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T
he literature review is com-
prised of two sections. The 
first section describes the 
current literature regarding 

the significance and applicability of 
the security dilemma concept in the 
current security relations between the 
United States and China. It provides 
the theoretical review of the origin and 
transformation of the security dilemma 
concept and, subsequently, investigates 
how international relations (IR) scholars 
use this concept to characterize some 
of the critical challenges in the current 
state of U.S.-China security affairs. 
The second section familiarizes read-
ers with the contemporary literature 
about China’s hybrid warfare within 
the framework of the security dilemma. 
As indicated below, the literature review 
begins with a review of the security di-
lemma between the United States and 
China.

Security Dilemma in U.S.-China Re-
lations

The security dilemma represents 
an unintended consequence of real-
ism’s self-help principle under the 
conditions of anarchy that is defined 
as the absence of world government 
in the international system.1 The real-
ist paradigm—a methodological and 
theoretical framework, as often claimed 
by its proponents—got its beginnings 
from the thoughts of the prominent 

ancient writers, such as Thucydides, 
Machiavelli, Hobbes, and Rousseau. 
Although this paradigm consists of vari-
ous subcategories, all realist theorists 
endorse the three main ideas: statism, 
survival, and self-help. There has been 
some debate about the influence of 
anarchy on the security dilemma and 
inter-state war. In contrast to offensive 
realists, defensive realists do not believe 
that security dilemma inevitably leads 
to conflict and war between sovereign 
states.2 Moreover, the security dilemma 
theorists have generally agreed that the 
core argument of the security dilemma 
concept is tied to the unavoidable un-
certainties associated with anarchy.3

John Herz and Herbert Butterfield 
are considered to be the inventors of 
the security dilemma concept. As the 
originator of this term, Herz argued 
that “uncertainty and anxiety”4 about 
the motivations and intentions of others 
“places man in this basic dilemma.”5

He also believed that, under extreme 
conditions, such dynamics could result 
in preemptive or preventive interstate 
wars.6 According to Bruce Jentleson, 
a preemptive war includes a commit-
ment to initiate military actions in the 
circumstances of last resort. In con-
trast, a preventive war is utilized to 
prevent a possible enemy from initiat-
ing conflict on its terms.7 Using the 
term “irreducible dilemma,” Butterfield 
also advanced this IR concept.8 He 
described the psychological dynamics 
causing the development of spirals of 
mistrust between states, even if neither 
actor had aggressive intentions.9 But-
terfield also disputed the possibility to 
overcome these dynamics that created 
such a condition of “Hobbesian fear.”10

By contrast, Herz claimed that better 
mutual empathy between potential ad-
versaries could mitigate the security 
dilemma.11 As a result, Herz laid the 
foundation for further theorizing of 
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security dilemma scholars, such as by 
Robert Jervis. 

Jervis made significant contributions 
to the transformation of the security di-
lemma concept. First, this scholar theo-
rized that the intensity of such dilemma 
depended on two conditions: the degree 
to which defensive and offensive weap-
ons and doctrines were distinguishable, 
as well as whether offense or defense was 
easier or cheaper to implement. In his 
view, technology and geography rep-
resented the primary material/physical 
regulators that could help ascertain the 
advantages of the defense versus the of-
fense.12 Section 4 describes how tech-
nology, which is illustrated through the 
advent of China’s cyber weapons, con-
tributes to the current U.S.-China secu-
rity dilemma. Second, Jervis argued that 
perceptual/psychological inputs (such 
as perceptions and misperceptions) 
could also interact with the physical/
material factors in regulating the in-
tensity of the security dilemma.13 He 
emphasized the influence of perceptual 
biases on this dilemma since the states 
“are likely to overestimate the extent to 
which an adversary’s aggressive behav-
ior is a manifestation of their inherent 
malign (or non-peaceful) intentions, 
and underestimate the extent to which 
these actions are in reaction to their 
own initiatives.”14 Section 3 illustrates 
how perceptual biases are manifested in 
the contemporary U.S.-China security 
dilemma.

IR theorists have used this concept 
to characterize many challenges in 
the current state of U.S.-China secu-
rity affairs, such as the recognition of 
the security dilemma and interpreta-
tion of China’s strategic motivations 
in the international political system. 
First, theorists have used this concept 
to discuss the degree to which either 
the United States or China have rec-
ognized the presence of such dilemma 
in their security affairs.15 According to 
Jervis, a security dilemma is magnified 
if states fail to understand and recognize 
its existence. In such circumstances, a 
state does not realize that its military 
build-up to preserve the status-quo may 
be misinterpreted as contemplation of 
aggression that, in turn, will trigger the 
military preparations of other states.16

Other scholars argue that the recogni-
tion of the security dilemma can benefit 
states so they can avoid it. Alastair John-
ston asserts that this recognition can 
assist states in a better understanding of 
their counterparties’ interests and threat 
perceptions.17 Adam Liff and G. John 
Ikenberry insist that such a recognition, 
manifested through “greater transpar-
ency can reduce uncertainty, thereby 
decreasing the risks of miscalculations 
that lead to war.”18 James Johnson also 
claims that greater comprehension of 
the variance between military capabili-
ties and strategic intentions is essen-
tial to circumvent misperceptions and 
misinterpretations.19 The United States 
typically conflates them, thus inferring 
from its assessment of China’s military 
capabilities the non-benign character 
of China’s strategic intentions. There-
fore, the scholar argues that the states’ 
aptitude to differentiate between mili-
tary capabilities and strategic intent 
represents a “critical analytical step in 
determining whether a state perceives 
the other as harboring ‘benign’ strategic 
intentions, or otherwise.”20

Closely related, there is another vig-
orous debate about the classification of 
China as a status-quo (“security seek-
er”) or a revisionist (“greedy”) power. 
Status-quo states strive to preserve the 
international order and its underlying 
principles, whereas the ones who seek 
change are termed as revisionist states.21

Also, a status-quo state, motivated by 
“security-seeking” intentions, means to 
acquire the power to preserve its po-
sition in the international system. By 
contrast, a revisionist state is driven by 
expansionist and belligerent military 
doctrines and foreign policies.22 Based 
on various contexts, China has been 
labeled as status-quo, revisionist, or 
unknown. For instance, China is de-
scribed as a status-quo state in regards 
to its insecurity about the U.S.-Japan 
alliance,23 Chinese or U.S. military 
doctrines,24 as well as engagement and 
adaptation to the existing international 
order.25 However, because of its asser-
tive foreign policy stance, other scholars 
classify China as a revisionist state.26

Lastly, other theorists and practitioners 
warn about the uncertainty behind the 
state’s real intentions behind their mili-

tary preparations. Similar uncertainty 
is also associated with China’s inten-
tions behind the escalation of its hybrid 
warfare. The next section familiarizes 
readers with the contemporary literature 
about this warfare within the frame-
work of the security dilemma.

China’s Hybrid Warfare
Since most of the research about the 

security dilemma was conceived during 
the bipolar structure of Cold War era’s 
international system, the issue of the 
security dilemma between an estab-
lished military power and an aspiring 
military power is still under-theorized 
outlines the main measures of “relative” 
military power (where one power would 
possess a comparative advantage over 
another), such as military capabilities, 
military spending, military technology, 
military-civil relations, overseas territory 
and bases, command structures, and 
training.27 In the after-Cold War inter-
national system, Shiping Tang advocates 
adding the “asymmetric distribution of 
military power” to the list of material 
regulators of the security dilemma.28

Scholars believe that the asymmetric 
U.S.-China military relations may be 
explained and managed by the better 
comprehension of how unequal power 
distribution regulates the security di-
lemma.29 Moreover, Johnson suggests 
that the exploration of hybrid warfare, 
as a “nascent IR sub-[theme] … could 
complement and augment security di-
lemma theorizing.”30

Despite much attention in military 
and academic circles, there is disagree-
ment about the definition and applica-
bility of hybrid warfare as a concept. 
Some scholars argue that this concept 
is not useful beyond the explanation 
of underlying strategies and tactics of 
this warfare.31 Other theorists and the 
Western security officials advocate the 
analytical value of hybrid warfare to 
comprehend the intricacy of contem-
porary security threats from an actor or 
actors who can utilize various capabili-
ties, often concurrently, to attain their 
specific strategic and tactical goals.32

This article employs the DOD’s and 
NATO’s definition of hybrid warfare. 
The DOD uses the term “hybrid threat” 
to describe hybrid warfare.33 NATO 
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describes the hybrid threat as one that 
is employed by enemies who can simul-
taneously utilize conventional and non-
conventional methods to reach their 
goals.34 Such means may consist of tra-
ditional and non-traditional warfighting 
tactics, the use of criminal disorder, and 
the various asymmetric techniques that 
can subdue an adversary’s strengths.35

Theorists also claim that hybrid warfare 
also may affect societal, informational, 
and economic weaknesses.36

Going beyond the debates about the 
utility and nature of hybrid warfare, 
scholars take issue with the perspective 
gap associated with the prevalence of 
Western views on hybrid warfare after 
Russia’s 2014 actions in Crimea.37 These 
theorists argue that hybrid warfare in 
the Asian context has its distinct char-
acteristics. Such unique features include 
the partiality for hybridity during Asian 
history, the connection to Asian mari-
time geography, and the preference of a 
relatively weak military power.38 Other 

theorists also claim that hybrid warfare 
is a context-specific mode of warfare 
that differs for both state and non-state 
actors.39 Lately, there is even more em-
phasis on its aspects as a context-specific 
strategy. Alexander Lanoszka classifies 
Russian hybrid approach as a strategy 
of a revisionist power.40 However, in 
the Asian context, this warfare “can 
be a strategy of both anti-status quo 
and status-quo powers.”41 The previous 
section describes the debate about the 
classification of China as a status-quo 
or anti-status quo power that, in turn, 
affects the deliberation about the state’s 
intentions behind its escalating hybrid 
warfare.

The Asian context significantly af-
fects China’s concept of hybrid warfare. 
First, the state’s hybrid-like approach 
to military strategy has been prevalent 
throughout its history.42 According to 
Weichong Ong, “the roots of the Chi-
nese multi-dimensional approach to war 
… harken back to older civilizational 

tradition where the relative advantage is 
more important than immediate battle-
field victories.”43 Although China seems 
to be applying Russia’s experience in 
Ukraine,44 its multi-faceted approach 
to warfare precedes Russian military’s 
innovative thinking in “addressing 
weaknesses and avoiding strengths.”45

Second, China’s maritime geography 
impacts its choices of hybrid strategies. 
Francois Joyax argues that, in contrast 
to Europe, Asia’s maritime domain plays 
“the central role … in connecting (or 
dividing) the majority of regional ac-
tors.”46 Ji You informs that U.S-China 
tension over the maritime domain is 
“now structured into global geostrate-
gic strife.”47 Therefore, China’s quest 
for sovereign control over the maritime 
landscape has generated the develop-
ment of its hybrid maritime capabili-
ties.48 Section 4 describes this warfare 
in more detail. Third, because of the 
“asymmetric distribution of military 
power,” China prefers using hybrid war-
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fare as a weaker party.49 In doing so, 
this strategy generates “an impasse in 
the form of deterrent stalemate” while 
evading open warfare with the United 
States.50

Lastly, China’s military doctrine, 
which has been shaped by the “asym-
metric distribution of military power” 
within the U.S.-China security dilem-
ma, also influences its hybrid warfare. 
According to China’s White Paper 2008, 
the state’s military strategy is “active 
defense,” which includes “defensive op-
erations, self-defense and striking and 
getting to the better of the enemy only 
after the enemy started to attack.”51 The 
evaluation of China’s national security 
publications and the secondary sourc-
es associated with its military strategy 
points out the state’s growing focus on 
the expansion of its multi-dimensional 
military capabilities; emphasis on mari-
time and cyber spheres;52 civilian-mil-
itary integration for cyber warfare;53

and cyber espionage.54

As mentioned earlier, the security di-
lemma, by definition, is a predicament 
where states can never really be sure 
of the relative correlations of power. 
Therefore, in such a context, China’s 
hybrid warfare, “one that is premised 
on the constant search of strategic ad-
vantage,”55 is a calculated viable strat-
egy to offset U.S. military superiority. 
This article agrees with the IR scholars’ 
assertions that, in the after-Cold War 
international system, the “asymmet-
ric distribution of military power” can 
also materially regulate the security di-
lemma. The impact of China’s hybrid 
warfare exacerbates the effect of this 
regulator, thereby intensifying the con-
temporary security dilemma. The next 
sections describe the evolution of the 
U.S.-China security dilemma as well as 
the influence of escalating China’s hy-
brid warfare on this security dilemma. 

Section Three: Evolution of U.S.-
China Security Dilemma

As presented below, the evolution of 
U.S.-China security dilemma provides 
context for the analysis by demonstrat-
ing the escalation of perceptions of in-
security from both powers, especially 
over the past decade. Since during the 
first two decades of the Cold War, the 

United States adhered to the contain-
ment strategy against China, the se-
curity dilemma between the states did 
not exist.56 Containment is a defensive 
strategy that serves as an alternative to 
war.57 In the last decades of the Cold 
War, the United States aligned with 
China because of the “shared strategic 
mistrust of the Soviet Union.”58 After 
the evaporation of Soviet Union’s threat 

in the early 1990s, the security dilemma 
slowly emerged as the United States be-
came concerned about China’s emerging 
military capabilities while China feared 
the U.S. reinstatement of containing 
China.59 Subsequently, the U.S. focus 
on terrorist threats as well as China’s 
reassurance strategy of building an im-
age of a responsible emerging state kept 
the security dilemma from spiraling into 
an international conflict.60 As described 
in the next sections, the current secu-
rity dilemma between the two coun-
tries emerged due to the acceleration 
of insecurity perceptions from both the 
United States and China over the past 
decade.

Understanding The Current Security 
Dilemma: The U.S. Side

In recent years, the security di-
lemma between the two powers has 
significantly intensified. From the 
U.S. perspective, China, as the rap-
idly rising power, challenges the es-
tablished power, the United States, in 
all aspects of international relations.61

Under President Barack Obama, the 
United States generally welcomed the 
rise of China and sought a construc-
tive relationship to enhance the pros-
perity and security of both nations.62

By contrast, President Donald Trump’s 
administration identifies China as a 
long-term strategic competitor.63 The 
United States also shows its awareness 

about the Thucydides Trap: a theory 
that warns about the unavoidability of 
a war between the rising power (China) 
and the established power (the United 
States).64 The rising power’s demand for 
influence and respect triggers insecurity 
from an established power, and, for this 
reason, potential conflicts are possible 
in such an environment. Thus, China’s 
perceived pursuit of hegemony, namely 
Indo-Pacific regional hegemony in the 
short-term and global hegemony in the 
future, based on its growing expansion-
ism as well as its military moderniza-
tion, represents the primary issue of 
concern for the United States. Expan-
sionism is defined as a policy focused 
on territorial or economic expansion.65

According to realism, a hegemon is a 
“state that dominates all other states in 
the system.”66 That is, a leading power 
that achieves hegemony is the one that 
projects its power on the other states in 
its sphere of influence. 

The United States believes that 
China is increasingly challenging its 
hegemony in Asia. For the past few 
years, assertive Chinese policies in the 
Indo-Pacific region have challenged not 
only the territorial status quo but also 
the rule of international law in such 
disputes.67 In doing so, the United 
States fears that China strives to un-
dermine the current international or-
der and its underlying principles. For 
example, China escalated the East 
China Sea’s disputes by declaring an 
“air defense identification zone” above 
Japan’s Senkaku Islands in 2012 and by 
sending its fishing boats and powerful 
military forces into that area in 2016. 
In the South China Sea, the country 
did not allow the Philippines to access 
the Scarborough Shoal and also drilled 
oil near the contested Paracel Islands 
while ignoring Vietnamese protests 
about its historical claims to the area.68

In 2014, China also reclaimed land near 
the seven reefs under Chinese control 
in the Spratly Islands. By turning these 
artificial islands into military bases, the 
country has established the foundation 
for control over the South China Sea, 
the primary pathway between the In-
dian and Pacific Oceans that carries 
about one-third of international mari-
time trade.69 The United States inter-

The United States be-
lieves that China is in-
creasingly challenging 
its hegemony in Asia.
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prets such actions as a demonstration 
of China’s disregard for international 
law and its willingness to proceed with 
its unilateral goals while intimidating 
other countries in the region. Such 
moves can not only hinder U.S. alli-
ances and partnerships but also reduce 
its capability to project its influence in 
Asia. An emboldened China may also 
pursue its strategic interests outside the 
Indo-Pacific region as it continues to 
undermine the United States’ domi-
nance globally.70

From the U.S. point of view, fol-
lowing the strategies of past hegemons, 
China is also rapidly modernizing its 
military. China’s perceived pursuit of 
hegemony replicates its behavior under 
the Qing imperial dynasty (established 
in 1636 and ruled China from 1644 to 
1912) that conquered “all of modern 
Xinjiang, and Mongolia, and reached 
Tibet.”71 Therefore, the United States 
interprets such a military moderniza-
tion as proof that contemporary China 
still believes in expanding its influence 
through the use of military force. For 
instance, during the past decade, the 
country has not only increased the 
rate of its military spending but also 
reformed its military organizations. Fur-
thermore, China’s army has enforced 
the doctrine of anti-access, area denial 
(A2/AD), which hinders the U.S. de-
ployed forces.72 According to David 
Ochmanek, the primary elements of 
this doctrine are

accurate ballistic and cruise missiles; 
near-real-time surveillance and recon-
naissance systems; hardened, redun-
dant command-and-control networks; 
electronic warfare (jamming) systems; 
antisatellite weapons, and cyber weap-
ons.73

The country has also built coastguard 
vessels to patrol its maritime territory 
and improved its conventional ballis-
tic missiles that can endanger the U.S. 
naval ports and airbases in the region, 
as far as Andersen Air Force Base in 
Guam.74 The United States is also con-
cerned that to proceed with its plans for 
global hegemony China established its 
first military base in Djibouti in 2017, 
with the probable intentions of building 
more military bases on the East African 
coast.75 Thus, such a program may in-

crease Chinese capabilities to constrain 
the efforts of not only the U.S. military 
but also the attempts of its allies and 
partners to maintain both a regional and 
global balance of power. As discussed 
above, the perceived Chinese expansion-
ism and military modernization repre-
sent crucial matters of concern for the 
United States.

Understanding The Current Security 
Dilemma: The Chinese Side

By contrast, China’s perception of 
insecurity stems from the following 
factors: the U.S. interference in the 
South and East China Seas’ conflicts, 
the 2011 Pacific Pivot, and the contem-
porary focus of the U.S. military on 
the Indo-Pacific region. China’s leaders 
believe that the strategic distrust be-
tween the countries, which is defined 
as “mutual distrust of long-term inten-
tions,” is caused by the U.S. attitude, 
policies, and misperceptions.76 First, 
the U.S. interference in the conflicts 
of the South and East China deeply 
aggravates the security dilemma. The 
Chinese leaders, such as Li Keqiang, 
claim that “expansion is not in the 
Chinese DNA.”77 Instead, they assert 
that China’s current territorial claims 
indicate a resolve to restore its sover-
eign territory that was reduced by the 

past foreign conquests when China was 
weak.78 China not only desires the re-
spect it enjoyed as an ancient civiliza-
tion but also strives for the return to its 
rightful position in the international 
system, after having suffered through 
the “century of humiliation,” which 
was the period between the mid-19th 
century’s Opium Wars and the Chinese 
Communist Party’s 1949 victory in the 
civil war. During this period, China 
endured multiple military defeats and 
agreed to unequal treaties with outside 
powers. “In essence, it is China’s time 
now to regain what it has lost, but the 

United States stands in its way.”79 In 
short, China argues that the country 
defends its regional status quo from the 
U.S. threatening posture. China also 
perceives that the United States aggra-
vates the security dilemma by escalating 
the tensions in the region by allowing its 
allies “willfully, or naively … to pursue 
their claims at Chinese expense in the 
expectation that the United States will 
stand up to China.”80

Second, from China’s point of view, 
the 2011 Pacific Pivot, a rebalancing 
initiative in the Asia-Pacific region, also 
greatly intensified the security dilemma. 
The primary objective of such a policy 
was “to devote more effort to influenc-
ing the development of the Asia-Pacific’s 
norms and rules, particularly as China 
emerges as an ever-more influential re-
gional power.”81 China perceived such 
an initiative to solidify the U.S. hege-
monic influence against an emerging 
China. The DOD’s 2014 Quadrennial 
Review not only prioritized the 2011 
Pacific Pivot but also described a rebal-
ancing proposal to move the military 
resources from the Middle East to the 
Pacific. The strategy included stationing 
of sixty percent of U.S. naval assets in 
the region as well as the strengthening 
of military alliances with Asia-Pacific 
countries.82 Alliances between sovereign 

states are described as “associations of 
states for collective security or other 
mutual interest.”83 The fortification of 
the U.S. security relations with Japan, 
the Philippines, and Vietnam “[aug-
mented] Chinese paranoia and per-
ception of being encircled.”84 Jianqun 
Teng claims that “from then on, the 
Chinese government has been willing 
to protect its national interests not only 
through diplomacy but also through 
law enforcement and use of the mili-
tary.”85 Therefore, due to the perception 
of threat sparked by the 2011 Pacific 
Pivot, China decided to accelerate its 

From the U.S. point of view, following the strategies 
of past hegemons, China is also rapidly modernizing 
its military.
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military capabilities within the South 
China Sea’s maritime theater in 2012.

Third, Trump’s administration is ex-
pected to continue with the expansion 
of the U.S. military forces within the 
Indo-Pacific region. The 2018 National 
Defense Strategy classifies China as a 
revisionist power, a state that strives 
to change the established balance of 
power in the “resilient, but weakening, 
post-WWII international order.”86 The 
Trump administration’s proposal to un-
dertake a major military modernization 
program, strengthen alliances, and at-
tract new security partners further dem-
onstrates that the current U.S. approach 
to foreign policy emphasizes military 
defense versus diplomacy. Therefore, 
the U.S. criticism about the rise of Chi-
na’s military capabilities are generally 
considered as hypocritical: “If China’s 
motives for military modernization are 
to be questioned, then what explains 
America’s motivation to seek absolute 
military superiority?”87 Since China’s 
leaders are particularly concerned about 
the U.S. off-shore strike power, they 
consider the development of A2/AD 
capabilities as a defensive requirement 
to counter any U.S. military interven-
tions.88 In sum, the current strategic 
distrust between China and the United 
States endangers their bilateral relations. 
China believes that the United States 
strives to reestablish the containment 
strategy to prevent the country from 
obtaining military and strategic influ-
ence not only in Asia but also on the 
global stage.89 By contrast, the United 
States intends to maintain its military 
superiority to counter perceived China’s 
expansionism and military moderniza-
tion. The aforementioned factors and 
subsequent perceptions of insecurity 
from both countries have contributed 
to the current security dilemma between 
the United States and China. The next 
part of this article analyzes how China’s 
escalating hybrid warfare impacts the 
contemporary U.S.-China security di-
lemma.

Notes

1. Robert Jervis, Perception and Misperception In 
International Politics, (Princeton, NJ: Princeton 
University Press, 1976).

2. T & B. Schmidt, “Realism,” in John Baylis, 
Steve Smith, and Patricia Owens, eds., The Glo-
balization of World Politics: An Introduction To 
International Relations, (Oxford: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 2017); and John Mearsheimer, 
The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, (New York, 
NY: W.W. Norton & Company, Inc., 2014). 

3. John H. Herz, “Idealist Internationalism 
and The Security Dilemma,” World Politics, 
(Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 
January 1950); and John H. Herz, Political Real-
ism and Political Idealism: A Study In Theories 
And Realities, (Chicago, IL: University of Chi-
cago Press, 1951); Robert Jervis, “Cooperation 
under the Security Dilemma,” World Politics, 
(Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 
January 1978); and Shiping Tang, “The Secu-
rity Dilemma: A Conceptual Analysis,” Security 
Studies, (Milton Park, UK: Taylor & Francis, 
2009).

4. “Idealist Internationalism and the Security 
Dilemma.” 

5. Political Realism and Political Idealism.

6. John H. Herz, International Politics in the 
Atomic Age, (New York, NY: Columbia Uni-
versity Press, 1962). 

7. Bruce W. Jentleson, American Foreign Policy: 
The Dynamics of Choice in the 21st Century, (5th 
ed.), (New York, NY: W.W. Norton & Com-
pany, Inc., 2014). 

8. Herbert Butterfield, History and Human Rela-
tions, (London, UK: Collins, 1951).

9. N.J. Wheeler, “To Put Oneself into the 
Other Fellow’s Place: John Herz, the Security 
Dilemma and the Nuclear Age,” International 
Relations, (Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Pub-
lishing, 2008). 

10. History and Human Relations. 

11. “To Put Oneself into the Other Fellow’s 
Place.”

12. “Cooperation under the Security Dilemma.”

13. Robert Jervis, Perception and Mispercep-
tion in International Politics, (Princeton, NJ: 
Princeton University Press, 1976); and “The 
Security Dilemma.”

14. James S. Johnson, The U.S.-China Mili-
tary and Defense Relationship During The First 
Obama Administration 2009–2013: Deterio-
rating Military Relations In The Asia-Pacific, 
Washington’s Strategic and Military Responses 

and Security Dilemma Explanations, (doctoral 
thesis, University of Leicester, 2016), available 
at https://leicester.academia.edu.

15. Thomas J. Christensen, “China, the U.S.-
Japan Alliance, and the Security Dilemma in 
East Asia,” International Security, (Cambridge, 
MA: MIT Press, 1999); Thomas J. Christensen, 
“The Contemporary Security Dilemma: De-
terring a Taiwan Conflict,” The Washington 
Quarterly, (Milton Park, UK: Taylor & Francis, 
2002); Alastair I. Johnston, “Beijing’s Security 
Behavior in the Asia-Pacific: Is China a Dissatis-
fied Power?” in J.J. Suh, Peter J. Katzenstein, 
and Allen Carlson, eds., Rethinking Security 
in East Asia (Studies in Asian Security), (Stan-
ford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2004); 
Alastair I. Johnston, “How New and Assertive 
is China’s New Assertiveness?,” International 
Security, (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2013); Y. 
Deng, “Reputation and the Security Dilemma: 
China Reacts to the China Threat Theory,” in 
Alastair I. Johnston and Robert S. Ross, eds.,  
New Directions In The Study Of China’s For-
eign Policy, (Stanford, CA: Stanford University 
Press, 2006); Ken Booth and Nicholas Wheeler, 
The Security Dilemma: Fear, Cooperation, and 
Trust in World Politics, (New York, NY: Palgrave 
Macmillan, 2008); Andrew Scobell, “Learning 
to Rise Peacefully? China and the Security Di-
lemma,” Journal of Contemporary China, (Mil-
ton Park, UK: Taylor & Francis, 2012); Adam 
P. Liff and G. John Ikenberry, “Racing Toward 
Tragedy: China’s Rise, Military Competition 
in the Asia-Pacific, and the Security Dilemma,” 
International Security, (Cambridge, MA: MIT 
Press, 2014); and The U.S.-China Military and 
Defense Relationship During The First Obama 
Administration 2009–2013.

16. “Cooperation under the Security Dilemma.”

17. Alastair Johnston, “Is China a Status Quo-
power?” International Security, (Cambridge, 
MA: MIT Press, 2003).

18. “Racing Toward Tragedy.” 

19. The U.S.-China Military and Defense Rela-
tionship during the First Obama Administration 
2009–2013. 

20. Ibid.

21. Jason Davidson, The Origins of Revisionist 
and Status-Quo States, (New York, NY: Palgrave 
Macmillan, 2006).

22. Charles Glaser, “The Security Dilemma 
Revisited,” World Politics, (Cambridge, UK: 
Cambridge University Press, 1997); Andrew 
Kydd, “Sheep in Sheep’s Clothing: Why Se-

https://mca-marines.org/gazette
https://leicester.academia.edu


www.mca-marines.org/gazette 51Marine Corps Gazette • November 2020

curity Seekers Do Not Fight Each Other?,” 
Security Studies, (Milton Park, UK: Taylor & 
Francis, 1997). 

23. “China, the U.S.-Japan Alliance, and the 
Security Dilemma in East Asia.”

24. Baohui Zhang, “The Security Dilemma in 
the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship: 
The Prospects for Arms Control,” Asian Survey, 
(Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 
2011); David Gompert, Hans Binnendijk, and 
Bonny Lin, Blinders, Blunders, and Wars, (Santa 
Monica, CA: RAND, 2014); and The U.S.-
China Military and Defense Relationship during 
the First Obama Administration 2009–2013.

25. Sun Zhe, “Building a Security Community 
in the Asia-Pacific Region: Can China Con-
tribute?,” American Foreign Policy Interests, 
(Milotn Park, UK: Taylor & Francis, 2015); 
Lionel Vairon, China Threat? The Challenges, 
Myths, and Realities of China’s Rise, (Jericho, 
NY: CN Times Book Inc., 2013). 

26. Thomas Christensen, “The Contemporary 
Security Dilemma: Deterring a Taiwan Con-
flict,” The Washington Quarterly, (Cambridge, 
MA: The MIT Press, 2002); Michael Swaine, 
“Perceptions of an Assertive China,” China 
Leadership Monitor, (Stanford, CA: Hoover 
Institution, Spring 2010); Andrew Krepinevich, 
“How to Deter China,” Foreign Affairs, (March/
April 2015), available at https://www.foreignaf-
fairs.com; Jennifer Lind, “Asia’s Other Revi-
sionist Power,” Foreign Affairs, (March/April 
2017), available at https://www.foreignaffairs.
com; Oriana Mastro, “The Stealth Superpower: 
How China Hid Its Global Ambitions,” Foreign 
Affairs, (January/February 2019), available at 
https://www.foreignaffairs.com.

27. Sukanta Acharya, “Security Dilemmas in 
Asia,” International Studies, (Thousand Oaks, 
CA: SAGE, 2007); and The U.S.-China Military 
and Defense Relationship during the First Obama 
Administration 2009–2013; and “The Security 
Dilemma.” 

28. “The Security Dilemma.”

29. Ibid; and The U.S.-China Military and 
Defense Relationship During the First Obama 
Administration 2009–2013.

30. The U.S.-China Military and Defense Rela-
tionship during the First Obama Administration 
2009–2013.

31. Christopher Paul, “Confessions of a Hybrid 
Warfare Skeptic,” Small Wars Journal, (March 
2016), available at http://smallwarsjournal.

com; Mark Galeotti, “Hybrid, Ambiguous, 
and Non-Linear? How New Is Russia’s ‘New 
Way of War?,’” Small Wars and Insurgencies, 
(Milton Park, UK: Taylor & Francis, 2016); 
Nadia Schadlow, “The Problem with Hybrid 
Warfare,” War on the Rocks, (April 2015), avail-
able at https://warontherocks.com; and Damien 
Van Puyvelde, “Hybrid War—Does It Even 
Exist?,” NATO Review, (May 2015), available 
at http://www.nato.int.

32. Andrew Radin, Hybrid Warfare in the Bal-
tics: Threats and Responses, (Santa Monica, CA: 
RAND, 2017); Ministry of Defence, Land Op-
erations: Army Doctrine Publication AC 71940, 
(Wiltshire, UK: Land Warfare Development 
Centre, 2017); and Department of Army, Uni-
fied Land Operations (ADP. 3-0), (Washington, 
DC: 2011). 

33. Matthew Rojansky and Michael Kofman, “A 
Closer Look at Russia’s ‘Hybrid War,’” Kennan 
Cable N 7, (April 2015), available at https://
www.wilsoncenter.org.

34. North Atlantic Treaty Organisation, Bi-SC 
Input to A New NATO Capstone Concept for 
the Military Contribution to Countering Hybrid 
Threats, NATO, (August 2010), available at 
https://www.act.nato.int. 

35. Frank Hoffman, “Conf lict in the 21st 
Century: The Rise of Hybrid Wars,” Potomac 
Institute for Policy Studies, (December 2007), 
available at http://www.potomacinstitute.org; 
P.R. Mansoor, “Introduction: Hybrid Warfare 
in History,” in Williamson Murray and P.R. 
Mansoor, eds., Hybrid Warfare: Fighting Com-
plex Operations from the Ancient World to the 
Present, (New York, NY: Cambridge University 
Press 2012); and Staff, Marine Corps Vision & 
Strategy 2025, (Arlington, VA: Office of Naval 
Research, 2008). 

36. Julian Lindley-French, “NATO and New 
Ways of Warfare: Defeating Hybrid Threats,” 
NATO Defense College Conference Report, 
(Rome: NATO Defense College, 2015); Hy-
brid Warfare in the Baltics; Erik Reichborn-
Kjennerud, and Patrick Cullen, What Is Hybrid 
Warfare?, (Oslo: Norwegian Institute of Inter-
national Affairs, 2016). 

37. Chiyuki Aoi, Madoka Futamura, and Alessio 
Patalano, “Introduction ‘Hybrid Warfare in Asia: 
Its Meaning and Shape,’” The Pacific Review, 
(Milton Park, UK: Taylor & Francis, 2018); and 
W. Weichong Ong, “The Rise of Hybrid Actors 
in the Asia-Pacific,” The Pacific Review, (Milton 
Park, UK: Taylor & Francis, 2018).

38. Ibid; Alessio Patalano, “When Strategy Is 
‘Hybrid’ and Not ‘Grey’: Reviewing Chinese 
Military and Constabulary Coercion at Sea,” 
The Pacific Review, (Milton Park, UK: Taylor & 
Francis, 2018); and Sugio Takashi, “Develop-
ment of Gray-Zone Deterrence: Concept Build-
ing and Lessons from Japan’s Experience,” The 
Pacific Review, (Milton Park, UK: Taylor & 
Francis, 2018). 

39. Ian Bowers, “The Use and Utility of Hybrid 
Warfare on the Korean Peninsula,” The Pacific 
Review, (Milton Park, UK: Taylor & Francis, 
2018); and J.M. Calha, Hybrid Warfare: NATO’s 
New Strategic Challenge?, (Brussels: NATO Par-
liamentary Assembly, Defense, and Security 
Committee, 2015).

40. Alexander Lanoszka, “Russian Hybrid 
Warfare and Extended Deterrence in Eastern 
Europe,” International Affairs, (Oxford, UK: 
Oxford University Press, 2016).

41. “Hybrid Warfare in Asia.”

42. Ibid.

43. “The Rise of Hybrid Actors in the Asia-
Pacific.”

44. Lora Saalman, “Little Grey Men: China and 
the Ukraine Crisis,” Survival: Global Politics and 
Strategy, (Milton Park, UK: Taylor & Francis, 
November 2016). 

45. Dmitry Adamsky, “Cross-Domain Coer-
cion: The Current Russian Art of Strategy,” 
IFRI, (November 2016), available at https://
www.ifri.org; and Sun Tzu and Sin Pin, The 
Complete Art of War, (Bolder CO: Westover 
Press, 1996).

46. “Hybrid Warfare in Asia.”

47. Ji You, “The Sino-U.S. ‘Cat-and-Mouse’ 
Game Concerning Freedom of Navigation and 
Flights: An Analysis of Chinese Perspectives,” 
Journal of Strategic Studies, (Milton Park, UK: 
Taylor & Francis, October 2016).

48. “The Rise of Hybrid Actors in the Asia-
Pacific”; and “When Strategy is ‘Hybird’ and 
Not ‘Grey.’” 

49. Mingda Qiu, “China’s Science of Military 
Strategy: Cross-Domain Concepts in the 2013 
Edition,” CDD Working Paper, (La Jolla, CA: 
UCSD, September 2015).

50. “Hybird Warfare in Asia.”

https://mca-marines.org/gazette
http://fairs.com
https://www.foreignaffairs.com
https://warontherocks.com
https://www.nato.int/
https://www.wilsoncenter.org/
https://www.act.nato.int
https://potomacinstitute.org/
https://www.ifri.org/


52 www.mca-marines.org/gazette Marine Corps Gazette • November 2020

IDEAS & ISSUES (STRATEGY & POLICY)

51. Ministry of National Defense, White Pa-
per 2008, China’s National Defense in 2008, 
(Beijing, ROC: Information Office of the State 
Council of the People’s Republic of China, Janu-
ary 2009).

52. Michael Chase and Arthur Chan, China’s 
Evolving Approach to “Integrated Strategic Deter-
rence,” (Santa Monica, CA: RAND, 2016); Ben 
She Yi Ming, The Science of Military Strategy, 
(Beijing, ROC: Academy of Military Sciences, 
2005); Department of Defense, Annual Report 
to Congress: Military and Security Developments 
Involving the People’s Republic of China 2017, 
(Washington, DC: May 2017); Department 
of Defense, The Asia-Pacific Maritime Security 
Strategy: Achieving U.S. National Security Objec-
tives in a Changing Environment, (Washington, 
DC: 2015); M. Taylor Fravel, “China’s New 
Military Strategy: ‘Winning Informationized 
Local Wars,’” China Brief, (Washington, DC: 
The Jamestown Foundation, July 2015); Kevin 
Pollpeter, “Chinese Writings on Cyberwarfare 
and Coercion,” in China and Cybersecurity: 
Espionage, Strategy, and Politics in the Digital 
Domain, Jon Lindsay, Tai Ming Cheung, and 
Derek Reveron, eds., (Oxford, UK: Oxford 
Scholarship Online, 2015).

53. Segio Miracola, “Commentary: Chinese 
Hybrid Warfare,” Italian Institute for Interna-
tional Political Studies, (December 2018), avail-
able at https://www.ispionline.it; and Robert 
Sheldon and Joe McReynolds, “Civil-Military 
Integration and Cybersecurity,” in China and 
Cybersecurity: Espionage, Strategy, and Politics 
in the Digital Domain, Jon Lindsay, Tai Ming 
Cheung, and Derek Reveron, eds., (Oxford, 
UK: Oxford Scholarship Online, 2015).

54. Nigel Inkster, “The Chinese Intelligence 
Agencies,” in China and Cybersecurity: Espio-
nage, Strategy, and Politics in the Digital Domain, 
Jon Lindsay, Tai Ming Cheung, and Derek 
Reveron, eds., (Oxford, UK: Oxford Scholar-
ship Online, 2015).

55. “The Rise of Hybrid Actors in the Asia-
Pacific.”

56. Bao Daozu, “U.S. Denies China ‘Contain-
ment,’” China Daily, (November 2010), avail-
able at http://www.chinadaily.com.cn.

57. John Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great 
Power Politics, (New York, NY: W.W. Norton 
& Company, April 2014). 

58. The Rivals, the Economist.

59. Nicholas Kristof, “The Rise of China,” 
Foreign Affairs, (November/December 1993), 
available at https://www.foreignaffairs.com; and 

Bruce Jentleson, American Foreign Policy: The 
Dynamics of Choice in the 21st Century, (New 
York, NY: W.W. Norton & Company, 2013). 

60. Avery Goldstein, Rising to the Challenge: 
China’s Grand Strategy and International Secu-
rity, (Palo Alto, CA: Stanford University Press, 
2005); and T.J. Christensen and M.A. Glosny, 
“China: Sources of Stability in U.S. China Se-
curity Relations,” in Strategic Asia 2003–04: 
Fragility and Crisis, (Washington, DC: The 
National Bureau of Asian Research, 2003).

61. Graham Allison, “China vs. America: Man-
aging the Next Clash of Civilizations,” Foreign 
Affairs, (September/October 2017), available at 
https://www.foreignaffairs.com. 

62. The White House, National Security Strategy 
of the United States, (Washington, DC: Febru-
ary 2015). 

63. U.S. Department of Defense, Summary of 
National Defense Strategy of the United States: 
Sharpening the American Military’s Competitive 
Edge, (Washington, DC: 2018). 

64. “China vs America.”

65. “American Foreign Policy.”

66. The Tragedy of Great Power Politics. 

67. Andrew Krepinevich Jr., “How to Deter 
China: The Case for Archipelagic Defense,” 
Foreign Affairs, (March/April 2015), available 
at https://www.foreignaffairs.com.

68. Jennifer Lind, “Asia’s Other Revisionist 
Power: Why U.S. Grand Strategy Unnerves 
China,” Foreign Affairs, (March/April 2017), 
available at https://www.foreignaffairs.com. 

69. Ely Ratner, “Course Correction: How to 
Stop China’s Maritime Advance,” Foreign Af-
fairs, (July/August 2017), available at https://
www.foreignaffairs.com. 

70. The Tragedy of Great Power Politics.

71. “Asia’s Other Revisionist Power.”

72. Evan Montgomery, “Contested Primacy in 
the Western Pacific: China’s Rise and the Future 
of U.S. Power Projection,” International Security, 
(Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, Spring 2014). 

73. David Ochmanek, “Sustaining U.S. Leader-
ship in the Asia-Pacific Region: Why a Strat-
egy of Direct Defense Against Antiaccess and 
Area Denial Threats is Desirable and Feasible,” 
RAND, (2015), available at https://www.rand.
org. 

74. “Asia’s Other Revisionist Power.”

75. Jennifer Lind, “Life in China’s Asia: What 
Regional Hegemony Would Look Like,” Foreign 
Affairs, (March/April 2018), available at https://
www.foreignaffairs.com.

76. Wang Jisi and Kenneth G. Lieberthal, Ad-
dressing U.S.-China Strategic Distrust, (Wash-
ington, DC: Brookings Institute, 2012). 

77. Elizabeth Economy, “History With Chinese 
Characteristics: How China’s Imagined Past 
Shapes Its Present,” Foreign Affairs, (July/August 
2017), available at https://www.foreignaffairs.
com.

78. Chinese Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Diaoyu 
Dao, An Inherent Territory of China, (Beijing, 
ROC: September 2012); Blinders, Blunders, 
and Wars; and People’s Republic of China, Law 
of the People’s Republic of China on the Territo-
rial Sea and Contiguous Zone, (Beijing, ROC: 
February 1992). 

79. Blinders, Blunders, and Wars. 

80. Ibid. 

81. Mark E. Manyin et al., Pivot to the Pacific? 
The Obama Administration’s “Rebalancing” To-
ward Asia, (Washington, DC: Congressional 
Research Service, 2012). 

82. Department of Defense, 2014 Quadrennial 
Defense Review, (Washington, DC: 2014).

83. American Foreign Policy. 

84. Blinders, Blunders, and Wars.

85. Teng.

86. Summary of National Defense Strategy of the 
United States: Sharpening the American Military’s 
Competitive Edge. 

87. Nina Hachigan, Debating China: The 
U.S.-China Relationship in Ten Conversations, 
(Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 2014). 

88. Blinders, Blunders, and Wars. 

89. The Economist, “What China Wants?,” 
(August 2014), available at www.economist.
com.

https://mca-marines.org/gazette
https://www.ispionline.it
http://www.chinadaily.com.cn
https://www.foreignaffairs.com
https://www.foreignaffairs.com
https://www.foreignaffairs.com
https://www.foreignaffairs.com
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/

	Pages from LNECK_NOV2020web.pdf
	edit_MCG_NOV2020.pdf
	MCG_COV1
	MCG_COV2
	MCG_01
	MCG_02
	MCG_03
	MCG_04
	MCG_05
	MCG_06
	MCG_07
	MCG_08
	MCG_09
	MCG_10
	MCG_11
	MCG_12
	MCG_13
	MCG_14
	MCG_15
	MCG_16
	MCG_17
	MCG_18
	MCG_19
	MCG_20
	MCG_21
	MCG_22
	MCG_23
	MCG_24
	MCG_25
	MCG_26
	MCG_27
	MCG_28
	MCG_29
	MCG_30
	MCG_31
	MCG_32
	MCG_33
	MCG_34
	MCG_35
	MCG_36
	MCG_37
	MCG_38
	MCG_39
	MCG_40
	MCG_41
	MCG_42
	MCG_43
	MCG_44
	MCG_45
	MCG_46
	MCG_47
	MCG_48
	MCG_49
	MCG_50
	MCG_51
	MCG_52
	MCG_53
	MCG_54
	MCG_55
	MCG_56
	MCG_57
	MCG_58
	MCG_59
	MCG_60
	MCG_61
	MCG_62
	MCG_63
	MCG_64
	MCG_65
	MCG_66
	MCG_67
	MCG_68
	MCG_69
	MCG_70
	MCG_71
	MCG_72
	MCG_73
	MCG_74
	MCG_75
	MCG_76
	MCG_77
	MCG_78
	MCG_79
	MCG_80
	MCG_81
	MCG_82
	MCG_83
	MCG_84
	MCG_85
	MCG_86
	MCG_87
	MCG_88
	MCG_89
	MCG_90
	MCG_91
	MCG_92
	MCG_93
	MCG_94
	MCG_95
	MCG_96
	MCG_97
	MCG_98
	MCG_99
	MCG_100
	MCG_101
	MCG_102
	MCG_103
	MCG_104
	MCG_COV3
	MCG_COV4




