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Abstract
Much of previous IR scholarship on Sino-American cooperation on climate change asks about its likely success given their increasingly rivalrous relationship. Instead, with an eye to the future of the international order, this thesis interrogates whether cooperation on climate change between China and the US affects the overall relationship in turn. Within IR, the realist framework argues that instances of cooperation will not lead to a better overall relationship, which is opposed to the liberal institutionalist and constructivist frameworks that are more optimistic about the effects of cooperation. The thesis consists of a longitudinal comparison and a historical case study to analyse whether climate change cooperation affects the overall relationship between China and the US. The longitudinal comparison has a time frame of ten years, 2008-2018, where the most important events on climate change cooperation are assessed against their overall relationship. Additionally, the Paris Agreement is then investigated in detail to illustrate the influence of this important climate deal. While the results indicate that climate cooperation is still possible even under conditions of rivalry, they also indicate that it is unlikely that overall rivalry will be positively affected by climate change cooperation. This has implications for how we understand the improvement of rivalrous relationships. ​
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[bookmark: _Toc75347952]Chapter 1: Introduction

“Tackling climate change is a shared mission for mankind … Let us join hands to contribute to the establishment of an equitable and effective global mechanism on climate change, work for global sustainable development at a high level and bring about new international relations featuring win-win cooperation.” - Xi Jinping
Climate change has become one of the most urgent issues to date. Recent climate developments, like global warming, have heightened the need for international cooperation. With the UN conference of climate change in 2015, a legally binding treaty on climate change cooperation was initiated. The treaty, known as the Paris Agreement, was a landmark in the cooperation process because it was the first agreement on climate change that forced all member states to jointly tackle a common threat. 
China and the US are the world’s greatest climate polluters. To combat climate change, these states have to work together in a multilateral environment. Of particular concern is the complicated Sino-US relationship. The media often report about their trade relations, joint meetings, disputes and attempts for cooperation. Since the second half of 2010, Obama introduced a rebalancing strategy against China’s rise (Chengqiu, 2020), which highlighted the differences between the two. A continuing disagreement between China and the US is the so-called “trade war”. The trade war intensified during the Trump administration, but currently the economic trade relations are still under pressure under the Biden administration. What would be the reason for the US to have a harder strategic approach? In the IR literature, it is discussed whether China might have the aspiration to become the new hegemon and to thereby surpass the US. A much-debated question is whether China’s rise would lead to a more complex world order. To date there has been little agreement on this issue because the literature has different ideas on the future world order. Mearsheimer (2019) argues that the current liberal international order is doomed to fail eventually, and predicts that there will be one realist international order to cope with global issues like climate change. In this international order there will be two bounded orders led by China and the US, who will compete over economic and military issues. This view indicates that despite the somewhat independent orders, limited cooperation on an issue like climate change is still possible. Another view comes from the liberal institutionalist framework, in which Mousseau (2019) argues that China has no aspiration to dominate the current order, unless the US waylays China during its rise as a great power. In that case, this will spark a violent conflict. Nonetheless, Allan, Vucetic and Hopf (2018) state that China is not likely to join the US-led order and does not have the capabilities to raise a counterhegemonic challenge. This suggests that China will not integrate in the existing order which will make cooperation on climate change a difficult task. So far, the literatures indicated that China’s rise could enhance the rivalrous relationship, which may lead to less climate cooperation. However, I take a different angle and flip the question, meaning that I investigate climate change cooperation as the independent variable.
[bookmark: _Toc75347953]1.1	Puzzle and research question
The existing literature on climate change focuses particularly on climate change as an outcome and how for example these issues should be solved multilaterally (Sosa-Nunez & Atkins, 2016; Haas et. al., 1993; Yamin & Depledge, 2004). This research is important to acquire insight in the effects of rivalry on cooperation. Nevertheless, I grasp climate change cooperation as a cause and try to indicate the effects of climate change cooperation on rivalry, which highlights the novelty of this research. To build a theoretical framework based on using cooperation as independent variable, literature about how cooperation can be achieved is discussed. Furthermore, the effects of cooperation on state relations are set out. Although the literature is extensive on how cooperation is possible between states and about the effects of cooperation in general, there is not much information on cooperation for particular states like the relationship between China and the US. In this thesis, it is argued that China and the US are in a rivalry, which makes it hard to indicate how cooperation between the two states will develop, and if cooperation in a particular field affects the general relationship. A well-known issue on which China and the US cooperate is climate change. Despite their complicated relationship, both actors seem to see the need to tackle this global issue and prevent worse for the future, which again points to the possibility of sustained cooperation. The aim of this thesis is to explore the relationship between climate change cooperation and the overall[footnoteRef:1] relationship between the rivals. This introduces the research question: [1:  The term “overall” is used to make clear that it contains all the elements of the relationship between the two actors, except from their climate change cooperation relationship.] 

	How does climate change cooperation affect the overall relationship between rivals? 
The thesis consists of a historical case study, which is researched in two steps. It starts with a longitudinal study where two timelines are made to get an indication of how cooperation interacts with the overall relation. The first timeline shows cooperation on climate change between China and the US and the second timeline sketches the overall Sino-US relationship. The second part of the case study researches the Paris Agreement, which is a specific case to obtain in-depth knowledge on how the causal mechanism works. I show in the below that, contrary to expectations from liberal institutionalist and constructivist frameworks, climate change cooperation has little to no positive effect on the overall relationship in the time period investigated. While cooperation is still possible even under conditions of rivalry, I suggest it is unlikely that such cooperation positively affects overall rivalry.  
[bookmark: _Toc75347954]1.3	Societal and scientific relevance
The question has societal relevance because if it is clear how climate change cooperation affects the overall relationship, it gives an indication of how the international community should act to sustain a peaceful world order. For example, one could expect that cooperation on this issue will lead to a better overall relationship. If that is the case, it would be rational for the international community to encourage China and the US to expand their cooperation on climate change, because this would limit their rivalry. Additionally, cooperation on climate change between the two greatest polluters can play an important role in addressing the issue of global warming. In particular state’s leaders can use their charism to positively influence the population, and support them to come in action against climate change. The more people are aware of climate change, the more people act accordingly to limit global warming. 
The academic literature provides three relevant frameworks; realism, liberal institutionalism, and constructivism. These theories still have under-researched climate chance cooperation as a variable rather than an outcome. I will provide a first indication of the consequences of climate change cooperation on the status of a rivalrous relationship. Moreover, cooperation between states has been an object for research within these three frameworks. However, these approaches have failed to include differences in state relations, in particular how cooperation can affect a rivalry. The empirical analysis provides an indication of how the Sino-US cooperation on climate change will affect the overall relationship in the future. 
[bookmark: _Toc75347955]1.4	Overview
The overall structure of the study takes the form of six chapters, including two chapters of analysis.  Chapter two begins by laying out the theoretical dimensions of the research, and looks at how cooperation and rivalry intertwine and if rivalry can be overcome. The third chapter is concerned with the methodology used for this study. Chapter four analysis the two timelines and looks at how climate change cooperation interacts with the overall relationship during 200-2018. The fifth section presents the findings of the in-depth case study, focused on the Paris Agreement. The final chapter concludes this thesis by summarizing the findings. Additionally, theoretical implications, limitations of this research and recommendations for future work are discussed.










[bookmark: _Toc75347956]Chapter 2: Theoretical frameworks on cooperation and rivalry
Can rivalry be overcome? Until so far, there has been little investigation of cooperation between rivals and what this means for the relationship in the future. To set out a basis for the analysis, I elaborate on the existing literature of cooperation between states and discuss the conception of rivalries. A considerable amount of literature has been published on cooperation between states in a more general conception of states relations. These studies became influential after the Second World War, with among others Morgenthau, Grieco, Keohane and Wendt. In the following, this research reflects on the three most influential frameworks within IRT: realism, liberal institutionalism, and constructivism. Therefore, this chapter is divided in five paragraphs starting with a general conception of cooperation between states. The following three paragraphs sketch the three frameworks, and all consist of four subparagraphs. These subparagraphs discuss the relevant literature for this thesis, starting with the frameworks’ ideas on cooperation in the international system. Followed by a discussion of how the framework conceptualizes rivals, which subsequently is applied to the Sino-US case. Additionally, each subparagraph elaborates if a rivalry can improve and what this means for China and the US. Finally, the last paragraph of this chapter formulates the hypotheses based on the different outcomes of the three frameworks. 
[bookmark: _Toc75347957]2.1	Conception of cooperation between states
This paragraph defines the concept of cooperation. Collectively, many scholars use the same definition of cooperation, as shown by Helen Milner (1992) and Ian Hurd (2020). Milner states that they define cooperation as occurring “when actors adjust their behaviour to the actual or anticipated preferences of others, through a process of policy coordination” (ibid.). Policy coordination, in turn, implies that the policies of each state have been adjusted to reduce their negative consequences for the other states (Milner, 1992, p. 467). Three different components are present in this definition. First, supposedly the involved actors perform to achieve particular goals. These goals may be different for the involved actors, but it does assume rational behaviour on their part (Milner, 1992, p. 468). Second, another component following from the above definition is that cooperation provides the actors with gains or rewards. Milner argues that each actor is not cooperating to assist others in the first place, but to achieve its own goals and rewards (ibid.). Third, the above definition suggests a process of policy coordination. In order to adjust one’s behaviour to the preferences of others and cooperate successfully, it is interesting to see how the process of policy coordination works. It is the process that actually bring out cooperation. More recent work is conducted by Hurd (2020), who also argues that the processes are important. According to Hurd there are two ways to define cooperation. First, it is the process by which governments negotiate about rules, agreements, and treaties. Second, to cite Hurd: “governments are said to be cooperating with each other when they choose to comply with a rule rather than to violate it.” (2020, p. 5). These two ways examined by Hurd are arguably in the same vein as Milner. The process in which actors agree on rules and establish treaties can be compared with the first component of Milner’s definition, because this process shows that the involved actors have started the process to achieve particular goals. The second way Hurd examined is in line with Milner’s third component. Adjusting one’s behaviour is to a degree equivalent to agreements and rules. It is both about policy coordination, whether it is written in treaties or it is desirable behaviour in a cooperation process. Consequently, processes are important to consider if cooperation is taking place or not. 
It is also meaningful to explicitly elaborate on what cooperation is not. Cooperation contrasts with competition between actors, whereas the involved actors are only focused on gaining more relative gains than the other actor. There are two alternatives next to cooperation and competition. The first one is unilateral behaviour, where actors are not concerned with the effects of their policy. The second one refers to inactivity, when actors are not bothered by the idea of cooperation or competition. So, following Milner’s arguments, there are two components deciding if there is cooperation: goal-directed behaviour that entails mutual policy adjustments, so that all sides end up better off than they would otherwise be (Milner, 1992, p. 468). So now that the concept of cooperation between states is discussed, the upcoming paragraphs look into how this concept of cooperation needs to be understood  within the context of the international system.  
[bookmark: _Toc75347958]2.2	Realist framework
This paragraph shows the realist framework regarding cooperation and rivalry and it is explained what these theories mean for China and the US. The realist framework suggests that the costs of cooperation are high and relative gains are too important to help your adversary with cooperation. At last, this paragraph argues that the sketched realist framework has a pessimistic view on the question if rivalry can be overcome. 
[bookmark: _Toc75347959]2.2.1	Cooperation in the international system
[bookmark: _Hlk74728042]Although different influential scholars use the same conception of cooperation, they disagree about how cooperation can be achieved. An important approach in IR is that of realism. Realism is built around five propositions. First, states are the most important actors in the international system. This suggests that there is no or little role for international institutions and organizations. Second, states are unitary rational agents. Third, anarchy in the international system shapes the behaviour of states and explains states’ motives and actions. Fourth, because of this anarchy, states are mostly concerned with power and security, and often fail to cooperate even when this cooperation is built on common interests (Grieco, 1988, p. 488). Fifth, the presence of international institutions only affects the prospects for cooperation marginally. Regarding cooperation, states are hesitated because they fear that other states might benefit more from the cooperation at hand (Grieco, 1988, p. 487). States are positional states; they care about their relative gains compared to other states. Therefore, the gains of other states are crucial, while states compare themselves with other states. According to realism, a relative gains problem occurs when states start to cooperate. Since states are actors within an international system of anarchy, states are continuously in anxiety if they will survive as unitary actors. As Grieco states: “states worry that today’s friend may be tomorrow’s enemy in war, and fear that achievements of joint gains that advantage a friend in the present might produce a more dangerous potential foe in the future” (ibid.). This seems to suggest that according to realists, states can never be sure about each other intentions and thus should constantly keep an eye on each other’s gains (Grieco, 1988, p. 500). Only when states clearly have the possibility to define their own and each other’s gains, states might be open for cooperation with others. However, the uncertainty will always play a role which makes it hard to go all in. As Morgenthau states: “given the anarchic system, no nation will agree to concede political advantages to another nation without the expectation of receiving proportionate advantages in return” (Morgenthau, 1948, p. 179). In short, gathering as much information as possible is crucial for the realist approach to start cooperation. Therefore, cooperation is not likely to emerge since the costs are high. The only way in which cooperation can take place, is in Mearsheimer’s (2019) theory about realist and bounded orders. Mearsheimer argues that there will be one international realist order, and within that order there will be two bounded orders. In the bounded orders cooperation is necessary to balance against the other bounded order. The international order deals with fostering cooperation among great powers on global security issues and economic issues. Mearsheimer states: “the great powers are still rivals whose relationship is competitive in core” (2019, p. 13). Thus, when the rivals are the great powers leading their own bounded order, they will only cooperate if necessary on global issues with each other. The next subparagraph dives deeper into the realist conception of rivalry, to grasp how the realist framework defines rivals and to give an answer to the question if rivalry can improve. 
[bookmark: _Toc75347960]2.2.2	Conception of rivalry
A well-known approach in the rivalry literature is using the dispute threshold between competitors. Data on militarized interstate disputes (MIDs) is used to identify rivalry relationships. To determine if competitors are actually rivals, they require to be involved in X number of MIDs within Y number of years. No consensus exists about the amount of MIDs necessary to identify rivals. One way to look at it comes from Bennett (1996), who argues that five MIDs are required over twenty-five years. Bennett defines interstate rivalries as dyadic situations in which states disagree over issues for an extended period of time to the extent that they engage in relatively frequent diplomatic or military challenges (Thompson, 2001, p. 574). A continuation of long-term hostility is typical for rivalries. Features of this occurrence are the threat of an outbreak of MIDs, the actual outbreak of MIDs and the enduring dissent between the competitors. These features also show the seriousness of the differences between the two states, which motivates the competitors to observe each other as primary threat. A stricter perspective has been adopted by Goertz & Diehl (1992), who also identify rivals based on MIDs. They made a threefold typology of rivalry; isolated conflict rivalry, proto-rivalry, and enduring rivalry. The first type contains of states who were only engaged in one or two disputes, whereas the proto-rivalry refers to more disputes but not enough to be classified as enduring rivalry. Since enduring rivals should have engaged in six or more disputes over a 20-year span (Vasquez & Leskiw, 2001, p. 296). 
Three typical features of rivals fit in the realist framework. The first feature to identify rivalrous relationships, points to the historical dynamics. There is a good possibility that the issues on which intense rivals fight about are less important than their rivalry (Thompson, 1999, p. 6).  Current issues may be linked back to the history of rivalry between two states, establishing that current disagreements could be determined by their past relationship. The idea that two states have had a rivalrous relationship, could evolve in more issues to disagree on, which leads again to the idea that there is a rivalrous relationship. So, earlier outcomes of an enduring conflict are likely to affect the subsequent outcomes (Thompson, 1999, p. 7). To put it briefly, the presence of a rivalrous relationship in the past could be a sufficient condition, because the past may make it easier for two states to identify each other as rivals in the present. Therefore, historical dynamics between states seems a proper feature to distinguish rivals form nonrivals. Once states have ever been in a rival relationship, it is easier to fall back in that pattern when several issues occur, because of path-dependency. Path-dependency means that events, choices, and processes in the past influence how an actor behaves in the present (Greener, 2005). It seems plausible that if states never were real friends, or in other words, had a history of rivalry, it takes a lot to implement changes to become more friendly. The additional distrust and rivalrous perceptions of each other are self-reinforcing constructs (Diehl & Goertz, 2000, p. 168). The historical dynamics are thus an important indicator to decide whether states are likely to be in a rivalry. 
Second, rivals have a distinctly higher propensity for war than other states (Thompson, 1999, p. 9). This refers to the above discussed definition of rivalry, where explicitly is made clear that rivals should be involved in multiple disputes. Although this definition is only focused on MIDs, Thompson includes arms races, crises, and deterrence situations as well. Moreover, regarding major power rivalries, they experience some extent of interdependence, which makes their relationship at utmost complex in multipolar systems. This goes hand in hand with the notion that major power rivals are less likely to work together or integrate successfully in an international context. However, this feature could be considered as vague because especially with regard to leading military powers, the probability that states will actually go to war is limited (World Economic Forum, 2019). So, this would mean that only the threat of war would be sufficient to generate rival relationships.
Instead of considering two states as great powers in competition, it is also interesting to use deterrence attempts, which are more prevailing in rival than in nonrival relationships (Thompson, 1999). Nevertheless, it is contested if these deterrence attempts are more successful in rivalries than in nonrivalries. It is not necessarily the case that deterrence attempts are a necessary or sufficient condition to be considered as rivals, however, it seems to show that once in rivalry, deterrence attempts occur more often than in nonrivalrous relationships. Moreover, it may be hard to determine when states try to deter their competitors. A clear definition of deterrence is required before considering if states in rivalry use more deterrence attempts than nonrivals. In the above section it is made clear what the features of rivals are within the realist framework. The historical dynamics of the rival states are considered as most important, which I will come back to later on. The next subparagraph discusses the realist view on the China-US relationship. 
[bookmark: _Toc75347961]2.2.3	The empirical China-US relationship
First of all, scholars within the realist framework consider China and the US as rivals. A qualitative study by Heath and Thompson (2018) describes how the China-US competition has evolved into strategic rivalry. The main argument of the authors is that constitutional motives create the competition between the two states, which makes it hard to generate a cooperative relationship. Although policymakers often try to establish this, both states are required to accept the following situation and should act accordingly. The relationship between China and the US can be characterized as a competition between two major powers of incompatible goals regarding their status, leadership, and influence over a particular region – in this case principally the Asia-Pacific (Heath & Thompson, 2018, p. 98). In the same vein, Perthes (2020) argues that the issue at hand is global power equilibria and their status within the international system (2020, p. 5). This is familiar with the concept of positional rivalries, where discussions about relative power and pecking order are significant. As shown by Perthes (2020), China and the US have conflicts on different issues: trade, economic policy, financial policy, and technology. 
Besides, Rudolf (2020) argues that both states are potential military adversaries, which may be considered as a complex strategic rivalrous relationship. China and the US are not merely focused on status in the global arena, but other issues should also be considered. For example, military threat perceptions and the technological predominance play a role, may it be less important and just a mean to global competition for influence. This is similar to the theory of Rapkin (1999) where he states that positional rivals have the possibility to disagree on spatial issues, as well as on commercial issues. Since the convergence of the economic and security components of rivalry, the security threat of the China-US rivalry is considered as global (Overhaus, Rudolf & Daniels, 2020, p. 17). According to these authors, the US perceives China as a threat to the Westphalian order. What is interesting here, is the idea of perceiving the other as a threat, because China and the US were not lately involved in MIDs. In this thesis, I elaborate more on this idea in paragraph 2.5.1.
The view of the Chinese scholar Xuetong Yan (2010) is interesting, because he already sees the Sino-US relationship as military adversaries. According to Yan, multiple disagreements on military security make them military adversaries. However, for Yan this is not enough to consider China and the US as rivals, where Rudolf argues that China and the US are potential rivals with disputes over different issues. Yan argues that defining their relationship as rivalry, might overstate the case, as Chinese military capabilities would not increase to the amount to which China creates substantial competition between them and the US (Yan, 2010, p. 289). A slightly different approach comes from Porter (2019). Porter approaches major powers as competitive and argues that major powers have brought about a state of competitive multipolarity. Several disputes could exacerbate rivalries and mutual fears (Porter, 2019, p. 13). Despite his competitive approach, Porter does not identify China and the US as rivals yet. It is interesting to see that within this framework different views exist on how to consider the Sino-US relationship. The first approach as explained above states that involvement in MIDs is required to consider states as rivals. Although different views exist on if they are real rivals or only great powers in competition, in the above section some features were explained which can be applied in this section. Each of the scholars mentioned show that there is a history of competition between China and the US, and that they had issues on multiple subjects. For example, Yan calls them military adversaries (2010), which corresponds to the second feature, namely a higher propensity of going to war. Because why would you invest in military if your propensity for war is low? Attached to these military activities are the deterrence attempts, which are clearly present in the Sino-US relationship. The most obvious one is China trying to deterrence the South China Sea with military force. Since the features attached to the realist framework are present, it seems reasonable to argue that from a realist perspective, China and the US can be considered as rivals. From this point of view, the next subparagraph touches on the question if a rivalry can improve. 
[bookmark: _Toc75347962]2.2.4	Can a rivalry improve?
To answer this question from a realist perspective, it is important to re-emphasize that the realist framework basically argues that cooperation in the international system is not likely because of the high information-gathering costs and the relative gains problem. These high costs emerge because under conditions of anarchy, states are uncertain about the other’s intentions and therefore they desire as much information as possible. Moreover, states are intrigued by their relative gains compared to others. Cooperation brings potential risks and trusting each other is difficult because the other may become a predator (Tang, 2009), which is known as the security dilemma. Measures taken by one actor to decrease potential risks, could be seen as a threat by the other actor, resulting in countermeasures that lead to a decrease in relative gains. These measures subsequently reinforce uncertainties, leading to a vicious cycle (Tang, 2009, p. 594). According to the realist framework, the high information costs and the relative gains problem occur when states try to cooperate. Since states are actors within an international system of anarchy, states are continuously in anxiety if they will survive as unitary actors.
Additionally, the framework pays little attention to the differentiation between the kind of states and what kind of relationships these states have with each other. It fits within this framework to argue that there is nothing particular to China and the US that would make them more or less willing to cooperate. In fact, they are two great powers which increase their anxiety and fear of the other. So, also cooperation between the two rivals China and the US is not likely in terms of a realist perspective. Subsequently, it is hard to argue that cooperation will improve a rivalry from a realist perspective. Regarding the more recent work of Mearsheimer (2019), cooperation between two bounded orders is possible but will not improve the relationship. The two bounded orders are led by two rivals, like China and the US. The international order, in which China and the US can cooperate to some extent, basically refers to the idea that the international order makes it considerably easier to live in peace. Therefore, Mearsheimer is slightly more optimistic about cooperation, although the bounded orders are based on a realist theory of competition. Even Mearsheimer intends to argue that cooperation will not create a better relationship between the bounded orders since the international order is still a realist international order.
In opposition to this realist framework, two additional frameworks have developed quite different perspectives on rivalry and cooperation, which predict that cooperation under rivalry may be possible. These two frameworks provide arguments which assume that cooperation will decrease the intensity of rivalry. In the following, this chapter reviews them in turn.
[bookmark: _Toc75347963]2.3	Liberal institutionalist framework
This paragraph sketches a liberal institutionalist framework. It starts with explaining how cooperation is possible within the international system according to liberal institutionalists. The basic argument for liberal institutionalist to start cooperation, is increasing the absolute gains. Subsequently it discusses the conception of rivalry, and what this means for the Sino-US relationship. Apparently, it is difficult for liberal institutionalist to be open about the conception of considering China and the US as rivals. However, the framework is extensively about differences between rivals and great powers in competition. But when linking this empirically to China and the US, liberal institutionalists are relatively optimistic about their cooperative behaviour in the future. The last subparagraph suggests that cooperation could improve a rivalry, where realism suggested that cooperation between rivalries will not lead to a better relationship. 
[bookmark: _Toc75347964]2.3.1	Cooperation in the international system
Liberal institutionalism is another influential approach in IRT. The framework developed out of the realist framework and is opposed to realism, which makes it assumable that liberal institutionalism will provide a different answer to the question of why states cooperate. A noticeable difference between the two sets the basis for the contrasting theories. Where realism points to states as positional actors, liberal institutionalism perceives states as atomistic actors. Perceiving states in different ways, leads to a different elaboration of why states want, or do not want to cooperate. According to liberal institutionalism, states are atomistic actors seeking to maximize their individual absolute gains (Grieco, 1988, p. 487). A central proposition in the literature argues that the only way actors start to cooperate is to acquire absolute gains (Milner, 1992, p.470). However, there is still a problem for states before they start to cooperate, namely the problem of cheating (Grieco, 1988, p. 487). To overcome this problem, Axelrod and Keohane argue that cooperative behaviour may be more likely when states pursue a strategy of reciprocity (Milner, 1992, p. 470). When states know what actions they should avoid, and when they know how to benefit from cooperation, cooperation is possible because there is an exchange of roughly equivalent values (Milner, 1992, p. 471). Additionally, once international institutions are established, these institutions provide a platform where states can cooperate with limited barriers. As Long states: “Institutions can help address the problems of cheating and enforcing agreements in anarchy and help solve cooperation dilemmas.” (Long, 2021, p.7). Thereby, institutions help to overcome the realist information-gathering problem. Institutions decrease the transaction costs of cooperation which makes it more likely for states to cooperate. Moreover, institutions also help to overcome obstacles like distrust and security concerns. Without these common platforms it would be more difficult to enable cooperation (Lipson, 2017, p. 69). The next section dives deeper into the liberal institutionalist ideas of rivalries to see if cooperation between rivals could eventually decrease the intensity of rivalry.
[bookmark: _Toc75347965]2.3.2	Conception of rivalry
The liberal institutionalist conception of rivalry overlaps with the realist perspective and is therefore best explained by pointing out the differences between rivals and great powers in competition. What is more to rivalry as opposed to great power competition? To answer this question, a definition of great power competition is required. In IR, the term is often used despite the lack of a comprehensive understanding of the concept. Mazarr et. al (2018) offer a definition of competition in IR: “Competition in the international realm involves the attempt to gain advantage, often relative to others believed to pose a challenge or threat, through the self-interested pursuit of contested goods such as power, security, wealth, influence, and status.” (Mazarr et. al, 2018, p. 5). Competition is not primarily about the bilateral relations between two states. Instead, the focus lies on the competitive international arena as a whole; what are the dynamics of all competitors for example. The difference with the concept of rivals is that there is no question of conflict between competing states. Mazarr et. al (2018) view conflict as an intense form of competition (ibid.) which makes it only vaguer to distinguish great powers in competition from rivals. Therefore, as Thompson already suggests, there is an admittedly ambiguous zone between the status of rival and that of competitor (Thompson, 1999, p. 13). The section below discusses the status of the Sino-US relationship and different ideas of liberal institutionalists on why they would cooperate. After that, this thesis reflects on the framework’s ideas on the end of a rivalrous relationship. 
[bookmark: _Toc75347966]2.3.3	The empirical China-US relationship
As a matter of fact, there is no military fighting between China and the US nowadays, which makes it more likely that liberal institutionalists consider the China-US relationship as competitive great powers. Liberal institutionalists intend to argue that China and the US are both involved in multiple institutions which help them to regulate their relationship. But why would they start cooperating as competitive powers?
First of all, Joshua Goldstein (1995) formulates two reasons for why great powers, like China and the US, would choose to cooperate. The first one is focused on the predicted results of cooperation and based on the theory of Axelrod and Keohane (1986). Before states start to cooperate, they should see the need that mutual cooperation can yield better results than mutual defection (Axelrod & Keohane, 1986, p. 244). Goldstein gives the example of China and the US, where they both benefit from cooperative trade and security relationships (1995, p. 455). They share common interests in multiple fields, which makes it rational to cooperate in order to take full advantage. The second reason why competing powers cooperate in the international arena is based on the idea that the relation between these powers resembles an iterated game, which is called “the shadow of the future” in the literature. An iterated game signifies a long sequence of interactions, with an uncertainty of duration. Therefore, cooperative strategies can overcome short-term self-interests to bring about stable long-term cooperation (ibid.). With regard to this research, it seems plausible that China and the US see the mutual benefits of collaboration. In case they do not want to cooperate at all, the international order would probably experience a way more hostile realm. Besides, as already explained in the above section, the historical dynamics between China and the US play an important role in defining their present relationship. Therefore, it is likely to assume that cooperative strategies are preferred over their short-term issues. 
[bookmark: _Toc75347967]2.3.4	Can a rivalry improve?
The above section touches on the reasons why China and the US would cooperate. One important reason is that while having common interests, mutual cooperation leads to better results. In other words, states are affluent working together than alone. It is important to keep the absolute gains in mind. Mazarr et. al (2018) focus on rivalries and have highlighted the importance of two factors which can alleviate the intensity of the rivalry and produce more cooperation. Rivalries are still relevant in this framework, although the lack of military fighting withhold liberal institutionalists from calling China and the US rivals. The first factor that could produce more cooperation within a rivalry, is the economic interdependence. If states have an interlinked economic relationship, the disadvantages of going to war would harm both economies. This makes it unlikely that states attempt to affect the economic relationship, and therefore avoid aggressive competitiveness because this will eventually lead to self-defeat. As Bendini (2016) writes: “Interdependence and growing economic ties between China and the US have therefore been welcomed as factors for cooperation and vectors for easing some of the existing tensions.” (Bendini, 2016, p. 5). 
The second factor refers to the role of formal and informal international institutions. Mazarr et. al (2018) suggest that in some circumstances, institutions have a positive effect on cooperation between states. International institutions could manage threats and opportunities of mutual concern, which reduces competition and the likelihood of conflict (2018, p. 29). The authors argue that empirical examples bolster the approach that international institutions may increase the credibility between states, and may encourage a balance order and which will lead to state’s understanding of the need to limit threat behaviour. To put it briefly, rival states have a greater incentive to cooperate when they are involved in international institutions. As may be well known, China and the US are both members of several international institutions, for example, different organizations within the UN, under which the United Nations Security Council (UNSC); and the World Trade Organization (WTO). It is important that China and the US are both involved in different international institutions to create a sphere where cooperation can take place on a more in-depth level. What is important here, is that this subparagraph shows that cooperation is possible between the great powers China and the US and that there seems to be chances of more cooperation based on increased credibility. 
However, more cooperation will not accordingly improve a rivalry, as suggested by Keohane. Keohane highlights the value of institutions, and argues that institutions are worth considering. Institutions contain a lot of information which makes it more likely for great powers to cooperate (Keohane, 1984, p. 245). Keohane’s theory on cooperation under conditions of anarchy is relevant in any case in which states gain mutual benefits of cooperation. Additionally, he acknowledges the increased need for cooperation, as he writes:
“The potential gains from cooperation between China and the West are still enormous. Indeed, the challenge of climate change arguably makes these potential gains – and the losses from continued discord – even greater now than they were during the 1980s. The current generation of people in power, voting, and commenting, must therefore work to avoid systemic conflict and realize these gains, for the benefit of their own people and everyone else in this increasingly interconnected and ecologically fragile world” (Keohane, 2015, p. 94).
Anyhow, Keohane suggests that institutions are necessary to achieve state purposes (1984, p. 245). This indicates that cooperation is established by the preferences of states, and that changes in the international system only occur because of the benefits of important states. When cooperation occurs, it is based on discord rather than harmony (Keohane, 2015, p. 94). Keohane and Nye indicate that international institutions do not promote their common interests to spill over to other areas of the international order (1987, p. 752). Nevertheless, Ikenberry (2010) would argue that more cooperation will create a stronger liberal world order. He emphasizes that the US must invest in integrating rising powers in the world order, because multilateral economic and security relations will lead to more coherence (2008, p. 35). Rivalrous orders are no option for Ikenberry, we will only have more reasons to cooperate (2010, p. 511). Regarding the Sino-US relationship, the US should incorporate China’s capabilities in the Western liberal order. As a result, China will exercise their power within the liberal rules and institutions, as Ikenberry points out: “the crafted rules and institutions can protect the interests of all states in the more crowded world of the future.” (Ikenberry, 2008, p. 37). Thus, the current liberal order has the duty to incorporate rising powers, and be open for rethinking, rebuilding and extending that order (Ikenberry, 2010, p. 521), which enables states to cooperate on the basis of a more likewise approach.  
Another view comes from Bennett, who writes that a common external threat will offer an additional incentive to rivals to settle their disagreements (1996, p. 163). To tackle the common enemy, both states have the opportunity to work together to defeat the common enemy. Bennett (1996) theorizes the end of rivalries, and a common threat could contribute to overcome rivalries. So, to reflect on what is happening in the literature, different reasons for cooperation lay the basis for more cooperation, like common interests, economic interdependence, and international institutions. These international institutions fix the problem of the realist approach. As explained in paragraph 2.2.1, realists argue that cooperation is not likely because of the high information costs. That is exactly where liberal institutionalism adds, by showing how institutions limit these information costs. Additionally, institutions within the liberal order positively effect states to expand cooperation. Finally, incorporating rising powers by rebuilding the liberal order and a common threat enhance cooperation between great powers, subsequently leading to more cooperation in multiple fields which could improve a rivalry.
Until so far, this thesis mainly focused on material factors to explain cooperation and rivalry. However, it remains that there is relatively known about how much cooperation in obliged to improve a relationship and if it is harder for rivals to establish cooperation. Is for example a common threat enough? Or should there be cooperation on more than ten issues? Maybe cooperation on security issues will improve a relationship faster than cooperation on economic issues. These questions arise from the two frameworks that were discussed until now, and link to the last framework, constructivism. It relates to constructivism because in this way the status of the relationship becomes dependent on the perceptions of the other, which are discussed in the constructivist paragraph. This means that ideational factors should also be considered, because IRT benefits from constructivism in a way that it addresses issues that are neglected by realism and liberal institutionalism (Theys, 2018, p. 4). Constructivists can add to the previous discussed questions in the liberal institutionalist framework, about the consequences for cooperation in the status of a rival relationship. The value of adding constructivism to this chapter lies in the fact that ideational factors provide us with alternative insights for events. Additionally, the next paragraph focusses on the perception of the other as ideational factor.
[bookmark: _Toc75347968]2.4	Constructivist framework
The constructivist framework intends that ideational factors make it possible to show that reality is not fixed. More concretely, reality is subject to change (ibid.). The realist framework and the liberal institutionalist framework hinted already towards the perception of the other. To clarify, realists argue that perceiving the other as a threat could lead to a change in the balance of power. In this sense, the perception of the other is just a factor which influences the balance of power. In the end, it is the balance of power which determines the status of a relationship between states. Liberal institutionalists argue that the feeling of mutual gains and an interdependent relationship will lead to more cooperation, although their interdependence still determines the relationship. Constructivism is different in this regard. Even though all the frameworks consider the perceptions and feeling of the other, constructivism incorporate these ideas as ideational factors. Ideational factors seem a reasonable way to measure the status of the relationship between China and the US because constructivists argues that the meaning given to the structural conditions matter. The perception of the other is a form of a social relationship, which represents the given meaning of the structure. The social relationships can change when for example the Chinese perspective of the US changes. Constructivism can understand these changes because of the focus on social relationships between states.   
[bookmark: _Toc75347969]2.4.1	Cooperation in the international system
Constructivist theory takes a different angle than the above-mentioned approaches in explaining cooperation in the international system. This means that constructivism highlights the importance of ideational factors, instead of only theorizing on material factors. Ideational factors are crucial to understand the process of cooperation (Long, 2021, p. 8). These ideational factors are socially constructed by actors. An important scholar in the constructivist theory is Alexander Wendt. Wendt argues that states will choose to cooperate, when they can achieve potential gains which cannot be realized by unilateral action (Wendt, 1992, p. 416). Before the process of cooperating starts, investigation in how states understand their interests is important (Hopf, 1998, p. 189). To cite Lipson (2017): “…compatible cultures may find cooperation smoother”’ (2021, p. 72). The constructivist framework is interested in the converging interests, which will bring about a better relationship. This is discussed in paragraph 2.4.4. 
[bookmark: _Toc75347970]2.4.2	Conception of rivalry
The first approach that fits in the constructivist framework is conducted by Vasquez (Brummett, 1999). He highlights the psychological dimension between rivals, which relates to the cognitive theory of FPA. Houghton argues that constructivism probably provides the best ground to fit in cognitive FPA approaches (2007). Therefore, I assume that the following arguments associate with the constructivist framework. Vasquez defines rivals as: “A relationship characterized by extreme competition and psychological hostility so much so that the issue positions of contenders are governed primarily by their attitude toward each other rather than the stakes at hand” (Brummett, 1999, p. 227). Furthermore, this is based on the idea that a relationship between states should be based on the prediction of the plausibility that states will engage in disputes, instead of the actual number of MIDs (Vasquez & Leskiw, 2001, p. 296). This fits within the constructivist approach by highlighting the attitude of the other, which seems an important indicator to see how the relationship develops for constructivists and will probably lead to converged interests.
The second approach is that of Thompson (1995, 1999), which seems at first sight highly related to a realist approach. Thompson suggests that a state’s perception of who its principal rival is, should be included. This should be based on the decision-makers perceptions, which makes it an intensive interpretation analysis and less easily replicable (Thompson, 2001, p. 583). The emphasis should lie on the perceptions instead of the number of MIDs states are involved in. The book “Great Power Rivalries” by Thompson (1999) offers the most comprehensive analysis of rivalries in international relations. What we know about rivalries is largely based upon empirical studies investigating different rival states in the past. Multiple conceptions of rivalry between great powers are examined in the book, discussed by different authors. There is one thing these conceptions have in common, which is that competitors have labelled one of more of their adversaries as worthy of particular concern and attention (Thompson, 1999, p. 3). This relates to the constructivist approach by stating that conceptions of the other are important to give an indication of the relationship. The difference with realism is that the conceptions construct the status of the relationship, whereas realism focuses on material gains as determined for the relationship. The constructivist approach emphasizes that the actors themselves have the ability to transform the status between states. As mentioned in the paragraph above, perceptions are a form of social relations which give meaning to reality. Therefore, labelling the other as adversary means basically given a meaning to the relationship between the states. Both Thompson and Vasquez try to create an approach where empirically rivals become clear before they have acted as real rivals. The difference between the two authors lies in the fact that Vasquez argues that early crises and hostility determines states’ perceptions and attitude toward each other, while Thompson understands that MIDs are not necessary at all to be considered as principal rivals. In this thesis, the specific relation between China and the US is examined, although there were no recent concrete MIDs between the two states. Therefore, Thompson’s definition of rivalry is most accurate to use. 
[bookmark: _Hlk73005060]Thompson describes an interesting claim to distinguish rivals from great powers in competition. He argues that a security threat is necessary to be considered as rivals. An element of insecurity is required for competitors to become “real” rivals. More concisely, there should be a threat of a possible military attack in the future. Nevertheless, Thompson argues that in the end it is the actor themselves who transform some of their competitors into rivals by bestowing greater threat potential on them than on others (ibid.). Although Thompson is clearly against a definition where the number of MIDs is included, he still thinks it is necessary that, to consider states as rivals, there should be a threat of a possible military attack in the future. This may be a vague claim, since on the one hand he steps away from the MIDs, while on the other hand there should be the possibility of a MID outbreak. In consequence, Thompson does include the concept of MID in his theory, which makes it a debatable approach. Because it is hard to draw a line when decision-makers perceive an act as a military threat and several decision-makers could draw the line differently. Therefore, Thompson’s claim regarding the necessity of a potential security threat is ambiguous.
Furthermore, the type of stakes is an indicator for being just competitors or tending towards a rival relationship. Regarding spatial stakes, states sharing a border are obviously more plausible to disagree on a territory. This may eventually result in a rival relationship. As a matter of fact, states arguing over positional stakes are likely to become rivals. Yet while these conflict and geopolitical structures bias who is likely to be seen as a rival and by whom, in the end it is the actor themselves who transform some of their competitors into rivals by bestowing greater threat potential on them than on others (Thompson, 1999, p. 13). It is exactly this last sentence which make it fit in the constructivist framework. The next subparagraph discusses what these findings mean for the China-US relationship.
[bookmark: _Toc75347971]2.4.3	The empirical China-US relationship
Given these points, it is still ambiguous to decide when states are just competitors or could be qualified as rivals. For Thompson (1999) a security threat seems a necessary condition, although this raises the question how one should define a security threat. However, the idea of perceiving the other as a threat definitely stands out since the idea in constructivism is that ideas construct reality. As Maihold states: “China is regarded as a “revisionist power”, as a “rival” seeking to “shape a world antithetical to US values and interests” – to displace the US and restructure the world order (Maihold, p. 41, 2020). In the same vein, Avery Goldstein (2020) has another view on the rivalrous relationship between China and the US. Goldstein argues that in the early 2000s it was the shift to perceiving each other as rivals that elevated concerns about vulnerability (Goldstein, 2020, p. 51). So, what is important here, is the way China and the US perceive each other, which is consistent with Thompson’s definition of rivalry: decision-makers perceptions are crucial to identify rivals (2001). 
[bookmark: _Toc75347972]2.4.4	Can a rivalry improve?
The constructivist framework would suggest that cooperation lead to converging interests, which subsequently have a positive effect on the relationship. Collective meanings, interests and shared understandings are essential in explaining how this works. Finnemore (1996) states that most IRTs are state centric (p. 13, 1996). She explains that according to IRTs, international organizations like the UN, might play a role in the interaction between states. But what is missing within these theories is that “states are embedded in an international social structure to a degree not allowed for by the more conventional, self-contained conceptions of the state.” (ibid.). For example, policy goals will be formed at least in part by the international social context in which we live (Finnemore, 1996, p. 149). Therefore, Finnemore suggests that we should investigate the shared understandings that underlie in international politics. Related to Finnemore’s view is Wendt’s approach on cooperation under conditions of anarchy. To cite Wendt: “Identities and interests are constituted by collective meanings, which are always in process.” (1992, p. 417). Once some form of cooperation between states is established, the process starts where states develop new understandings of self and other. The eventually created international institutions can transform state’s identities. Since states are working together, they reconstruct their interests in terms of shared commitments to social norms, leading into a collective interest organized around the norms in question (Wendt, 1992; Björkdahl, 2002). The recognition of mutual constitution is considered important in this research because it shows the ability to redefine institutions and actors in the process (Hurd, 2008). So, the process of cooperation converges the interests of the involved states and lead to new intersubjective understandings. On the one hand shared meanings influence cooperative institutions, while simultaneously cooperative institutions influence the state. Therefore, Wendt (1992) might suggest that rivalries can be transformed into partnership and even friendship. If there is some form of a common ground, this common ground could expand through sustained practices of cooperation. These practices learn states how to overcome anarchy by learning and interaction, which subsequently redefines institutions and actors. This process will lead to an increase in collective meanings, interests, and shared understandings. 
To conclude, paragraph 2.4.3 explained that it is the actor themselves who transform the status of a relationship. By emphasizing the shared understandings of states, threat perceptions might decrease and thus lead to a less rival relationship. As a matter of fact, it would be ideal to research decision-makers perceptions in this thesis to grasp the view of the other actor. However, this thesis is limited to operationalize perceptions in another way, which is discussed in chapter 3. Perceptions of the other give a clear indication of the relationship because it is likely that if rivals perceive each other as strategic competitors, they will not easily cooperate or expand the fields of cooperation. This means that it depends on the kinds of interactions and experiences these actors had with one another; this shapes the perceptions. Therefore, constructivists would argue that cooperation, and with that improved perceptions of the other, can improve state relations. However, the historical dynamics, as argued in paragraph 2.2.2 can still be a factor in this regard. The historical dynamics cultivate a particular view of the other state, so it would not be easy to change perceptions. 
[bookmark: _Toc75347973]2.5	Bringing the frameworks together
The last paragraph of the literature review pays attention to the question how to perceive the Sino-US relationship because the three frameworks have different perspectives on if and how cooperation could affect the overall rival relationship. Considering the different views, this thesis argues that China and the US are considered as rivals. Finally, this paragraph formulates the hypotheses.
[bookmark: _Toc75347974]2.5.1	Defining the Sino-US relationship
It becomes clear in this chapter that there is some disagreement in the academic literature regarding the Sino-US relationship. The realist framework would argue that they are rivals, based on the evidence reviewed by Heath and Thompson (2018) and Lippert et. al (2020). For realists, the following factors play a role in determining the status of a relationship: the historical dynamics, a distinctly higher propensity for war than other states (Thompson, 1999), and lastly deterrence attempts occur more often in rivalry relationships than in nonrivalry relationships (ibid.). To date, Heath and Thompson (2018) show that on a regional level, an increasing competition is observed with regard to military issues, where China and the US have designed an array of military capabilities and doctrines partly aimed at each other (2018, p. 103). Briefly, on a regional level there is military competition and a possibility that they will trap in a war conflict, while on the global level seems less likely to happen at short notice. On the contrary, liberal institutionalists are more optimistic and focus on ways of cooperation. Joint institutions help to regulate their relationship. The last approach, the constructivists, depend their view on the perception of the other. Goldstein (2020) argues that China and the US perceive each other as rivals, and this feeling constructs the status of the relationship, resulting in a rival relationship. Threat perceptions play a role in the realist framework as well. The difference is that for realists the threat perception does not determine the status of the relationship but is only an indication for dissimilarity in material gains. While constructivists assume that social ideas, like perceptions, construct the relationship (Hurd, 2009).
 Despite the vagueness of the concept of rivalries and the tough task to formulate a definition that finds support in theoretical as well as empirical analysis, there seems enough evidence to classify the Sino-US relationship as a rivalry. The perception of the other plays an important role, whether it is just an indication for the overall relationship (realism) or is the constructer of the relationship (constructivism). Therefore, this thesis takes the perception of the other as starting point for the analysis and argues that China and the US are rivals.
[bookmark: _Toc75347975]2.5.2	Formulating hypotheses
I started this chapter with the question: Can rivalry be overcome? The theoretical framework has elaborated on how the three frameworks, realism, liberal institutionalism, and constructivism, answer this question. What has been under investigated, is the question if cooperation empirically leads to a better relationship between rivals. Will cooperation between China and the US decrease the intensity between the rivals? Therefore, this thesis focuses on the following research question:
How does climate change cooperation affect the overall relationship between rivals?
Realism expects that cooperation between rivals will have little to no effect on the overall relationship. Contrarily, the liberal institutionalist and constructivist frameworks expect that cooperation between rivals affects the relationship in general. Although the frameworks base their ideas on various reasons, the differences in material gains, the number of shared institutions and the perception of the other create a particular image of the other which is dominant in the relationship. Since the three frameworks have the expectation that cooperation interacts with the overall relationship, the first hypothesis is tested in chapter four. Nevertheless, there is a difference in the expectations if cooperation could increase the chances of a better relationship. The realist framework argues that cooperation is entangled with the overall relationship which lead to high information-gathering costs, making it unlikely that states start to cooperate on deeper levels and eventually end up in a less rivalrous relation. On the contrary, liberal institutionalists and constructivists would argue that expanding cooperation is possible which results in a better relationship. This results in two competing hypotheses, called H2.1 and H2.2. In total, the following hypotheses are tested in this thesis:
H1: Cooperation between rivals interacts with the conduct of the relationship in general.
H2.1: Cooperation between rivals will not increase the chances of a better relationship.
H2.2: Cooperation between rivals will increase the chances of a better relationship.


[bookmark: _Toc75347976]Chapter 3: Methodology
Chapter 3 discusses the methodology used to answer the research question. The first paragraph gives attention to the case study design. The second paragraph explains the data collection, and the last paragraph discusses the research process and analysis strategy. The analysis strategy is researched in two steps, consisting of a longitudinal comparison and a historical case study.
[bookmark: _Toc75347977]3.1 	Qualitative historical analysis 
This research consists of a qualitative historical analysis, which is a methodological approach using qualitative measurement of the sources. The sources are mostly historical documents and serve to develop and test an existing theory (Thies, 2003, p. 352). The use of qualitative case studies is a well-established approach in the field of IR. A case study is an intensive study which observes data to shed light on a bigger population of cases (Gerring, 2017, p. 28). The following case has been observed: how climate change cooperation between China and the US affects their overall relationship. Climate change has become one of the most pressing problems worldwide. The reason to choose for China and the US is because they are the world’s biggest climate polluters. To have a successful answer to climate change, it is important that these states work together and ideally take the lead on fighting climate change in a multilateral arena. It is plausible that if China or the US does not contribute to limit climate change, there is a minor chance that the effects of climate change can be successfully tackled. Besides, China and the US are in a rivalrous relationship, and the literature argues that cooperation in a rivalrous relationship is possible and may even lead to an end of the rivalry according to the liberal institutionalist framework and the constructivist framework. Therefore, the decision to research China and the US empirically would contribute to the existing literature. 
The choice to pick climate change cooperation as case instead of other fields of cooperation between China and the US, could limit the generalizability of the research. However, it is still a relevant case to explore because of two reasons. First, climate change cooperation is part of the Security Track Dialogue between China and the US. This means that it is an official and recognized field of cooperation. Second, it is based on the grounds that climate change cooperation is a form of cooperation which will develop and needs intensification in the future. If climate change cooperation will not be successful, it is acceptable to argue that the world would look totally different in 100 years. Cooperation in the field of climate change is a form of cooperation which continues to exist in the future and therefore, it is interesting to see how this field of cooperation affects the overall relationship and thereby the status of the relation. In this way a prediction could be made for the effects of climate change cooperation, like important agreements in the future. Additionally, the field of climate change cooperation is an interesting field to shed light on a bigger population of cases. Climate change cooperation takes often place in a multilateral environment, equally to many other areas of cooperation within the security domain. Even though every security issue has different causes and involves different actors, the field of climate change cooperation is representative for other fields concerned with security subjects in a way that security subjects are often a threat for more than the involved states. The case of climate change cooperation will signify how cooperation on other security issues could affect the overall relationship between rivals. Besides, cooperation on climate change could also give an indication for cooperation in other domains than the security domain, although more research is required to generalize to other domains. Climate change cooperation and many other security issues, like Iran’s and North Korea’s nuclear power, could be seen as a common threat. While for example trade disputes are in principle no threat for states which are not involved in the dispute. So, this thesis contributes mostly to the literature about common threats within the security domain.
This research had a diagnostic function, meaning that it helped to accept, reject, or refine hypotheses. Two different hypotheses were tested, of which the second consists of two competing hypotheses. The first theory assumes that cooperation between rivals interacts with the conduct of the relationship in general, as stated below in H1. Secondly, the theory that cooperation can or cannot lead to a better relationship, is empirically tested in H2.1 and H2.2 to see if the theory requires adjustment. The chosen case could be considered as a pathway case, investigating if the effect of X on Y confirmed the expectations, as operationalised in the hypotheses below. Little to no research has been done to the effect of climate change cooperation in particular. As indicated in the introduction, usually climate change cooperation is researched as the outcome, while I use it as a cause. Therefore, the research has an illustrative function and is aimed at contributing to the existing knowledge. By showing that the theory fits the chosen case, the case study illustrates the existing theory and proves the plausibility of the theory (Gerring, 2017, p. 105), meaning that the theory will probably fit in more cases. A major advantage of doing a case study is that it is an intensive and in-depth research. 
H1: Cooperation between rivals interacts with the conduct of the relationship in general.
H2.1: Cooperation between rivals will not increase the chances of a better relationship.
H2.2: Cooperation between rivals will increase the chances of a better relationship.
[bookmark: _Toc75347978]3.2	Data gathering
Too do a qualified comparison between the relationship on climate change cooperation and the overall relationship of China and the US, data were gathered from multiple sources at various time points during 2008-2018 to gain an indication of the perceptions of the other state. In 2008, President Bush and President Hu Jintao agreed on the Ten-Year Framework, the start of a well-established relationship on climate change. With Obama as new president-elect, climate change became an important pillar in the relationship with China. As stated on The White House website: “Under President Obama’s leadership, the US has done more to combat climate change than ever before, while growing the economy.” (The White House, 2017). Before 2008, climate change cooperation between China and the US was just a minor field in which they cooperated. Therefore, it is plausible that cooperation on climate change had little to no effect on the overall relationship and it became only interesting from 2008 onwards. 2018 is used as final year for this research, because President Trump announced in 2017 to withdraw from the Paris Agreement. That was the first main announcement to decrease climate change cooperation and resulted in no new joint projects on climate change with China. 
Regarding the used method for data gathering, it is valuable to note that scholars dive into history to search for “facts” for an explanation. According to Thies (2003), it is important to remember that facts are never objective facts. As Levy states: “it is the conventional wisdom in both history and political science that all empirical observations are filtered through a priori mental framework” (Levy, 2001, p. 51). This concretely means that this research has tried use as much basic information as was available. Basic information refers to information what is free of interpretation, like the adaptation of the Ten-Year Framework. To look what the effects of the basic information could be, data collection is done by using primary and secondary sources of perceptions. Primary sources were press-releases of the Obama administration, published on the website of The White House. Another primary source was the website of the US State Department, where the meetings, dialogues, and agreements are explained. During this research I also made use of the English website of the Chinese Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Unfortunately, the website is a secondary source because it was impossible to understand the official version of the information in the Chinese language. However, it would be ideal to use official Chinese written press-releases, which shows the limitations of this research. I tried to implement as much official information as possible on the subject. Another secondary source were Chinese and US news articles accessed via LexisNexis reporting about the events and meetings. Additionally, article references were searched further for additional relevant publications on climate change cooperation between China and the US. 
The inclusion criterium to build a substantiated timeline of the relationships was to include the most important events. Important events are considered as things that happened which could affect the China-US relationship. To find the most important events happened between China and the US, academic literature on the development of the relationship was used to lay a basis. Additionally, events were further investigated based on the amount of media attention; press-releases; and having multiple tabs on the governmental websites. Based on the amount of attention for these events, I could assume that these events influenced the relationships. Therefore, the exclusion criterium was small events which had little to no approved effect on the relationships. 
[bookmark: _Toc75347979]3.3 	Data-analysis
The case study is divided into two parts. The first part is a longitudinal study and is focused on the comparison of the two timelines, to see if climate change cooperation has affected the overall relationship over the period 2008-2018. The data was categorized per year, and in this way an overview on macro-level is provided. The most important and influential events were written down in tables which can be found in Appendix 1, to give the reader an overview. In these tables the events gained a minus or plus, which means that the event had a negative or a positive effect on the relationship. Moreover, the consequences of the events for the relationships were discussed in more detail based on relevant publications. Subsequently, the data was roughly sketched in a graphical timeline, without numbers, but only to give an easier overview of how the relationship evolved. It is explicitly without numbers because it is hard to determine how bad or good the relationship was at the time, to do that more research is necessary. Therefore, I chose to focus on the evolving timeline and to give an indication on when things were better, and when things went worse. After the two timelines were written, it was possible to compare them to understand how cooperation on climate change could affect the overall relationship.  
The second part of the case study was a specific case which became interesting when the timelines were clear. The selected case is the Paris Agreement and is analysed in chapter five. The chapter intend to provide an in-depth study of how the causal mechanism played out after this climate cooperation conference. It was an attractive case to explore because the Paris Agreement was an important step for cooperation on climate change. Moreover, it is a case with a high intrinsic value, since it was the first climate change agreement setting clear goals for the future. So, the idea was that if the Paris Agreement would affect the overall relationship between China and the US, this case would provide more insight in the black box of how the possible effect of climate change cooperation works. The most qualified way to do this was doing a historical case study, based on process tracing methods. While gaps remain in the process tracing mechanism due to limited data availability, and further research may be needed to fill remaining empirical gaps, the below evidence is sufficient to present a plausible argument as to the suggested causal mechanism.
The research can be considered as valid because the internal validity and external validity are present. The internal validity is present because of triangulation. This means that different forms of data gathering and analysis were used, while they still refer to the same case. This builds a comprehensive understanding of the historical case. The external validity is also present in this research. As argued in the first paragraph of this chapter, climate change cooperation is generalizable for other security issues. Although that is only the case to a certain extent, security issues are so complex that a starting point is desirable to know the interesting gaps in the literature. The aim of this research is to provide that starting point. Regarding the reliability of this research, it is possible to replicate the used methods and analysis. Ideally it would be done by including Chinese governmental official documents. Since the information is accessed via governmental websites and LexisNexis, it is evident that one finds the same information. 
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[bookmark: _Toc75347981]4.1	Timelines China-US relations
The first hypothesis is tested in this chapter and aimed to show how the China-US relationship on cooperation interacts with the overall relationship, between 2008-2018. To obtain an answer to this question, the changes in the relationships are compared in the section below. The evidence found is explained and additionally three graphs are made to offer a clear overview for the reader. A comparison of the timelines revealed that the climate change cooperation relationship and the overall relationship show only the same trend to a certain extent, which probably means that they are partially independent. This is contradictory to three frameworks within IRT, which expected cooperation to be aligned with the overall relationship. Moreover, the chapter partially tested H2.1 and H2.2 as well. With partially I mean that the longitudinal comparison can give an indication of the effect of climate change cooperation, but to build a substantiated argument, chapter five focuses on an important climate case. The analysis of chapter four indicated that some differences exist in the timelines, which suggests that climate change cooperation does not affect the overall relationship directly, and thus has no positive impact on the overall relationship. 
[bookmark: _Toc75347982]4.1.1	Timeline climate change cooperation relationship
This paragraph discusses the most important events on climate change cooperation between China and the US, which are written down in the first table of Appendix 1. The first agreements on climate cooperation were implemented back in 1979. Firstly, the Scientific and Technology Cooperative Agreement was signed by President Carter and Vice Premier Deng Xiaoping. In this accord, China and the US agreed to 30 bilateral environment and energy protocols (Lewis, 2010, p. 26). Next to that, the Memorandum of Understanding to Enhance Cooperation on Climate Change, Energy and the Environment (MOU) for Bilateral Energy Agreements was signed, which gave rise to 19 cooperative agreements on energy under which climate change (ibid). The last agreement signed in 1979, was the Atmosphere and Science and Technology Protocol. This agreement encouraged scholars from both states to exchange research and data on climate change. In the following years, cooperation on climate change and clean energy further developed. In 2008, cooperation on climate change intensified. This thesis is interested in how climate cooperation interacts with the overall relationship between China and the US and assumes that cooperation had little effect before 2008. Therefore, we will now leap in time to 2008. 
In the meeting in the summer of 2008, China and the US confirmed the Ten-Year Framework (TYF) for Cooperation on Energy and Environment. The framework makes it possible to share knowledge easily about solutions to the pressing environmental problems (U.S. Department of State, n.d.-b). “Under the TYF, both China and the US intend to look at these challenges collectively and develop specific approaches that meet both nations’ long term environmental, economic, and energy needs.” (U.S. Department of State, n.d.-a). With the coming of Barack Obama as new president of the US, climate cooperation became a strong part of the US-China relationship (Barnes, 2020). In 2009, David Shear, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Bureau of East Asian and Pacific Affairs mentioned that “the Obama administration recognized the importance of engaging China as an important partner in meeting the complex global challenges the two countries faced” (Godbole, 2016, p. 367), which created space for cooperation to intensify. In the Strategic and Economic Dialogue (SE&D), the two states negotiated a MOU. In the same Dialogue, China and the US agreed to start an Energy Cooperation program and a Clean Energy Research Center. According to Avinash Godbole, a research professor in the field of International Relations based in India, the SE&D can be considered as the instrument for subsequent cooperation on climate change (ibid.). Presumably, these events would have a positive effect on climate change cooperation.
However, during the Climate conference in Copenhagen in December 2009, where the US was disappointed by China’s lack of cooperation (Chengqiu, 2020, p. 52). In this period, China desired international recognition and respect for its sovereignty and territorial integrity, which made it hard to cooperate more intensively with the US (ibid.). Despite the disappointing results of the Copenhagen conference, climate change cooperation has expanded in 2009 by implementing the US-China Energy Cooperation Program and the Clean Energy Research Center. In 2010, some new cooperative projects started, but not enough to change the climate change cooperation relationship. In 2011, no changes were observed in the field of climate change cooperation which was unfortunate because climate issues became more pressing. Subsequently, the climate change cooperation relationship decreased. Nonetheless. in the following years more and more bilateral agreements on climate change cooperation were signed. During the Sunnylands Summit in 2013, President Obama and President Xi agreed to combat climate change once again. Moreover, the meetings of the SE&D continued, and in 2013 the US-China Climate Change Working Group was established to focus and advance cooperation on climate change (Barnes, 2020; Godbole, 2016, p. 366), resulting in an increase in the climate change cooperation relationship. 
In the lead-up to the Paris Conference of 2015, China and the US announced a joint statement in 2014. In this statement they emphasized their personal commitment to a successful agreement in Paris and they marked a new era of multilateral climate diplomacy (The White House, 2015c). According to Godbole, the joint statement reflects the desire of China and the US to take the lead in combatting climate change (Godbole, 2016, p. 365). Actually, at first instance China viewed climate change as a problem caused by industrialized countries. But since China was transforming to a service-led economy, China came forward to take the lead in combatting climate change (Barnes, 2020). In 2015, the presidents made another joint statement. This time they reaffirmed that “climate change is one of the greatest threats facing humanity and that their two countries have a critical role to play in addressing it” (The White House, 2015c). The last joint statement Obama and Xi made was in March 2016, where they announced to sign the Paris Agreement both on April 22nd. By then, The White House stated that “the joint efforts by China and the United States on climate change will serve as an enduring legacy of the partnership between our two countries” (The White House, 2016). On the first of June 2017, the new President of the US, Donald J. Trump, made an announcement that the US would withdraw from the Paris Agreement. In a response, China strongly reaffirmed its commitment to the agreement, and it has reiterated that position on many occasions since (Sandalow, 2019). In October, Xi Jinping stated that China is “taking the driving seat in international cooperation to respond to climate change” (ibid.). 
To conclude, China and the US’ bilateral climate cooperation became stronger in the last decade. Despite the slump in Copenhagen in 2009, both presidents took the lead to reach a multilateral agreement in Paris in 2015. In particular the three joint statements (2014, 2015 & 2016) announcing a shared approach to climate change strengthened cooperation. Nonetheless, with the inauguration of Trump, combatting climate change was no priority anymore. The graph below sketches the timeline of the climate change cooperation relationship between China and the US. The overall relationship is explained in the next section, where an additional graph sketched the attached timeline. The graphs are no actual measurement of the relationship; they are rather an illustration of the above-mentioned important events which influence the timeline.  
Graph 1. Timeline of the cooperation on climate change relationship between China and the US in the period 2008-2018

[bookmark: _Toc75347983]4.1.2	Timeline overall relationship
This paragraph elaborates on the most important events happened between China and the US. Most importantly, Obama tried to develop the relationship with China in a positive way. Despite different setbacks and competition, during the Obama presidency more and more cooperation was established. With the inauguration of Trump, the quality of the relationship deteriorated so badly; in the 40 years of diplomatic relations it has never been so challenging (Swaine, 2019). The second table can be found in Appendix 1 and shows an overview of the most influential events in the period 2008-2018. In the right column the table indicates what the effects of these events have been on the relationship. This paragraph provides an explanation of the evolvement of the relationship, as sketched in graph 2. 
In 2008, Barack Hussein Obama became the new president of the US, reviving the Sino-US relationship. During his election campaign, Obama often highlighted the importance of the relationship with China. In a telephone conversation between Obama and Hu Jintao, Hu expressed his appreciation for Obama’s effort for advocating the strengthening of China-US cooperation in jointly responding to global issues (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic of China, 2008a). According to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic of China, Hu said: “In the new historical period of time, China is willing to maintain high-level exchange with the US and also contacts at all levels, continue strategic dialogue with the US, increase exchange and cooperation between the two countries in all fields, and strengthen the exchange of opinion and coordination with the US on major international and regional issues.” (ibid.). The Chinese President went on by highlighting the importance of mutual respect, to push the relationship to a higher level. These statements indicated that Hu was optimistic for the upcoming years to cooperate closely with the US. In a response to Hu’s statements, Obama communicated that he hopes that: “the United States and China will strengthen cooperation, and promote greater development of bilateral relations, to bring benefits to both nations.” (ibid.). The mutual positive expressions promoted further development of the Group of Two (G2). Both Obama as well as Hu, wanted to bring the relationship to a next level. From these conversations, the earlier Strategic Economic Dialogue (SED) transformed into the Strategic and Economic Dialogue (SE&D). Before this transformation, the emphasis lay on the economic relationship, while in 2009 China and the US decided to include strategic relations as well. This gave the relationship another boost in 2009. Until the first half of 2010, China and the US achieved strategic compatibility and cooperated extensively (Chengqiu, 2020, p. 53). 
In August 2010, China became the second largest economy of the world and thereby surpassed Japan. With its growing GDP, China was expected to be roughly the same size as the US economy within ten years (BBC, 2010). However, the US economy was the largest since 1890, which made the US slightly uncomfortable with China’s growth. Hence Obama presented a rebalance strategy. Moreover, the US proposed a new deal to supply arms to Taiwan in 2010. China has responded by trying to stop the deal and has threatened to impose sanctions on the US. These two events had a negative effect on the relationship, because China’s rise and the disagreements about Taiwan made it harder to improve the relationship and intensify cooperation. Furthermore, the quality of the relationship diminished in 2011, partly due to US announcement to “rebalance” to Asia Strategy in November. In Appendix 1 several events are explained, so it is made clear that in 2011, and partly in 2012, small events happened that had a positive effect on the relationship of China and the US. According to Wu Chengqiu, an associate professor of International Politics from Shanghai, the Trans-pacific partnership, which was established without China, provoked China to observe deterioration in its geopolitical environment, leading to China’s growing insecurity (2020, p. 55). 
Only when China decreased its oil imports from Iran in 2012 it became clear that there was still some coordination between the two states (Landler & Myers, 2012). Other areas where they both contributed were issues like Syria and North Korea. The coordination on these issues lead to a slight increase in 2012. In 2013, the relationship revived when Obama invited new the new Chinese President Xi Jinping to the Sunnylands Summit. During these days, both presidents agreed to establish a new model of relations, in which they would cooperate more effectively on global challenges (Council of Foreign Relations). As Godbole states: “The Sunnylands summit has been promoted as the biggest landmark in the US-China relations since Nixon visit of 1972.” (2016, p. 366). In that same year, China and the US coordinated to impose stricter sanctions on North Korea after North Korea conducted a nuclear test. This indicates that China and the US tried to work together more closely, providing a positive prospect for the future. 
In 2014, a diplomatic challenge emerged when the US court indicted Chinese hackers on stealing trade technologies. In response, China suspended its involvement in the cybersecurity working group. Although this seems a big thing in the diplomatic relations, in the same year Obama and Xi issued a joint statement on climate change to reduce carbon emissions (The White House, 2015a). The statement created hope for the next climate conference in Paris in 2015. 2014 was a decent year for the relationship, because on the same day, Obama declared to support the One-China policy. This policy states that only one People’s Republic of China exists, and thus official ties are only established between the Republic and the US. Unofficial ties are hold with Taiwan. With that statement, Obama refuses Tibet’s independence and recognizes Tibet as part of the People’s Republic of China (The White House, 2015b). 
As just mentioned, in 2015 the next climate conference took place. In this thesis, I will further dive into this conference in the next chapter and will not include this conference in the overall relationship, because this may give a wrong indication of how the overall relationship evolved. In 2015, the conflict over the South China Sea escalated according to US Secretary of Defense Ashton Carter. He stated that the US opposes “any further militarization” of the disputed territory and asked China to stop with its attempts to recapture areas in the sea. In 2016, the last year of Obama’s presidency, he met Xi in Hangzhou where the Group of Twenty (G20) meeting took place. The two presidents exchanged their ideas on global and regional challenges and agreed to enhance communication and cooperation (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic of China, 2016b). Moreover, they affirmed their commitment to constructively manage issues on which they disagree (ibid.). With the emphasis on strengthening coordination, cooperation and acknowledging different viewpoints, the relationship became a little better However, this only happened to a certain extent because US’ approach towards China changed from co-opting to balancing (Chengqiu, 2020, p. 53). Diplomatic disagreements characterized the relationship, partly caused by the growth of the Asia-Pacific region and China’s rise. This information suggests that important events promoting cooperation can happen simultaneously with diplomatic disagreements, which are discussed in paragraph 4.1.3.  
In the following year, Donald J. Trump was elected as new president of the US. He started off his presidency with a positive approach towards China, by affirming to stick to the One-China Policy. Furthermore, he invited Xi to Florida for two days, where they worked on a new framework for negotiations on multiple issues, and they agreed to make progress in 100 days (Diamond & Liptak, 2017). However, later that year Trump’s administration labelled China as a strategic competitor in the National Security Strategy (Sevastopulo, 2017). This strategy consists of an explanation of the most pressing national security issues. Labelling China as a strategic competitor had a deteriorated effect on the relationship because Chinese analysts and state media responded angrily (ibid.). The Financial Times wrote: “the global times, a nationalist tabloid published by the Chinese Communist Party, described it as a “reckless” move that would damage Sino-US relations” (ibid.). In 2018, the quality of the relationship dropped further. The trade war escalated partly because of the implemented tariffs on Chinese goods by President Trump. In addition, Vice President Mike Pence stated that the US prioritized competition over cooperation to fight economic aggression (Council of Foreign Relations, 2017). China’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs criticized the speech and warned that the statement would harm the relationship. According to Chengqiu, the political atmosphere between China and the US had deteriorated in the past few years mainly because of the disputes in the South China sea, which had been interpreted as evidence of China’s increasing assertiveness (Chengqiu, 2020, p. 28). This led to a huge decrease in the overall relationship. The graph below sketches the timeline of the overall relationship between China and the US. 










Graph 2. Timeline of the overall relationship between China and the US in the period 2008-2018

[bookmark: _Toc75347984]4.1.3	Comparing the climate change cooperation relationship and the overall relationship
This paragraph compares both relationships based on a rough overview of the examples provided above. Notably, climate change cooperation just developed around 2008 and 2009, whereas the overall relationship was relatively strong. Despite the early knowledge about the effects of climate change, the importance of the issue became clear since 2008. The U.S. Climate Change Science Program stated that a pressing problem for the US would be more extreme weather (NBC, 2008), which probably boosted the Bush Administration to address climate change multilaterally. Cooperation on climate change was relatively stable in the beginning of Obama’s presidency, until 2011. Meanwhile, the overall relationship between China and the US increased in 2009, but declined in the period 2010-2011 which could be due to China’s rise and the Taiwan issue. Since Obama just took office and therefore did not know President Hu for a long time, they had little time to build a positive image of the other and to create a trustworthy basis for further cooperation. As just mentioned, climate change cooperation was relatively stable until 2011 when it decreased. Thus, climate change cooperation decreased later than the overall relationship, implying that both relationships were not aligned in the first two years of this research.
Climate change cooperation decreased a little bit further in 2012. But when Xi Jinping became the new president of China, he created a relationship together with Obama to strengthen cooperation, resulting in an increase of the overall relationship. The cooperation on climate change cooperation followed this trend later in 2013, presumably because the presidents first tried to build a strong basis before they saw opportunities to expand cooperation. So, it might be the case that climate change cooperation interacts with the overall relationship, but it seems that it is probably the other way around because climate change cooperation followed the overall relationship later. This suggests that the overall relationship might affect climate cooperation which is already researched in IR scholarship. As indicated by the findings, climate change cooperation does not affect the overall relationship in turn. Climate change cooperation continued growing from 2013 until 2016. It is interesting that around 2015 the overall relationship decreased and has only a minor increase in 2016. With Trump as new president of the US, the overall relationship deteriorated simultaneous with the climate change cooperation relationship. As already mentioned in paragraph 4.1.2 this suggests that cooperation could exist next to diplomatic disagreements. More concisely, climate change cooperation between China and the US does not completely interact with the overall relationship, and little to no evidence was found to argue that climate change cooperation positively affects the overall relationship. 
These findings partially associate with the realist framework and are contradictory to the liberal institutionalist and constructivist academic literature. Meaning that it might be the case that a realist international order is most applicable to the current Sino-US relations. Goldstein argues that China and the US both benefit from cooperative trade and security relationships (1955, p. 455). He states that a rivalrous relationship is an iterated game, implicating that there is a long sequence of interactions, with an uncertainty of duration. Therefore, cooperative strategies can overcome short-term self-interests to bring about stable long-term cooperation. In this case, the choice to work together on climate change can be seen as a cooperative strategy. However, apparently climate change cooperation has no clear effect on the overall relationship, which makes it impossible to claim that this particular cooperative strategy can overcome short-term self-interests to bring about stable long-term cooperation. Moreover, other factors in the liberal institutional framework such as economic interdependence and being members of the same international institutions, are considered as factors which decrease the intensity of rivalry. Although this analysis did not focus in detail on these issues, it is plausible that climate change cooperation goes hand in hand with economic cooperation, for example in funding joint research projects investigate the possibilities for greener energy for example. Additionally, China and the US are both members of the UN where the most important climate change conferences are held each year. Thus, despite the presence of the two factors (economic interdependence and international institutions) China and the US are not directly provided with a better relationship caused by an expansion of climate change cooperation. Regarding the constructivist framework, little to no improvement of perceptions was found until so far. In short, the comparison of the overall relationship with the climate change cooperation relationship shows that they only partially interact, which contradicts the expectations of the three frameworks and thus rejects H1. Additionally, the analysis is inclined to accept H2.1, since it seems not likely that climate change cooperation can lead to a better relationship. However, a more detailed case study is valuable to explain this outcome and to see if one of the most important climate deals probably could affect the overall relationship, since the Paris Agreement was one of the most important climate achievements in history.

Graph 3. Comparison of the climate change cooperation timeline and the overall relationship timeline of China and the US in the period 2008-2018
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[bookmark: _Toc75347986]5.1	Case study: Paris Agreement
Until now the focus lay on the most important events happened between 2008 and 2018. As became clear in the previous chapter, there is no clear indication that cooperation on climate changes interacts with the overall relationship between China and the US, which is contrary to the academic literature. Additionally, the longitudinal comparison suggested that climate change cooperation does not positively affect the overall relationship, which is in contradiction with the literature of the liberal institutionalist and constructivist frameworks. This chapter gives attention to an in-depth case, to test hypotheses 2.1 and 2.2, and to see if climate change cooperation might still influence the overall relationship. The historical case study generated approximately the same results as chapter four. 
This paragraph zoomed in on one of the greatest international achievements on climate change cooperation, namely the Paris Agreement. If the Paris Agreement has no effect on the overall relationship, there is a minor chance that climate cooperation could produce a less intense rivalrous relationship. The Paris Agreement is a legally binding international treaty on climate change, aiming to limit global warming. The United Nations calls it a “landmark in the multilateral climate change process because, for the first time, a binding agreement brings all nations into a common cause to undertake ambitious efforts to combat climate change and adapt to its effects.” (United Nations, n.d.). The Paris Conference took place from November 30 till December 12. On the last day, 196 parties adopted the Agreement, which entered into force on November 4 in 2016. 
[bookmark: _Toc75347987]5.2	Causal mechanism
To develop a structured case study, I made use of process tracing methods. The following process tracing theory is tested: as shown in the liberal institutionalist and constructivist literature, cooperation between rivals could enhance their relationship and eventually, lead to the end of the rivalry. This part investigated if cooperation on climate change could be a factor to reduce the intensity of rivalry. Therefore, the Paris Agreement is used to test if the overall relationship between China and the US is improved after this important deal. More concretely, the case study is focused on 2016, because the Paris Conference took place in November and December 2015. The effect would probably be the highest in the year after the conference. In case there is no substantial change in the overall relationship, the liberal institutionalist framework and the constructivist framework are lacking and the results might indicate that the realist framework can interpret the outcome, or that further research is desirable. 
Four main entities are classified as social objects engaging in activities. The first entity is Xi Jinping; the second entity is Barack Obama; the third entity is China; and the last entity is the US. The distinction between the presidents of 2016 and the states is made because of two reasons. The first reason is because Xi and Obama are the main actors in the relationship in 2016. They are involved in the most important events and are clear in their press-releases, both individual releases as well as joint releases. The second reason why the distinction is made is because the presidents are influential in foreign policy and diplomatic relations. If the states show the same trend as the presidents, it is arguable that the presidents and states are on the same line, which makes the effect climate change cooperation has on the overall relationship stronger. 
Each entity should show three different activities. These activities would produce change in the overall relationship and could be observed via empirical manifestations. The same three activities are applied to entity 1 and 2, Xi and Obama. The first necessary activity the presidents should show is their effort to engage in meetings about climate change. This can be observed by invitations to discuss climate change. The second activity is that the presidents should show their effort to engage in meetings about other issues, which can be observed by invitations for meetings. These kinds of invitations indicate the presidents’ faith in each other that additional cooperation is possible. Plausibly, it is unthinkable that a president wants to expand cooperation without having an optimistic view. The last activity refers to positive signs about the other president, which is a sufficient condition. If this evidence can be found, it is strong enough to assume that their overall relationship is influenced in a positive way. It is expected that presidents will be honest in their attitude and therefore will surely be positive about the other president. Moreover, if the presidents express their positiveness after the Paris Conference, it becomes clear how fruitful and worthwhile the conference appeared to be and indicates that their view about the other changed positively. 
The other two entities, China and the US, are expected to show three different activities. The first necessary activity is showing the effort to continue intense climate change cooperation, which can be observed by the number of representatives at the UN climate conference in Marrakech 2016. If an equal number of representatives is present, it shows the effort of the two entities to still be actively engaged with climate cooperation, and thus have faith in expanding their cooperation. The second necessary condition is that the two states are open for developing cooperation in other fields than climate change. The observable manifestation attached to this activity is that the entities should show attempts for cooperation on other issues. In case these attempts are present, it assumes that there is a willingness to cooperate in different fields, which is unlikely if an entity has no confidence in the other. The last activity which should be present is a positive opinion about the other entity, which could be observed via an improved popular opinion. This research supposes that an improved popular opinion about the other entity shows that the relationship between the entities has been positively affected, because the population mostly receives its information about the other entity via its own entity. Thus, if the population’s opinion improves it shows that the governmental officials and diplomatic relations between China and the US are moving to a positive direction, affecting people’s opinion. This makes the last activity a sufficient condition. In short, this thesis expects that a better view about the other will lead to a better relationship.
Causal mechanism Overall relationship
View of the other
Climate change deal



The process tracing method makes it possible to open up the middle box and divide the box in two parts. The first part contains of the two presidents, and the second part are the states. This leads to the following process tracing mechanism:
Process tracing mechanism 1. . Efforts to continue intense climate change cooperation
2. Openness to expand bilateral cooperation
3. Positive opinion about the other state
1. Efforts to engage in meetings about climate change
2. Efforts to engage in meetings about other issues
3. Positive signs about the other president

Activities







Overall relationship
China and the US
Xi and Obama
Climate change deal

Part 2

Part 1


Entities


[bookmark: _Toc75347988]5.3	Observations and evidence
Table 1 shows the four entities, the different activities, the attached observable manifestations, and the evidence found. As one can see, the first observable manifestation of entity 1 and 2 was not explicit present in 2016. The first observable manifestation was an invitation to the other president to discuss climate change. Neither Obama nor Xi invited each other to merely discuss climate change. This showed that climate change cooperation was only important to a certain extent, as it was an important subject for discussion in an extensive meeting, but it was not crucial enough to be the only reason to travel. Nonetheless, the second observable manifestation of entity 1 and 2 was present. As just mentioned, climate change cooperation is often a subject that is discussed alongside other subjects. During the G20 Nuclear Security Summit in Hangzhou, a meeting between the 19 member states and the EU, Xi invited Obama for a bilateral meeting. Additionally, Obama invited Xi in Washington for a bilateral meeting during the follow up of the G20 Nuclear Security Summit. They were determined to increase international nuclear security cooperation. The last observable manifestation both entities should have exercised to confirm the mechanism, is that Xi and Obama should have manifested a positive note about the other’s efforts in press-releases. For example, Xi mentioned: “I look forward to increasing communication with President Obama, focus on cooperation, manage our differences, build mutual trust, and set China-U.S. relations on a path of healthy and steady growth.” (The White House, 2016b) and “Mr. President, I would like to commend you for the active efforts you have made to grow this relationship.” (The White House, 2016f). Additionally, Obama stated: “I look forward to working with President Xi as well on the global economy. … I very much appreciate President Xi’s willingness to have candid conversations on these issues in a constructive way.” (The White House, 2016b); “And so I want to thank not only you, Mr. President, but also your entire government for the constructive way in which we have worked in preparation for this meeting.  And I am absolutely committed to ensuring not only that this is a productive meeting, but that we are also setting the stage so that the next U.S. administration comes in with a relationship that is on a strong and productive footing” (The White House, 2016e) and “so I want to thank President Xi and his delegation for their efforts” (The White House, 2016f). These statements showed their attitude towards the other president and seemed highly positive.
The other two entities should have shown three activities. The first activity was to continue efforts to intense climate change cooperation. The attached observable manifestation was an equal number of representatives at the UM climate conference in 2016, which took place in Marrakech. Both China as well as the US had less representatives present at the conference than in 2015. Hence, the first observable manifestation was not found with the existing evidence. Nevertheless, both states were open to expand their bilateral cooperation. In particular during the SE&D in June, both states strengthened their existing cooperation and expanded the fields of cooperation. Important topics for discussion were strengthening Economic Policy Cooperation; promoting open trade and investment; fostering financial stability and reform; and enhancing global cooperation and economic governance. These efforts showed that both states were open to expand bilateral cooperation. Regarding the last activity, the attached manifestation was an improved popular opinion on the other state. No clear evidence was found of China’s popular opinion on the US. Moreover, only a minor difference occurred in US popular opinion on China. As shown in a survey, Americans’ favourable opinions of China was equal in 2015 and 2016 (Younis, 2021a). Additionally, Americans’ perceptions of Chinese economic power as a critical threat increased with one percentage point (Younis, 2021b).   
Table 1. Observations and evidence
	
	Activity
	Observable manifestations
	Evidence

	Entity 1
Xi Jinping
	1. Efforts to engage in meetings about climate change
	1. Invite Obama in China to discuss climate change
	No

	
	2. Efforts to engage in meetings about other issues
	2. Invite Obama to China 
	Yes, Xi hosts Obama in Hangzhou, during the G20 summit

	
	3. Positive signs about Obama
	3. Personal positive note about Obama’s efforts 
	Yes

	Entity 2
Barack Obama
	1. Efforts to engage in bilateral meetings about climate change 
	1. Invite Xi in the US to discuss climate change
	No

	
	2. Efforts to engage in meetings about other issues. 
	2. Invite Xi in the US
	Yes, Obama hosts Xi for a bilateral meeting during the Nuclear Security Summit.

	
	3. Positive signs about Xi
	3. Personal positive note about Xi’s efforts 
	Yes

	Entity 3 
China
	1. Efforts to continue intense climate change cooperation
	1. Equal number of representatives at UN climate conference in 2016
	No, less representatives present in Marrakech

	
	2. Openness to expand bilateral cooperation
	2. Attempts for cooperation on other issues
	SE&D: Strengthening economic policy cooperation; promoting open trade and investment; fostering financial stability and reform; enhancing global cooperation and economic governance

	
	3. Positive opinion about the US
	3. Improved popular opinion on the US
	-

	Entity 4
US
	1. Efforts to continue intense climate change cooperation
	1. Equal number of representatives at UN climate conference in 2016
	No, less representatives in Marrakech

	
	2. Openness to more bilateral cooperation
	2. Attempts for cooperation on other issues.
	SE&D: Strengthening economic policy cooperation; promoting open trade and investment; fostering financial stability and reform; enhancing global cooperation and economic governance

	
	3. Positive opinion about China
	3. Improved popular opinion on China
	Roughly the same



[bookmark: _Toc75347989]5.1.3	Conclusions 
Based on the explained evidence three conclusions can be drawn. Regarding entity Xi and entity Obama, it becomes clear that the first necessary activity is not present. Nonetheless, sufficient evidence is found for the third activity. Therefore, this part of the mechanism argues that the climate change cooperation between the two presidents has a positive effect on the overall relationship between the first two entities. Moving on to the entity China and entity the US, no evidence is found for the first necessary activity. Regarding the second necessary activity, the bilateral cooperation has expanded on 22 different issues during the SE&D (U.S. Department of state, 2016). The outcome of the last activity differs between the two entities. Where no evidence was found regarding China’s popular opinion, evidence of the US popular opinion showed no difference in the opinion between 2015 and 2016. This means that the sufficient evidence criterium is not met, and that only the second necessary activity is present. Consequently, not enough evidence is found to substantiate the second part of the mechanism. As a result, since there is only evidence for the first part of the mechanism, this research cannot argue that climate change cooperation affects the overall relationship between China and the US. 
Therefore, the results of this case study are in line with the outcome of the analysis of chapter four. Based on the findings, H2.1 is accepted, which is an interesting outcome since the results are partially expected by the realist framework and the more recent theories do not seem to fit this case properly as will be explained below, which highlights the novelty of the theoretical implications of this research. The findings contradict with the liberal institutionalist and constructivist framework in the sense that climate change cooperation in particular has had no positive effect on the overall relationship, while for example Goldstein argues that such a cooperative strategy can bring about stable long-term cooperation. The most straightforward explanation would be that climate change cooperation is still possible under conditions of rivalry and therefore has no capability to influence the overall relationship. Since climate change is a common threat, China and the US noticed the importance of working together as the world’s biggest polluters. This explanation is in accordance with Bennett’s ideas (1996) of why rivals cooperate. He states that a common external threat will offer an additional incentive to the rivals to settle their disagreements (Bennett, 1996, p. 163). China and the US have an important reason to cooperate on this issue. Apparently, they can settle their disagreements regarding climate cooperation, neglecting their disagreements in the overall relationship. Thus, even though Bennett’s ideas on why rivals choose to cooperate correspond with this research, Bennett’s ideas on ending a rivalrous relationship cannot be substantiated by this analysis. Additionally, the findings suggests that only the perception of the presidents improve which indicates that better perceptions are easier to realise on a personal level. However, the presidential election process in the US establishes a new president in X years, perhaps resulting in a change of perceptions. Therefore, the perceptions of the state entities could provide a better indication of the effect of climate change cooperation. The perceptions of the other state did not improve after an important deal on climate change, and thus did not affected the rivalrous relationship positively, which was expected by the constructivist framework.  
There are several possible explanations for this result. First of all, it might be the case that once involved in an international institution, like the UN climate conferences, the costs are high to withdraw from this institution. Perhaps institutionalizing cooperation can have a delay effect in the sense that once cooperation is sufficiently deepened, it takes a while to disrupt it again. Therefore, states continue being a member of the institution. The institution in this case is a multilateral institution and wants to make progress on climate change cooperation. This may force the world’s greatest climate polluters to hold on to their pro-active role in tackling climate change. Another possible explanation is that the issue of climate change is of such a high importance that China and the US understand that they have to work together to protect the earth. So, it might be the case that they enforce themselves to work together on this issue. Other fields of cooperation will not be influenced by the expansion of climate cooperation because these issues could be seen as less important. A final possible explanation could be that the historical dynamics, which are mostly a realist factor, influence the perceptions to a high extent. It might be the case that it is too hard to change perceptions on a short notice. 


















[bookmark: _Toc75347990]Chapter 6: Conclusion 
The final chapter summarizes the findings of the previous chapters and discusses how the outcome reflects upon theoretical implications. Subsequently, research limitations are reassessed, to conclude this final chapter with recommendations of further research. 
The aim of this research was to contribute to theory building in the field of IR. The rise of the visible disadvantages of climate change is an interesting phenomenon, which obligates states to work together. However, the world’s greatest climate polluters, China and the US, are in a rivalrous relationship. Much of the previous literature focuses on the possibility of cooperation between rivals, and thereby consider climate cooperation as an outcome. Instead, with an eye to the future of the international order, I was interested in whether cooperation on climate change between the rivals China and the US affects the overall relationship in turn. This flip ensures several theoretical contributions, which will be elaborated below. The three main frameworks in IR are explained to see whether they could explain the effects of climate cooperation. In short, the liberal institutionalist and constructivist frameworks are positive on how cooperation in general can improve a rivalrous relationship, whereas realism is opposed to that idea and argues that the overall relationship determines the likelihood for cooperation. 
Although these literatures are extensive on how cooperation is possible between states and about the effects of cooperation in general, there is not much information on cooperation for particular states. China and the US are in a rivalry, and until today, little research is done to the effects of climate change cooperation in particular on the rivalrous relationship. This raised the following question: 
How does climate change cooperation affect the overall relationship between rivals?
The longitudinal comparison in chapter four consisted of a time frame of ten years, and was used to understand the development of the climate change cooperation relationship and the overall relationship between China and the US. As became evident from the comparison of both timelines, climate change cooperation does not completely interact with the overall relationship. More specifically, in some cases the relationships showed the same development, while in other cases they diverged. Despite the results indicated that there was no real effect found in the ten-year time frame, an in-depth case study into the role of the Paris Agreement was conducted in chapter five. The Paris Agreement was analysed in detail to illustrate if the most important climate deal in history might affect the overall relationship. In the empirical analysis process tracing methods were used. The process tracing mechanism consisted of two parts, while only the first part was supported. Despite Xi’s and Obama’s enthusiasm to work together to combat climate change, they did not succeed to apply this energy to China and the US in general.
The most obvious findings to emerge from this thesis is that climate change cooperation between rivals does not completely interact with the overall relationship. Climate cooperation between rivals is still possible even under conditions of rivalry, but the results indicate that climate change cooperation will not positively affect the overall relationship. Little evidence was found that the timelines showed the same trend, and the Paris Agreement had no clear way in which it affected the overall relationship. This second part of the study is in line with the realist framework, which expected that cooperation would not produce a less rivalrous relationship. Regarding the liberal institutionalist framework, a common threat could lead to more cooperation and eventually lead to an end of the rivalry (Bennet, 1996). This last step was not supported by the conducted analysis. Also, the constructivist framework expected that cooperation would lead to a better relationship, but this analysis found no support that perceptions of the other state increased. This result may be explained by the fact that China and the US are both involved in several international institutions. Another possible explanation is that climate change is considered as a crucial threat for the world, increasing states’ willingness to cooperate on that issue. Finally, the historical dynamics could influence perceptions extensively, which is discussed below.
[bookmark: _Toc75347991]6.1 	Theoretical implications 
This thesis is the first exhaustive investigation of climate change cooperation as a cause for the overall relationship between rivals. This is an important step and contribute in several ways to our understandings of how rivalries end. First of all, the present study raises the possibility that the theories of realism, liberal institutionalism and constructivism are outdated. Specifically, the three frameworks assumed that cooperation and the overall relationship interacts, while this study showed that it is unsupported with regard to climate cooperation. Therefore, it would be an interesting idea for the above-mentioned theories to include the consequences of climate change cooperation in their theories. Moreover, the findings of this thesis indicate that the expectation of the realist framework, namely that cooperation between rivals will not increase the chances of a better relationship, is most accurate. The findings are in contrast with earlier findings in the field of liberal institutionalism and constructivism, which argued that cooperation could lead to more cooperation or eventually a better perception of the other. A possible explanation for this might be that this research analysed a time frame of ten years. Ten years could be perceived as short to change willingness to cooperation and change perceptions. Despite the short time frame, the chosen ten years are considered as the most important years of climate change cooperation between China and the US. In these years, green cooperation has expanded and deepened. It seems plausible that if these years of climate change cooperation had no effect on the overall relationship, there is a minor chance that it will in the years after 2018. Another explanation for why the findings of this research is in contrast with the liberal institutionalists and constructivists could be that climate change cooperation is not generalizable for other issues in the security domain. However, the liberal institutionalist and constructivist framework lack to include and investigate cooperation on climate change as a field in the security domain, which apparently has a different result than they expected. Therefore, it would be interesting for these two theories to include the effects of climate change cooperation in their theories. 
The second implication follows from this reasoning. The findings are in line with the realist framework, and could be explained by the present historical dynamics in the Sino-US relationship. Historical dynamics play an important role for the current perceptions, known as path-dependency. Therefore, I would argue that perceptions are difficult to change, as became apparent in this research. Constructivism incorporates perceptions as ideational factors, and shows that the meaning given to the structural conditions matter. If we assume that conceptions of the other are important to give an indication of the relationship, as argued in the constructivist framework, we should notice that changes in a relationship are rarely. An addition to the constructivists is thus that the perceptions are difficult to change, probably because historical dynamics.
A third implication for the three mentioned frameworks in IRT is that this thesis has focused on rivals in particular. The combination of investigating climate change cooperation and rivalry is relatively new, especially because I researched climate change cooperation as a cause. It is plausible that the effects of climate change cooperation differ for different state relations. Up to a certain point, this thesis provides a starting point by elaborating on the consequences for a rivalrous relationship. 
The fourth and final implication stresses out that this research may help us to understand that cooperation on climate change is possible, even under the conditions of rivalry. Apparently, China and the US can still cooperate despite disagreements. This has two important implications, especially for practical reasons. First, the international order has more certainty about future cooperation on climate change. Second, the results indicate that climate change cooperation does not create a better perception of the other state. So, if rivals aim to create a better relationship, putting a lot of effort in climate change cooperation would be inappropriate. Although I don’t want to argue that we should stop investing in climate change cooperation, the results show that to create a better relationship, climate cooperation is unsuitable. In short, ongoing efforts to invest in climate change cooperation are desirable. 
[bookmark: _Toc75347992]6.2	Research limitations
The findings of the research may be somewhat limited because of three reasons. In the literature review it became clear that decision makers’ perceptions are important in determining the status of a relationship. However, these perceptions could not be measured directly and are based on other primary and secondary sources. The methodology chapter has argued why the chosen method is still valid, but in order to provide a more reliable research it would have had added value to incorporate direct perceptions of decision makers as well. The second limitation is that all the Chinese information came from secondary sources. It would have been ideal to include primary Chinese sources, but the lack of knowledge about the Chinese language hindered a more exhaustive analysis. The third limitation of this research is that the longitudinal comparison researched a short time frame of ten years. This can be explained by the idea that climate change cooperation between China and the US became more important since 2008, and I assumed that it would have definitely no effect on the overall relationship before that time. However, this means that the number of years analysed is limited. Despite this thesis did a valid analysis, it is important to bear in mind the possible bias in the research. 
[bookmark: _Toc75347993]6.3 	Recommendations for further research
The findings of this thesis raise intriguing questions regarding the nature and extent of climate change cooperation between rivals. To develop a full picture of the interaction between climate change cooperation and rivalry, future studies are recommended. Firstly, similar research could be conducted with other cases, like the rivalry between the US and Russia; and between China and India. All these states are relatively great or rising powers in competition. This could provide more insight in the conclusions of this particular research, and make it eventually easier to generalize.
Secondly, it is interesting to explore if other fields in the security domain, as well as other domains would produce the same outcome. In other words, how does cooperation on other security issues interact with the overall relationship? If more cases like these are researched, a substantiated theory is built to grasp the link between cooperation and rivalry. 
Thirdly, in this thesis the focus lay on rivals, because the investigated states are the world’s greatest climate polluters. It would be interesting for further research to investigate if the effect of climate change cooperation is different when states do not cooperate under the conditions of rivalry. Can climate change affect the relationship between two states who are for example considered as friends? Additionally, has climate change cooperation a different effect for states’ relations when they are both highly vulnerable for the negative effects of climate change? These questions add to build up a full image of the effects of climate change cooperation on the relationship between states. Climate issues are urgent, leading to an increase in cooperation on climate change in the future. Figuring out these effects is important to see whether climate change cooperation can have a positive influence on future state relations, because I expect that the international community will intensify green cooperation in the future to combat climate change. 
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	Climate change cooperation between China and the US

	Year
	Event
	Description
	Effect/Result

	2008
	Ten Year Framework (TYF) for Cooperation on Energy and Environment
	The framework makes it possible to easily share knowledge about solutions to the pressing environmental problems.
	+

	2009
	SE&D
	In the S&ED, China and the US produced the Memorandum of Understanding to Enhance Cooperation on Climate Change, Energy and the Environment (MOU). It is a five-year agreement, including raising awareness of climate change.
	+

	
	Presidential Summit
	In this Summit, nine agreements were signed. The most influential agreements are described below. 
	+

	
	US-China Energy Cooperation Program
	This program facilitates the private sector resources for development work.

	+

	
	Clean Energy Research Center
	A platform where joint research with engineers from China and the US is possible, and where development of clean energy technologies is central.  

	+

	
	Copenhagen Conference
	The United Nations Climate Conference took place in Copenhagen; however the US was disconcerted by China’s lack of cooperation. 
	-

	2010
	S&ED
	Spoke again about climate and the progression already made. Also agreed on further practical cooperation, but no concrete new agreements.
	+/-

	
	Trio of US-China forums
	Three forums on clean energy took place in May: U.S.-China Renewable Energy Industry Forum; U.S.-China Advanced Biofuel Forum; and the U.S.-China Energy Efficiency Forum. Representatives of both states were present.
	+

	2011
	S&ED
	Held a fruitful meeting of the Climate Change Policy Dialogue, but no big changes in the field of climate change cooperation.
	+/-

	2012
	US anti-dumping investigations
	The US decided to impose high anti-dumping and anti-subsidy duty on China.
	-

	2013
	Sunnylands Summit
	Obama and Xi agreed to combat climate change. They made small progress and will work together for the first time to phase down the consumption and production of hydrofluorocarbons.

	+

	
	SE&D
	Both states decided to strengthen cooperation on different projects and published a proposal on emissions reduction. Moreover, they established the U.S.-China Climate Working Group, to develop more proposals on climate change.
	+

	2014
	SE&D
	Climate change was an important topic in the S&ED. Eight new projects on cooperation were established, which expanded climate cooperation to private companies and universities. Both states also positively influenced other states to work together on the issue.
	+

	
	Joint Statement
	President Obama and President Xi emphasized their personal commitment to a successful agreement in Paris and they marked a new era of multilateral climate diplomacy.
	+

	
	US anti-dump investigation
	The issue of anti-dumping and anti-subsidy became important again. The US took a protectionist posture, which negatively affected the bilateral cooperation on climate change. 
	-

	2015
	SE&D
	China and the US agreed to work together to achieve a successful global climate agreement and to protect and conserve our ocean.
	+

	
	Joint Statement
	In 2015 both leaders reaffirmed that both states have an urgent role to combar climate change
	+

	
	Paris Conference
	The Paris Agreement is a legally binding international treaty on climate change.
	+

	2016
	Joint Statement
	The joint statement made by Obama and Xi was in March 2016, where they announced to sign the Paris Agreement both on April 22nd.
	+

	
	SE&D
	In the SE&D of 2016, China and the US deepened cooperation on climate change. They continued working together on different projects.
	+

	2017
	Trump announces to withdraw from the Paris Agreement
	In a response, China strongly reaffirmed its commitment to the agreement, and it has reiterated that position on many occasions since.
	-

	2018
	-
	
	
























	Overall relationship between China and the US

	Year
	Event
	Description (copied from wiki probably)
	Effect/result

	2008
	China largest US foreign creditor
	China has surpassed Japan. The financial crisis uncovered the growing interdependence between the two states. This led to concerns about the inequalities.
	-

	
	Election Barack Obama
	In a call between Hu Jintao and Obama, the Chinese President congratulated Obama with his victory. 
	+

	
	Group of Two (G2)
	The plan to create a G2, where the leaders of both states could meet informally, was originally proposed in 2005 by C. Fred Bergsten. In 2008, the pressure to actually bring about this relation increased. An important part of the G2 would be the Strategic and Economic Dialogue.
	+

	2009
	S&ED
	Took place on April 1st, between Barack Obama and Hu Jintao. The S&ED is established to encourage the relationship. 
	+

	2010
	China second largest economy
	China has again surpassed Japan and is on track to have to largest economy of the world.
	-

	
	US arm supply to Taiwan
	The US proposed a new deal to supply arms to Taiwan. China tried to stop the deal and threatened to impose sanctions on the US.
	-

	2011
	US pivots to Asia
	Hilary Clinton announced in a speech that the US would focus on the Asia-Pacific region to limit China’s growth.
	-

	
	Trans-Pacific Partnership
	The Trans-Pacific Partnership was the establishment of a multinational free trade agreement, between eight Asian nations and the US, without China.
	-

	
	2500 US marines in Australia
	Obama planned to send troops to Australia, leading to dissatisfaction in China. Subsequently, Beijing accused Obama of surging tensions.
	-

	
	Belt and Road Initiative & Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank
	The Belt and Road Initiative could be considered as a Chinese response to US influences in Asia.
	-

	2012
	Trade tensions
	The US, the EU and Japan believe that China violates international trade norms regarding raw materials. 
	-

	
	Dissident flees to US embassy
	Chen Guangcheng fled to the US embassy. US’ and Chinese diplomats agreed that Chen would study and stay in China, but Chen ran to the US. 
	-

	
	US Defense Plan
	Obama announced a new Defense Plan, partially to strengthen US military presence in Asia. China responded by stating that it will observe US actions closely, because these accusations were made on no grounds.
	-

	
	Positive signs on security issues
	China decreased its oil imports from Iran and worked together with the US on issues like Syria and North Korea. This indicated some positive signs on coordination between China and the US.
	+

	2013
	Sunnylands Summit
	Obama invited Xi Jinping to the US. They agreed to establish a new model of relations, in which they would cooperate more beneficially on global issues.
	+

	
	Stricter sanctions on North Korea
	Both states agreed to impose stricter sanctions for conducting nuclear tests, which could be a signal for a new level of cooperation.
	+

	2014
	Chinese hackers indicted
	The US court indicted Chinese hackers on stealing trade technologies. China responded by suspending its involvement in the cybersecurity working group, which made it hard to find a common ground. 
	-

	
	Joint climate announcement
	Obama and Xi issued a joint statement on climate change, mostly regarding carbon emissions. This action created hope for the next conference in Paris.
	+

	
	Tibet issue
	The US refuses Tibet’s independence, and recognizes Tibet as part of the People’s Republic of China.
	+

	2015
	South China Sea
	US Secretary of Defense Ashton Carter states that the US opposes “any further militarization” of the disputed territory. He also asks China to halt its efforts to get land back in the South China Sea. 
	-

	2016
	Bilateral meeting
	Obama and Xi met in Hangzhou, where they affirmed their commitment to constructively manage differences and decided to expand and deepen cooperation in many areas.
	+

	2017
	One China policy
	Trump announced to maintain the One-China Policy, which is a 40-year-old policy recognizing that there is one China. There are only official ties with the People’s Republic of China, and unofficial ties with Taiwan.
	+

	
	Summit Florida
	Trump hosts Xi Jinping in Florida for two days, where they acquired deepened understanding and invested in trust building. 
	+

	
	Strategic competitor
	Trump administration labelled China as a strategic competitor in the National Security Strategy. In this strategy several national security issues are described and how the US could solve the issues. 
	-

	2018
	Trump tariffs 
	The tariffs targeted China, after the US accused China for staling US technologies. A couple of days later, China implemented measures on US products.
	-

	
	Escalating trade war
	In July the trade war escalated. Trump believed that China had taken advantage of free trade rules, while China considered Trump’s moves as trade bullying. 
	-

	
	Hard-line approach Pence
	US Vice President Mike Pence stated that the US prioritized competition over cooperation to fight economic aggression. Pence further condemned Chinese increased military aggression. China’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs criticized the speech and warned that this would harm the relationship.
	-

	
	Huawei executive
	Canada arrested Huawei executive Meng Wanzhou at the US’ request. In a response, China detained two Canadians, for undermining China’s national security. China’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs considered Meng’s arrest a serious political incident. 
	-





Timelines

Timeline climate change cooperation	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	40	50	50	47	45	50	55	60	63	35	25	Timeline relationship	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	67	70	50	40	45	55	58	50	53	43	25	


Cooperation on climate change

Timeline	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	40	50	50	47	45	50	55	60	63	35	20	


Relationship China-US

Timeline	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	67	70	50	40	45	55	58	50	53	43	30	
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