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The Judgement of International Order
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[ Abstract] The world is undergoing changes unseen in a century, changes in the global
governance system and the international order are speeding up, and the international
community is increasingly focusing on the topic: what kind of new international order
should be established? This issue involves how to judge the international order, which
means we need to develop a scientific method to understand and judge the internation-
al order. By analyzing the components, concept and connotation of international order,
the author points out that the international order should be judged from both the static
and the dynamic perspectives. From the static perspective, we focus on the (in-)exist-
ence of international order and the completeness of its components. The former is about
the (in-) existence of stable relationships among international actors and international
norms/implementation mechanisms accepted by all countries; the latter consists of the
participation degree of international actors, the completeness of international norms and
the effectiveness of implementation mechanisms. From the dynamic perspective, we use
the duration of a certain international order to evaluate its stability. Taking Tributary
order and Westphalia order as examples and making a comparison between their com-
pleteness, reasonableness and stability, this standard has been verified.

[ Key Words] international order, international norms, international law, Tributary or-
der, Westphalia order
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[ Abstract ]It is widely accepted in IR studies that the advantage of strength is the ad-
vantage of power, which means that a strong state is more likely to win in an asym-
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metric conflict than a weak one. However, the existing research on asymmetric con-
flicts neglects to conduct horizontal comparisons of the probability of winning between
strong and weak countries, so this intuition lacks theoretical and empirical support. Ai-
ming at filling this gap, the author puts forward the Resolve-Selection Theory of asym-
metric conflict (RST). The theory holds that the balance of resolve between the two
sides of the conflict is the core factor that determines the outcome of most international
conflicts. The asymmetry of the strength balance between the strong and the weak will
lead to the reverse asymmetry of the resolve balance between the two sides, and the
relative resolve advantage of the weak will be further increased due to the “selection
effect”. Therefore, in asymmetric conflicts, the strong rather than the weak are more
likely to give in to the other side. RST has passed the statistical test based on the da-
ta of the International Crisis Behavior Database from 1946 to 2017, and to some ex-
tent challenges the common sense of “Might is right”. In addition to forcing people to
reflect on the relationship between strength and power, RST also provides original per-
spectives for understanding important theoretical and practical issues such as why the
post-World-War-1l international security order was maintained, and why the major
means of power competition among great powers has changed from coercion to interest
exchange. More importantly, RST suggests that there is a “resolve selection” logic that
has not been fully noticed by the three existing mainstream paradigms, which provides
a novel entry point for theoretical innovation at the paradigm level.
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power competition, selection effect
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[ Abstract] Power transition is a process in which a power shift occurs between a rising
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