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An Analysis of the Factor of Grand Strategy in the Rise and Fall of Dutch
Hegemony: A Geopolitical Perspective ( 1609—1713)
Su Pengyu Song Dexing

Abstract: This essay is aimed to explore the making of grand strategy of Dutch
Republic in the Golden Age and its influence on the rise and fall of Dutch Hegemony
from the geopolitical perspective. There are two basic elements needed to be examined
for the geopolitical studies of actors in international politics: one is the international po—
litical significance contained in the natural geography and the other is the configuration
of power of countries in geographic space. The first element shows that the physical geog—
raphy helps Dutch economy take off but it brings three disadvantages in terms of secur—
ity: small territory the fragility of its strategic channels and the tragedy of land — sea
compound. Due to the variability of the second element of geopolitical study and its di—
rect linkage with the national grand strategy this essay examines the space configura—
tion of power of Western European countries and the characteristics of the Dutch grand
strategy by dividing the years into three periods. According to geopolitical situation the
Netherlands had to deal with three issues when formulating a grand strategy namely
the ordering of different strategic objectives the placing of strategic focus and the
matching between strategic objectives and strategic strength. The gains and losses of the
Dutch rulers in dealing with these three strategic issues imposed an important impact on
the rise and fall of Dutch hegemony.

Key Words: Geopolitics the Netherlands Hegemony Grand Strategy

Reorganization of Supply Chain between China and ASEAN
Countries under the Double Shock

Bi Shihong

Abstract: Under the double shock of China — U. S. trade friction and COVID —
19 most ASEAN countries have been in an economic downturn and some supply
chains between China ASEAN countries and the U. S. have shown signs of reorgani—

zation. ASEAN countries such as Vietnam have accumulated a certain foundation and
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scale of industries starting to replace Chinas supply chain. However the reorganization
of supply chain between China and ASEAN countries is mainly due to Chinas economic
transformation and rising production costs and China — U. S. trade friction has only
played a role in boosting this phenomenon. Trade frictions and COVID - 19 may promote
the transfer of supply chains of companies in China to ASEAN countries in the short
term. But in the medium and long term  due to factors such as the small size of markets
of ASEAN countries the fragile economic structure the lack of a unified market
mechanism and the countermeasures of the U. S.  the reorganization of supply chain
between China and ASEAN countries has been limited to certain areas and coun—
tries. The reorganization of supply chain in East Asia centered on China will be a
slow process.

Key Words: China — U. S. Trade Friction COVID —19 China — ASEAN Eco-

nomic Cooperation Regional Supply Chain

Indias Energy Development under Its Arctic Policy in the New Era: Changes
Limitations and Impacts

Qu Jiwen Dai Yonghong

Abstract: In early 2021 Indias Modi government issued a consultation draft on
its new Arctic policy which means that Indias Arctic policy may undergo some impor—
tant adjustments in the future. The purposes of this document are to integrate the long—
standing differences about the Arctic policy at domestic deal with the increasingly
complex international political situation in the Arctic and further clarify its strategic
interests and policy intervention in various fields of the Arctic. In this new Arctic policy
document Indias change of the position on Arctic energy development is particularly
prominent. The reasons for India$ transition are mainly based on maintaining energy se—
curity  strengthening competition with China and expanding cooperation with countries
in other regions. However it is not easy for India to further engage on Arctic energy de—
velopment process due to the differences in bridging domestic policy disputes the low
urgency of energy demand from the Arctic the continuous tensions between the

U. S. and Russia and the complex political situation in South Asia. From the perspective
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