuing to build FTAAP to maintain national eco—
nomic security further engage with ASEAN to prevent it to turn to the United States;

promoting the cooperation between China and the United States on the platform of
building the FTAAP; and attaching importance to the strategic role of small and medi—
um-sized countries in the region.

Keywords: FTAAP strategy; economic cooperation; China’s choice

About the Author: Liu Haiquan is Associate Professor at Department of Humanities
and Social Sciences Shanghai University of International Business and Economies.

Liu Haiquan

117 An Analysis of the Transformation of the Asia-Pacific Economic
and Trade Cooperation Mechanism under the Leadership of China

Abstract: After the global economic experienced the impact of the financial crisis the
Asia-Pacific economy has become the center of the global economic recovery with its
strong anti—risk capacity and sustained vitality of development and therefore the status
and the importance of the Asia-Pacific region in the global geo-economic architecture
have increased synchronously. This structural upheaval quickly created an important
force in transforming the mechanisms of the economic governance of the Asia-Pacific
region and triggered significant changes in the patterns and rules of trade and invest—

ment in the Asia-Pacific region. Adhering to the development concepts of “openness
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tolerance mutual benefits and win-win” China establishes an orientation that is cor—
rect and of long-term values for the AsiaPacific economic and trade cooperation. Apart
from that China participates and leads in the reform and innovation of the multilateral
governance mechanisms of Asia-Pacific trade and investment while it actively exports
institutional public goods to the region and strives to promote the new economic order
in the Asia-Pacific region towards a more fair reasonable and perfect direction. In the
negotiations on an agreement of Asia-Pacific economic and trade cooperation in the fu—
ture China should actively try to introduce the management model of “negative lists”
and the principle of “pre-establishment national treatment” by making them fully em—
bodied in the relevant terms and contents and therefore to gradually promote the con—
tent of the bilateral and multilateral cooperation in the Asia-Pacific region to orderly
expand as well as to transform and upgrade the cooperation model.
Keywords: China the Asia-Pacific region economic governance reform leadership
About the Author: Chen Youjun is Associate Research Fellow at the Institute for
World Economy Studies Shanghai Institute of International Studies.

Chen Youjun

136  The Challenges and Impacts on India-US Relations after Trump

Came into power

Abstract: India-US relations confronted challenges after Trump took office. This is
mainly reflected in the new trends of Trump’s policy toward India the new changes in
the bilateral cooperation between India and the United States and the new adjustments
made to the Asia—Pacific rebalancing strategy. In this regard India’s domestic percep—
tions and reactions can be classified into the following four categories: Indian Prime
Minister Moody holds high expectations for India-US relations; Indian government offi—
cially is more concerned over them; India’s strategic circle is more rational, and the
responses of India’s media and the public are more positive. The future development of
India-US relations is influenced by the regional and foreign policies of both countries.

Although India and the United States have different economic interests Trump’s “A-
merica First” policy position constitutes a certain obstacle and the two sides also have
differences in some specific cooperation the common ground in strategic interests of
Indo—Pacific strategies of the two sides and the need for jointly responding to the rise

of China will promote the development of the bilateral relations and the diplomatic co—
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