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[5] “In order to understand others’ behavior, and in order to behave in a manner such that we can influence others, we must try to understand the world as they do” (Craig, 2007, p. 1).


“[I]t is no wonder that postconflict peacebuilding efforts too frequently fail and wars reerupt because peace settlements and peacebuilding policies play with emotional fire that practitioners scarcely understand but nevertheless seek to manipulate“ (Crawford, 2000, p. 116).


“Thucydides found that people go to war out of ‘honor, fear, and interest’ […]. If we take honor to mean fame, glory, renown, or splendor, it may appear applicable only to an earlier time. If, however, we understand its significance as […] regard, respect, or prestige we will find it an important motive of nations in the modern world” (Kagan, 1996, p. 8).


“Mianzi is very important among Chinese people and within the relational Chinese society. It concerns not only one’s social status in a relational society but also the possibility of being accepted by others and even the privileges one is entitled to in the social process of interaction” (Qin Yaqing, 2011, p. 52).
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Figure 1: Map of the South China Sea with Competing Legal Claims Indo-Pacific Defense Forum, n.d.


[6] I would like to express my sincere gratitude to my first supervisor, Prof. Dr. Michael Staack, for his continuous support throughout the entire research process. I also would like to thank my second supervisor, Prof. Dr. Sven Gareis, for his highly appreciated input and extensive feedback. Moreover, I am especially grateful to those people who have always encouraged me ‘to keep calm, and carry on’ with the project and to overcome each hurdle on this stony path, particularly my parents, Hildegard and Manfred, my brother, Marc, and my girlfriend, Louisa. This book could not have been completed without their invaluable help and support.
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[13] Introduction


Over the last two decades, the Asia-Pacific has turned into the most dynamic and fastest growing region in the world, accounting for almost 50 percent of the total global trade volume. Apart from its unprecedented pace of economic development, the Asia-Pacific features severe political discord among its highly heterogeneous nations, not least by virtue of a variety of looming and ongoing conflicts, profound political tensions, and power shifts. The South China Sea (SCS) dispute constitutes the region’s major and most complex territorial conflict, its vast relevance and implications exceeding the Asia-Pacific by far. It represents a maritime space roughly encompassing around 1,400,000 square miles geographically located between the People’ Republic of China (PRC), the Republic of China (ROC/Taiwan), The Philippines, Malaysia, Brunei, Indonesia, Singapore, and Vietnam. According to rather pessimistic estimates, USD 3.37 trillion in trade transited the South China Sea in 2016 (Center For Strategic and International Studies (CSIS, 2017). This number reflects 21 percent of global trade and 39.5 percent of Chinese total trade2, thereby strikingly demonstrating the SCS’s international and strategic significance. The SCS dispute itself, inextricably linked to the region’s long and conflict-prone history, substantially evolves around conflicting claims to legal status, border delimitation and ownership of both numerous territorial features (islands, reefs, rocks, islets) and adjacent maritime zones. Even though the dispute had already erupted in the 1970s and witnessed numerous standoffs and contentious changes of ownership between the 1980s and mid-1990s, it remained below the radar of global politics and international attention for quite some time. This has successively changed as of 2009, triggered by a deadline for SCS claimant parties to submit their claims for an extended seabed hydrocarbon continental shelf to the Commission on the Limits of the Continental Shelf (CLCS). In subsequent years, particularly from 2012 onwards, the general situation in the SCS has further aggravated. This was manifested by multiple diplomatic, political and military incidents3 and [14] countless endeavors by various actors to defend their interests and to support their disputed claims. As a result, the risk of conflict escalation has been significantly increasing ever since just as security dilemma dynamics while the feasibility of effective conflict management has been declining. It was during this time that the SCS dispute started to attract considerable scholarly and political attention worldwide.


A close analytical look at the conflict-prone course of events reveals several dimensions and factors that have somewhat facilitated the dispute’s rapid exacerbation, thereby accounting for the ongoing failure to effectively mitigate tensions at the same time. The first and most crucial of these dimensions is the unprecedented economic, political, but also the military rise of the People’s Republic of China (PRC) in past decades, which has not only shaken the entire region but global politics at large. While the PRC had represented a rather low-profile regional player until the early 2000s, it has started to occupy a much more active, strategic and confident role thereafter, particularly since the second half of the 21st century. As China has turned into a global power, a core regional player and an increasingly credible and visible foreign policy actor, it remains to be seen whether it will continue to constitute a (regional) status quo power or eventually become a revisionist power and (regional) hegemon. In any case, the PRC’s rise has affected the situation in the SCS in a crucial and sustainable manner. For instance, Beijing’s increasingly bold and committed stance on the SCS led to a substantial consolidation of the other claimant parties’ positions. Apart from general uncertainty in regards to China’s future intentions and objectives in the region, a range of specific measures adopted by the government in Beijing has generated serious concerns and fears among its neighbors. Examples for such measures include the initiation of a sweeping artificial island transformation and land reclamation project, the relocation of an oil platform to disputed waters, and the remarkable upgrade of the PRC’s military (especially maritime capabilities) and other capacities. As a result, driven by such uncertainty and spurred by severe trust deficits, worst-case scenario policies and arms race dynamics4 have been witnessed that strongly fuel regional security dilemma dynamics and, ultimately, further complicate the SCS dispute.


[15] The second dimension involves the direct clash of Chinese and U.S. interests in the SCS. Despite its non-claimant party status to the dispute, the U.S. regional footprint is profound, not least given its close ties with several claimant countries, substantial troop deployment, its active participation in various regional dialogue formats and institutions, and its leadership role in multiple regional military exercises and operations. In a similar vein, the Obama administration proclaimed its ‘pivot to Asia’ strategy in 2011 with the key objective of maintaining (or even expanding) its prominent position in East- and Southeast Asia. That said, the clash of the world’s two major powers in the SCS region considerably contributes to the dispute’s scope, level of significance and extra-regional relevance. This, too, is all but conducive to effective and sustainable conflict management, let alone conflict resolution.


A third and somewhat interconnected dimension concerns the overall changing balance of regional (but also global) power in favor of China and to the detriment of the United States during the last decades. This shift was facilitated by the 2008 global economic crisis, which hit the U.S. much harder than the PRC. While China has not replaced the U.S. as a regional hegemon just yet, at least not in terms of political or military capacities, it is increasingly challenging the latter’s regional status, thereby increasing the U.S.’ costs of regional cooperation and curtailing Washington’s regional outreach. This development has been further consolidated by the decision of the administration of Donald Trump to withdraw from the Transpacific Partnership Agreement (TPP), a region-wide free trade project with the U.S. in the driving seat (and excluding the PRC), to impose different rounds of trade tariffs on Chinese goods, as well as its general preference for unilateral approaches and policy measures. Both, decisions like these, and the current administration’s growing unpredictability have sparked concerns by U.S. allies and partners about U.S. regional commitment, a development likely to assist the PRC in its endeavors to expand its regional influence. Beijing’s visions to accomplish a “China-ASEAN community of shared future” (PRC Gvt., 2017a) and to propel its Maritime Silk Road project connecting China with Southeast Asia, are two prominent examples already foreshadowing this process. At this stage it is unclear as to whether Washington will approve of, let alone support such developments in the future or whether it will rather do its bit to cling to its previous regional impact and its key position in terms of regional integration and cooperation, a scenario which certainly would not fail to leave its mark on the SCS either.


Fourth, Southeast Asia lacks any kind of multilateral and appropriately institutionalized framework of cooperative security structures in which all relevant SCS stakeholders could jointly discuss sustainable approaches to [16] mitigate the dispute, thereby alleviating the risk of (unintended) conflict escalation by generating trust, establishing clear rules of conduct, fostering cooperation and bridging omnipresent perception gaps. To be sure, a number of formats and institutional frameworks have already been set up in recent years. At the same time, Beijing does no longer categorically reject any debate on the SCS as it used to in the past. It has commenced hosting a seminar on ‘Maritime Risk Management and Cooperation’ within the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) framework, a multilateral dialogue format dealing with preventive diplomacy and confidence building. Similarly, the ASEAN Defense Minister’s Meeting Plus (ADMM) is increasingly tackling issues of maritime security as are the Information Sharing Center (ISC), the China-Southeast Asian Countries Marine Research and Environmental Protection Cooperation Forum and many others. Moreover, a few non-binding mechanisms between the PRC and the U.S. on the prevention of maritime incidents have been launched as well. The majority of these mechanisms and institutions, however, remain mere ‘talk-shops’ (Acharya, 2005) due to their often voluntary, non-binding and ad-hoc nature5 and their mostly reactive and operational instead of future-oriented and comprehensive approach. Additionally, while certain progress has already been made on the path toward a Binding Code of Conduct (BCoC), its adoption is still not in sight6. Equally, China and Vietnam agreed upon the establishment of political high-profile dialogue on the SCS7, albeit this success had already been preceded by several drawbacks8 in bilateral relations. Similarly, Beijing and Manila set up a biannual China-Philippines Bilateral Consultation Mechanism on the South China Sea (BCM) in May 2017. Despite such progress, security cooperation is still by far not keeping up with economic cooperation (Staack, 2016). Likewise, there are still no institutionalized, let alone multilateral and comprehensive, cooperative [17] security structures available that are capable of effectively addressing the omnipresent risk of conflict escalation.


Fifth, a substantial lack of consensus among the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), individual ASEAN Member States, the U.S., and China on the desired means and procedure of conflict resolution or conflict management prevails. The U.S. traditionally aims to play a leading role in the matter, several ASEAN states tend to advocate multilateral approaches to conflict management within a framework attended by all relevant parties (including the U.S.) or even compulsory legal arbitration and ASEAN as a regional organization is divided on this issue. The PRC, in turn, is taking a somewhat opposite point of view by strictly preferring to address its various disputes in the SCS in a bilateral manner, essentially by means of dialogue and negotiation with the individual state concerned. At the same time, it opposes any kind of internationalization of the issue in multilateral fora (e.g. the East Asia Summit), seeks to prevent a common position by ASEAN against China and Chinese claims, and widely rejects U.S. participation as well as the introduction of binding measures, sanctions and compulsory arbitration on questions of territorial sovereignty.


In total, these five dimensions mirror the polydimensional character of the SCS dispute, thereby accounting for the fact that, despite some short-term progress on one or two of these levels, the situation continues to be highly complex, intertwined, contested and fragile. Mutual provocations may recur at any time, ultimately capable of triggering policy measures resulting in further undesired and destabilizing political outcomes. Hence, effective and serious dispute management, let alone dispute resolution still remain a pipe dream.


Against this background, this book holds that traditional analytical variables such as security, power and economic objectives neither provide fully-fledged accounts of the increase in tensions in the SCS in the recent decade, nor comprehensively account for China’s modification of its SCS approach as of mid-2012, nor represent a promising and sufficient point of departure with respect to sustainable SCS dispute management in general. Therefore, it is argued, special emphasis should be placed on alternate cognitive variables, the significance and role of respect dynamics in particular. In this vein, it is contended that alleviation of tensions and consolidation of cooperative efforts in the SCS would only be viable if stakeholders involved were to take into closer consideration each other’s respect expectations and related needs9 and, simultaneously, do not perceive their very own respect [18] needs and motives to be violated. While such respect-sensitive diplomacy may help to avoid the arousal of disrespect experiences and steadily reduce gaps in recognition and perception, a lack of respect sensitivity is anticipated to generate policy preferences and ultimately suboptimal policy responses impeding cooperation and stability in the SCS.


In so doing, a special focus is placed on the People’s Republic of China and its SCS policy. This case study is selected as China represents the primary and most influential claimant party to the dispute and is crucial for the future course of the dispute. Its collective respect expectations and disrespect experiences are assumed to essentially shape its policy preference formation and decision-making processes, thereby directly and particularly determining the future of the SCS in the decades to come. Essentially, the future of the SCS dispute is inextricably linked to the future position assumed by the PRC. Accordingly, the project’s research question reads as follows: ‘Are respect dynamics playing a substantial role in China’s approach toward the South China Sea dispute? To what extent is the perception of due respect (or disrespect) – as reflected in external behavior – shaping Chinese foreign policy preferences pertaining to the SCS?’ That said, in order to operationalize Chinese respect dynamics, elite discourses by leading Chinese foreign policy think tanks (FPTTs) between 2010 and 2016 are subject to scrutiny10. Three hypotheses guide the analysis and ultimately structure the discussion of the research question. In Hypothesis I, discursive manifestations of Chinese self-perceived status in Southeast Asia (and beyond) and national identity conceptions are examined in order to determine as to whether these correspond to China’s SCS policy and to qualify whether or not they have been subject to change over time (2007–201611). Hypothesis II seeks to identify respect and disrespect experiences on the Chinese side and critically reflects upon respect expectations manifested in expert discourses on the SCS between 2010 and 2016. This identification process is conducted by means of a fixed set of clearly defined indicators. Hypothesis III then traces and subsequently qualifies policy recommendations provided and policy measures and attitudes advocated by Chinese FPTT scholars relating to Beijing’s stance on the SCS dispute. In so doing, it is established as to whether or not patterns of a causal link between respect dynamics, on the one hand, and a specific degree of cooperation [19] suggested by FPTT scholars can be observed. This serves the purpose of determining whether disrespect collectively experienced on the Chinese side can account for the shift in Beijing’s SCS policy from restraint, low profile, stability and cooperation toward a much bolder, proactive and assertive approach that has been occurring in recent years. At the same time, implications of a potentially widening gap between Chinese self-evaluated status and identity conceptions and the extent to which these are actually viewed as adequately recognized by other SCS stakeholders on the type of policy recommendations put forward are subject to investigation as well. Moreover, the scope of critical reflection of Beijing’s conduct, on the one hand, and sensitivity and consideration pertaining to external countries’ needs and concerns (empathy), on the other hand, that is manifested in such elite discourses is scrutinized. In so doing, aforementioned deliberations and hypotheses are systematically applied to two sub-case studies, namely Chinese elite discourses on U.S. conduct in the SCS (sub-case I) and Philippine conduct in the SCS (sub-case II), respectively. Taken together, the sub-cases embody the case study design of this research.


In a nutshell, the book is structured as follows. The first chapter sketches the research interests and relevance underlying this project. Consecutively, the theoretical chapter (2) first and foremost outlines this project’s conceptualization of respect as an analytical variable of international relations theory and foreign policy analysis. In addition, it elaborates on the traditional role of respect, face and face-work in Chinese culture. Furthermore, it sets out the hypotheses and their respective links to the conceptual framework and discusses several issues of theoretical operationalization. Ultimately, the special relevance of Chinese think tanks as research subjects is elaborated upon. Chapter three provides for a brief introduction into the SCS dispute, its historical background and conflicting claims therein. Subsequently, chapter four represents the very heart of the analysis, namely the actual theory-guided examination using qualitative content analysis (QCA)12, including a detailed discussion of the hypotheses. In addition, the empirical results are streamlined and a detailed response to the research question is provided, including a critical assessment of likely limitations of the outcomes’ explanatory power. Thereafter, chapter five reflects on a set of empirical and theoretical implications that can be derived from this project’s findings and, further, puts forwards several recommendations with regard to the future of the SCS conflict and the role of respect dynamics in such conflicts at large. Finally, chapter six contains several concluding remarks while presenting a number of proposals for future research and discussion.





[20] 1. Research Interest and Relevance


“Beyond official doctrine and recent behavior, therefore, we must look deeper to understand the texture and complexity of Chinese national security thinking” (Steinberg & O’Hanlon, 2014, p. 31).


The focal point and superordinate case study of this book are Chinese elite discourses pertaining to the SCS dispute and the role of respect dynamics manifested therein. The Chinese perspective is vital for several reasons. First, the PRC represents the most influential SCS-claimant party. Its behavior and attitude directly and significantly determine the future of regional order and the SCS dispute at large. Any measure by the PRC in the SCS, no matter whether based on a misperception or deliberate action, is capable of exacerbating the dispute. The same holds true for other SCS stakeholders’ interpretation of Chinese gestures or measures in the SCS region. At the same time, Chinese conduct can easily cause spillover effects from the regional to the international level at any time, not least due to external actors’ profound stakes in the SCS, but also its vast significance for global trade, its strategic and geopolitical value, as well as its relevance for questions of international (legal) order and, arguably, international prestige and respect. Second, given the traditionally prevalent role of face and respect in Chinese culture (chapter 2.1.3), the focus on Chinese discourses is expected to represent a somewhat prototypical13 and likely case of the role of respect dynamics. Third, essentially motivated by the objectives of regional stability and conflict management, this [21] project intends to demonstrate as to why it is not feasible for scholars, experts and politicians alike, to blindly join the prominent ‘China threat’ and ‘new assertiveness/revisionism (cf. Friedberg, 2012; Lind, 2017; Mearsheimer, 2010; Thayer, 2010; Yahuda, 2013) discourses, thereby largely neglecting Beijing’s psychological motives, viewpoints and cognitive needs. That said, the decision in favor of the Chinese perspective also serves the purpose of addressing the still present (Western) bias regarding Chinese foreign policy in general, and China’s stance on the South China Sea particular. Fourth, this very case study is pursued to demonstrate that preliminary research, frequently adopting traditional international relations (IR) perspectives and analytical variables such as security and (relative) power interests, is too limited in terms of its explanatory power with regard to China’s modified SCS policy in specific and prospects of effective SCS conflict management at large. This equally applies to research employing economic variables such as economic interdependence, economic gains or economic diplomacy. They, too, are neither capable of providing a comprehensive account of the rapid increase in tensions in the SCS as of 2009 and particularly 2012, nor of potential variances in Chinese assessment of other SCS stakeholders’ attitudes and conduct vis-à- vis itself over time. Moreover, major schools of thought focusing on the aforementioned variables widely regard state behavior to be rational14, an assumption not shared by this book. Instead, seeking to overcome the rational-irrational dichotomy in IR research, it maintains that disrespect may fuel emotions15 and other psychological effects, which in turn lead to less rational preferences and responses that are not the result of any rational calculation. Hence, simply imposing traditional, Western-style international relations theory concepts and interpretations on China is not sufficient to provide a fully-fledged picture of Chinese viewpoints and causes of action:


“[B]ecause China, like any other power, big or small, is not alone in the world, there is a reciprocal influence that external powers and strategic thinkers will inevitably exert in setting [22] China’s path. This is yet another reason why gaining insider knowledge of the current Chinese strategic debate is of the utmost importance” (Zhou Liqun, 2010, p. 5).


Therefore, the case study aims to demonstrate that cognitive variables considering Chinese psychological, self-evaluative motives and needs need to be taken into the equation in order to account for China’s assessment of the SCS dispute over time in a more comprehensive manner. In so doing, it intends to provide an additional, yet highly relevant elucidation of the Chinese past, present and future patterns of foreign policy behavior toward the SCS. In this vein, Chinese respect needs and expectations are deemed crucial as they are expected to affect Chinese foreign policy preference-shaping processes, especially toward a region such as Southeast Asia in which perception gaps are particularly severe (cf. Godement, 2014)16.


Furthermore, on an additional, less case-study-specific note, the alternate approach of this book with its embrace of cognitive variables is meant to supplement the present tableu of foreign policy analysis (FPA) in general17. Likewise, the project at hand is inspired by the author’s conviction that more attention shall be paid to the general existence and implications of gaps in perception and recognition among various SCS stakeholders, on the one hand, and to the peculiarities of China’s respect sensitivities with regard to its counterparts’ conduct in the SCS, on the other hand. This conviction very much derives from the assumption, drawing from preliminary studies of recognition, justice, status, prestige, emotions and similar concepts, that an actor’s perception of inadequate recognition of its needs, ideas, values, status and the like has adverse effects on its propensity to engage in cooperation, even more, if such non-recognition is deemed as deliberative. This perspective is underpinned by Crawford who strongly accentuates the significance of emotions:


“[I]t is no wonder that postconflict peacebuilding efforts too frequently fail and wars reerupt because peace settlements and peacebuilding policies play with emotional fire are that practitioners scarcely understand but nevertheless seek to manipulate. Systematic analysis of emotion may have important implications for international relations theory and the practices of diplomacy, negotiation, and postconflict peacebuilding“ (Crawford, 2000, p. 116).


Applied to the SCS dispute, such inadequate recognition may lead, on the political level, to suboptimal policy choices with destabilizing consequences on regional stability, thereby rendering confidence-building and conflict management in the SCS even less viable; in addition, on a more analytical level, it forestalls a fully-fledged account of China’s SCS policy. Hence, in the event that this analysis is indeed to confirm such correlations between respect dynamics and foreign policy preferences in the case of the PRC, this alternate cognitive variable should no longer be neglected by international scholars and diplomats alike if a comprehensive picture of the development of the PRC’s SCS policy and possible avenues for future and long-term stability in the SCS are seriously desired.


The consecutive chapter introduces the theoretical framework, thereby establishing a working definition of respect and specifying its operationalization.





[23] 2. Analytical and Theoretical Framework


The research project at hand pursues a theoretical perspective closely related to political psychology and social constructivism. Commonly distinguishing between material and social reality, constructivism regards language and communication as crucial in terms of portraying, defining and modifying material reality. In this vein, material reality is socially constructed through communication and interaction (social reality) and is reflected in and shaped by language. That said, the subjective perception of social reality constitutes both the key assumption of constructivist thought and the starting point of this research project.


Against this background, respect and disrespect dynamics manifested in Chinese elite discourses pertaining to the SCS dispute constitute this project’s independent variable. The adopted approach builds upon the presumption that [24] any neglect of China’s social reality, including its self-evaluative respect needs and related preferences and self-evaluative motives, is problematic. Instead, a solid understanding of the PRC’s social reality and insights into its cognition and judgment of external behavior is indispensable for a robust understanding of China’s general order of preferences vis-à-vis the South China Sea dispute, now and in the future to come.


2.1 A Conceptualization of Respect


“A nation’s reputation is clearly very important, just as important as its economic or military power” (Pang, as cited in Shirk, 2008, p. 107).


The analysis at hand seeks to address the aforementioned empirical and theoretical blind spot by rendering some pioneering work, including a method-guided and extensive identification and critical qualification of respect dynamics in Chinese elite discourses on the South China Sea dispute. This section first provides a rough conceptual approximation to individual and national respect, thereby also introducing related cognitive concepts and approaches. Subsequently, it discusses why and under which circumstances actors generally strive for respect and in what context disrespect experiences are especially probable to occur. In addition, cognitive effects caused by and common response patterns in response to disrespect experiences are examined. The consecutive section then contains a brief overview of the concepts of face, face-work and its traditional role in Chinese culture. Subsequently, the project’s hypotheses, which are closely related to or derived from the analytical respect framework, are set out. Ultimately, the final section deals with questions of operationalization, particularly regarding the implementation of the respect and disrespect identification process.


2.1.1 Respect: Definitions, Related Concepts and Implications


Originally, respect (lat. respicere) is a concept rooted in social psychology and philosophy. It first and foremost involves the subjective perception of an individual human being’s self and its role in society. Thus, it concerns the relationship between an individual actor’s self-esteem, status, normative moral/social beliefs and the perceived acknowledgment by others of the expectations derived thereof. In this vein, the assessment of respectful behavior by a respect granting actor vis-à-vis a respect receiving actor serves as an [25] indicator of the latter’s social standing and social significance. Status concerns and an actor’s desire to maintain (or enhance) social standing constitute fundamental elements of respect. Naturally, these concerns are driven by status-related expectations, essentially the belief that self-ascribed status conception entitles oneself to corresponding external recognition thereof by others. To put it differently, other actors are expected to properly acknowledge one’s self-perceived social standing and self-worth18. Possible avenues for such acknowledgment encompass verbal manifestations, gestures, symbols and actual deeds.


Against this backdrop, respect shall hereinafter be understood as an attitude by others manifested in words, gestures or deeds perceived as adequate to one’s self-evaluated self-worth and social standing. In turn, if an actor perceives certain external attitude to be an inadequate confirmation thereof instead, disrespect is the anticipated result (Dillon, 2007, 2010). In other words, disrespect shall be understood as the result of a vacancy or vacuum between an actor’s subjective respect expectations and other parties’ actual behavior and attitudes.


2.1.1.1 Related Concepts and Terms


Given its truly interdisciplinary character, respect draws upon insights from related disciplines and terminologies. Hence, for the sake of clarification and differentiation, four particularly relevant concepts require special mention: recognition, honor, justice and prestige. All four, in one way or another, overlap with the respect conceptualization put forward in the following.


The first among the terms bearing the greatest resemblance to this study’s approach to respect is recognition. Constituting the theoretical starting point of this project, it is associated with more than just an attitude or emotion; it is the foundation for fully-fledged theoretical accounts (Honneth, 1995) and models (Taylor, 1994). In general, (political) recognition theory19 assumes that actors are eager to have their self-worth and status conceptions, particularly the rights derived thereof, acknowledged by others not just for the sake of material benefits but also for their respective symbolic and inherently psychological significance. Honneth determines three sources or ‘spheres of interaction’ that [26] are linked to three ‘patterns of recognition’ and that is considered necessary for a human beings’ positive self-evaluation: love, rights and solidarity (1995, p. 92ff.). Accordingly, rights, including material rights, are seen as signifiers of social rank and self-evaluation. As such, recognition closely corresponds to Taylor’s definition of identity, building upon Hegel, as “a person’s understanding of who they are, of their fundamental characteristics as a human being” (1994, p. 259). Consequently, identity or positive self-evaluation is (partly) molded by recognition of such rights:


“For it is only due to the cumulative acquisition of basic self-confidence, of self-respect, and of self-esteem […] that a person can come to see himself or herself, unconditionally, as both an autonomous and an individuated being and to identify with his or her goals and desires” (Honneth, 1995, p. 169).


Inadequate recognition of these rights, on the contrary, turns actors into victims whose self-evaluation and self-worth is threatened. Such non-recognition or misrecognition “can inflict harm, can be a form of oppression, imprisoning someone in a false, distorted, and reduced mode of being” (Taylor, 1994, p. 25). Just like rights, actors also seek recognition of their status (social position) and identity conceptions as a confirmation of their significance and self-worth. In turn, non-recognition is generally said to cause negative sentiment such as anger, hatred, frustration or even aggression (Bourdieu 1966; Vaillancourt & Hymel, 2006), which in turn trigger detrimental and retaliatory response patterns, for instance with the goal of securing appropriate recognition (Taylor, 1994), taking revenge, penalizing the offender and escalate the conflict (Pruitt & Kim, 2004). Unlike respect, recognition takes the causal mechanism between misrecognition and response struggles for granted and tends to ignore “non-evaluative dimensions of human existence” (Wolf, 2011, p. 9). Conversely, respect assumes that negative emotions (caused by acts deemed as disrespectful) are much more likely to occur if the non-evaluative dimension of an actor’s social status is adversely affected simultaneously, not just the evaluative dimension20. Accordingly, if others are overstating a given actor’s self-perceived social status, or if their conduct is not touching upon that actor’s non-evaluative status dimension but only questioning or neglecting a small part of his identity, negative sentiment is not inevitable according to the respect conception applied here. In this sense, recognition theory attributes a much higher (and exclusive) significance to the role of external confirmation of identity formation processes than does respect. In sum, unlike respect, recognition theory is very much restricted to an actors’ identity or self-evaluation, [27] on the one hand, and external recognition or misrecognition thereof, on the other hand. As a result, an actor’s desire to be taken seriously, unrelated to specific rights or identities to be recognized by others and irrespective of any evaluation thereof, is covered by respect, yet not by recognition.


Second, honor is associated with an actor’s social reputation within a certain group. Reputation, in turn, is measured by compliance with group norms and values such as honesty or integrity (Berger, 1970; Offer, 1995). Different from respect, honor is more concerned with the broader social context and social norms in which an actor operates than with that actor’s self-perceived identity and status conceptions, the question of adequacy, and the impact of the external conduct on self-worth.


The third concept to mention in this context is prestige21. As a form of esteem, it relates to admiration for an actor “usually because of a reputation for high quality, success, or social influence” (Cambridge Dictionary, 2017). Other sources provide more neutral definitions of prestige, for instance as “reputation for power” (Morgenthau, 1948) or “a group’s sharing of a certain second-level belief: each member believes that the rest believe that a party has a certain desirable quality” (O’Neill, 2002). For instance, a state may seek to modernize its military apparatus not out of security concerns but in order to become a fully-fledged prestigious member of international politics (Meyer, 1997). Moreover, as Markey finds, prestigious political actors often enjoy a reputation of being significant, capable and valuable (1999, 2000).


No matter the precise definition, esteem and prestige, contrary to respect, are not limited by a given actor’s subjective assessment of the level of adequacy expected from others. For the sake of exemplification, certain forms of esteem such as love cannot be assessed in terms of adequacy; such kind of esteem can hardly be seriously requested by anyone. Therefore, prestige, unlike respect, ignores what advocates of role theory refer to as the ‘ego-dimension’ of an actor’s role conception. Accordingly, no matter the prestige22 publicly granted to a given actor, the concept does not provide an answer to the question as to whether it is considered adequate or not. Equally, prestige does not help examine actors’ subjective self-worth conceptions nor account for derived self-evaluated needs. As a result, despite a significant amount of prestige, an actor may still feel disrespected either way.


Fourth and ultimately, another notion closely linked to the role of respect is justice. Justice and injustice designate an emotional feeling, for example, aroused by the absence of respect, and mark an independent field of research [28] at the same time. While justice research, mainly covering the field of political and social psychology, encompasses a whole range of issues such as (relative) deprivation (Crosby, 1976; Olson et al., 1986) and prosocial behavior (Batson, 1998; Krebs & Miller, 1985), distributive and procedural justice are most relevant for the project at hand. Distributive justice research roughly suggests three principles relating to resource distribution that actors are found to particularly desire: need, equality and equity (Miller, 2001, p. 528). That said, justice perception is a highly subjective matter based on the cognition and consequential assessment of certain behavior or development. Key indicators of distributive justice include calls for (or concerns of) fairness and equal treatment. In addition, procedural justice focuses less on outcomes while placing a stronger emphasis on procedure, particularly of legal nature. For instance, citizens participating in legal proceedings strongly care, as several studies indicate, about formal (structural) and less formal (interpersonal) aspects of fair legal procedure and equality, especially in terms of their legal rights (Bies, 1987; Leventhal, 1976; Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler, 1990).


In sum, several concepts and theoretical approaches are closely related to the respect conceptualization provided. They all have in common certain elements and propositions. Similarly, a perceived lack (or depreciation) of any of them is expected to arouse negative sentiment. At the same time, yet, respect, regardless of several commonalities, differs from all other concepts in some regards. Among the most unique features of respect is the significance it attributes to both the material and self-evaluative dimensions of respect and derived needs and expectations alike, the special emphasis it places on social status considerations and effects thereof and, lastly, the emphasis on the subjective question of adequacy of external conduct.


2.1.1.2 Respect: Applicability Beyond the Individual Level


In recent years, the concept of respect has gradually been applied beyond the individual level to the collective and governmental level as well. In doing so, respect is increasingly been operationalized-usually in the context of associated emotions and the role of recognition-into a feasible concept of IR and FPA research (Fikenscher et al., 2015; Wolf, 2011). While it is generally agreed that states and institutional (state) bodies, unlike individual human beings, do not have feelings per se (Wight, 2004), a variety of research suggests that states, naturally comprised of individuals and groups of individuals, can be associated with both individual and collective feelings nonetheless (Neumann, 2004). According to this viewpoint, government staff tends to, besides bearing the individual set of emotions and identities held by every [29] human being, identify with the state it is working for and the citizens its government represents. That said, such identification processes are capable of generating collective emotions as well. As Sasley puts it, “studying states-as-groups allows us to consider the state as the psychological – emotional group – changing its members to think, feel, and react similarly so that we can speak of ‘state’ emotions” (2011, p. 465). In a similar vein, Hymans reasons, “states are not gigantic calculating machines; they are hierarchically organized groups of emotional people” (2010, p. 462). Moreover, government officials are commonly engaged in interpersonal meetings with their respective counterparts from other countries, for instance in the context of state visits, international conferences, international negotiations and the like. Thus, studies suggest that these officials, in fact, experience feelings such as injustice, anger or unfair treatment aroused by their counterparts’ behavior not just as personal affronts but also as affronts to the state or government they are working for or are associated with (Steinberg, 1996; Taylor, 1993). In this regard, Lindemann observes an “‘affective’ and even […] ‘identity’ value that an abstract institutional entity – even if it is highly ‘fictitious’ – can possess for officials of such an institution” (2010, p. 18)23.


In addition, emotions such as fear, distrust, injustice or anger are not merely attributes of given actors, but, likewise, can be “institutionalized in the structures and processes of world politics“ (Crawford, 2000, p. 119), hence strongly operate on the collective, international level. Apart from collective emotions, research on nationalism provides another explanation as to why emotions matter beyond the interpersonal level. Accordingly, even in non-democratic political systems, government officials as an entity need to act upon strong (emotional) pressure exerted by predominant domestic groups in order to maintain their political legitimacy. In other words, contempt felt by certain influential domestic groups and society when confronted with discrimination and disrespect may be viewed as non-recognition and, hence, may be acted upon by the ruling elite on the former’s behalf. Similarly, government officials may absorb and utilize such domestic sentiment as an instrument to achieve specific political ends. Although in such cases individual state representatives do not necessarily ‘feel’ such sentiment themselves, it can play a vital role nonetheless.


Departing from this bulk of research, the author argues that disrespect, just like emotions at large, can be experienced on a collective group level if, on the [30] one hand, a significant share of members of that group agrees on common attributes and self-worth conceptions and, on the other hand, interprets other groups’ (particularly states’) behavior toward itself as inadequate consideration and recognition thereof (cf. chapter 2). This reasoning is further underpinned by Taylor & Brown who found that state representatives are keen to obtain external recognition of that states’ (self-ascribed) position (Taylor & Brown, 1988) and identity (‘view of itself’). In this light, national respect shall be understood as the respect receiving state’s perception of adequate recognition of its self-ascribed self-worth conceptions by a respect-granting state as expressed by the latter’s behavior and attitude (Wolf, 2011). As a result, a link between a state’s self-evaluated significance and external conduct is strongly presumed24. Accordingly, the pursuit of international respect can be regarded as the quest of institutionalized collective groups and state actors to obtain a level of adequacy that corresponds to the self-perceived significance and status of their reference group or state. As such, status, from a social identity perspective, is not corresponding to a state’s power capacities (Baird, 2011). Similarly, a state’s status satisfaction is not necessarily contingent on the distribution of relative power capabilities (Woolforth, 2008), but on perceived status attribution by external actors. Respect, thus, not only relates to a state’s self-conceived status, identity and self-worth but directly deals with expectations regarding the recognition thereof to be manifested in external actors’ observable behavior. In this vein, states, similar to individual actors, aiming at the adequate recognition25 of their:


“[P]hysical presence, their social importance, their point of views, ideas and values, their interests and needs, their achievements, abilities, merits and advantages and their rights“ (Wolf, 2011, p. 10).


Contrariwise, the perceived lack or inadequacy of such adequate recognition triggers the experience of national or collective disrespect26.


[31] In general, two dimensions of national respect can be identified: an intrinsic, identity and emotion-related dimension, on the one hand, and a rather material and instrumental one, on the other hand. Hence, respect may encompass both a sentiment (intrinsic value) desired for psychological self-evaluative and self-affirmative reasons and an instrument (means to an end) utilized as a “practical bargaining tool” (Nathan & Scobell, 2012, p. 25). The underlying logic regarding the instrument dimension is that actors whose ideas, values and viewpoints are adequately considered are particularly capable of successfully safeguarding their interests. For instance, they may succeed in finding supporters of their own concerns and objectives. This, in turn, potentially alleviates the likelihood of scenarios in that actors are met by others with confrontation27. While many studies tend to ignore the sentiment dimension, the author of this project places special emphasis on it and considers neglect thereof as insufficient. This viewpoint is already underscored by virtue of the fact that both respect dimensions may intersect, not least as material interests can further intensify the psychological evaluative sentiment dimension and vice versa. For instance, a state’s desire to obtain adequate consideration of its self-ascribed status, identity and overall self-worth conceptions often involve material, non-evaluative considerations as well. The same holds true for respect-related objectives caused by disrespectful conduct: the urge to re-establish the level of respect deemed appropriate may, at the same time, help achieve certain material objectives as well. Similarly, prestige, an essential element of the psychological respect dimension, is “distinct but not isolated from power: material, social or imagined” (Wood, 2013, p. 387). That said, while this project is primarily interested in the non-instrumental, self-evaluative dimension of respect, rather than material considerations like power capacities or economic revenues (Carr & Callan, 2002; Gilpin, 1981; Morgenthau, 1978; Waltz, 1979), these two are not mutually exclusive, hence, a clear separation is not feasible as both mutually enforce one another.



[32]  2.1.1.3 Cognitive Effects of Disrespect


Against this backdrop, what does a collective experience of disrespect imply, on the one hand, for the relationship between disrespect, anger and injustice and, on the other hand, for dynamics and response patterns triggered by non-adequate consideration of a given state’s collective respect needs and expectations?


First, as to the link between disrespect and anger28, preliminary studies maintain that a strong sense of being treated with disrespect causes anger, representing “one of the most essential emotions in the study of international relations” (van Kleef et al., 2008, pp. 13–14). Essentially, anger can be regarded a sentiment of frustration caused by (deliberate) non-recognition (or non-verification) of a distinctive element of an actor’s identity and status29 (Miller, 2001; Stets & Burke, 2000; Taifel, 1978). Usually, it is a specific insult or offense caused by an offender that fuels anger (Lazarus, 1991). Yet, there is no common sense as to whether disrespect is necessarily required to cause anger. It is widely agreed, however, that disrespect does not always arouse anger, especially if the victim does not believe that respect is required and deserved in the first place (Heuer et al., 1999). Similarly, studies indicate that anger and aggression increase the likelihood that an actor interprets certain conduct or attitude by others as disrespectful (Dodge et al., 1990; Graham & Hudley, 1994). As to injustice, social psychologists reason that feelings of injustice can negatively affect an actor’s level of self-esteem (Smith et al., 1998). As such, injustice arguably amounts to the most widespread kind of disrespect (Lupfer et al., 2000; Messick et al., 1985; Mikula, 1986; Mikula et al., 1990). Finally, there also is a conceptual link between disrespect and injustice, which is fairly straightforward30. Two logics appear particularly evident in this regard. According to Bourdieu (1966), a (disrespectful) insult by one actor is regarded as unjust once it is seen as a deprival of something that another actor feels entitled to. Following Miller, instead, an insult is [33] deemed unjust if it is said to provide the alleged offender with an undeserved material or psychological/symbolic advantage (Miller, 1993).


Second, non-adequate recognition by external actors can have multiple negative psychological and emotional effects on those actors in need of respect. First and foremost, contempt and perceived denial of respect can have negative implications for an actor’s sense of importance and self-ascribed self-worth conceptions. If the desired level of adequacy thereof is viewed as not being granted by others, disrespect is experienced. The level of disrespect is contingent, among others, on the harm it inflicts on the victim’s self-worth. For instance, outright ignorance of its status conceptions tends to be more severe than sole status inadequacy. In a similar vein, the level of anger and injustice experienced can affect the degree of disrespect perceived and vice versa (Greenwell & Dengerink, 1973). Several factors determine the extent of injustice and anger, most of which revolve around the so-called offender’s responsibility (Miller, 2001). The latter includes the offender’s (alleged) intent to inflict harm as well as foreseeability thereof. Accordingly, if certain behavior is interpreted as having been committed intentionally, perhaps by consciously targeting the victim country, (moralistic) anger and injustice are more severe due to the harm doer’s responsibility than if that measure was to have occurred in an unplanned, perhaps even coincidental manner (Dyck & Rule, 1978; Heider, 1958). Likewise, foreseeability of harm is also found to contribute to the victim’s perception of anger and injustice. In this case, the harm doer is still held accountable, as it did not prevent a likely offense from occurring in the first place (Goffmann, 1971). Further factors affecting the level of anger and injustice may include: the stance and responses of third parties, the level of publicity of the offense (and following responses), duration of the offense, sincerity of the offender, the relationship between victim and perpetrator (incl. status), and additional cultural or social factors (Miller, 2001). On the other hand, preliminary research suggests that justifications by the offender can have a mitigating effect on the level of anger and injustice experienced. For instance, an explanation provided can alleviate anger by signaling acknowledgment of the victim’s respect needs (Folger & Martin, 1986; Sitkin & Bies, 1993). This positive effect may be somewhat stronger if the offender does not just explain his actions but even apologizes for the harm inflicted (Heider, 1958). In sum, disrespect experiences emerge when external parties, deliberatively or inadvertently, downgrade an actor’s self-ascribed status and identity conceptions or violate claims (e.g. rights, norms, ideas) on which such self-worth conceptions are based upon.


Against this backdrop, disrespect experiences are commonly associated with specific patterns of social interaction and preferences. First, if an actor’s [34] status and identity conceptions31 are seen as not being recognized adequately, it may feel inclined to respond in a way deemed necessary to obtain such recognition. Similar to the protection of self-worth, retaliation may be deemed necessary by the victim to maintain its national image and honor. Either way, such kind of retaliation can be categorized as “a form of self-defense” (Miller, 2001, p. 534). Responses can range from verbal complaints32 and protests, withdrawal from cooperation or the introduction of conditionality, to outright confrontation and violent retribution33. In this vein, Lindemann found that non-recognition, for instance of a state’s self-ascribed right to equal sovereignty, can arouse aggressive responses (2010, p. 6). Equally, studies yield that struggles over status and resulting uncertainties thereof can be a significant source of disrespect. That said, status conflicts are found to be capable of spurring aggression that in turn inclines actors to pursue both assertive and confronting approaches rather than cooperative ones (Freedman, 2016; Hogg, 2001; Volgy, et al., 2011; Wohlforth, 2009). A non-response, in contrast, is not a feasible option to retaliation. Inaction toward and neglect of (open) acts of disrespect further degrade the victim’s status and prestige, both in the eyes of itself and others (Arendt, 1963; Felson, 1982; Vidmar, 2000) but also bear the risk of depriving it of control over the public definition and categorization of the insult (Ringmar, 1996). Moreover, inaction limits the victim’s capacities to prevent disrespect in similar conflicts in the future, because it already signaled that ‘it can be treated this way’ (Lind, 2000). In addition, anger and injustice can activate (or support) similar retaliatory patterns. Accordingly, preliminary research indicates that both negatively affect a victim’s capability to process information as well as curtail its desire for information about the perpetrator, eventually culminating in a perception bias solely focused on negative aspects of the latter’s behavior. In lack of appropriate information and facing such negativity bias, victims neither properly reflect on their own past wrongdoings, nor on potential negative ramifications of their own future retaliatory responses to other actors (Geva & Skorick, 2006; Lerner & Keltner, 2000, 2001; Rosen, 2005). In other words, the increase in disrespect-induced [35] anger and injustice negatively influences the victim’s empathy34. Consequently, a less emphatic but emotional victim is also less hesitant to retaliate against the perpetrator, as such a response is deemed increasingly necessary, justifiable and just (Carpenter & Darley, 1978; Robinson & Darley, 1995; Tedeschi et al., 1974). In a similar vein, a developed sense of injustice is expected to enhance a victim’s propensity to engage in formal and informal efforts of (subjective) justice restoration (Miller, 2001). As a result, anger and injustice can fuel fiercer, riskier, less rational, assertive and perhaps even more aggressive responses (Lerner & Keltner, 2001; Miller, 2001; Rosen, 2005), hence breaking with previous norms and preferences (McDermott, 2004), for instance by negatively affecting the victim’s previous openness to cooperate with the perpetrator (Allred et al., 1997).


In sum, the experience of disrespect is closely associated35 with resistance and retaliation36 as well as negative sentiment. This, in turn, is unlikely to leave the victim’s previous attitude on the feasibility of cooperation unaffected. At the same time, disrespect renders a non-response and neglect increasingly improbable. Possible implications thereof for international politics are subject to discussion in the following section.


2.1.1.4 Possible Political Implications of Respect and Disrespect


In light of this background, international respect is generally associated with a number of political implications. First and foremost, respectful behavior is said to provide states, if interpreted accordingly, with a confirmation of their self-ascribed self-worth conceptions and derived claims and expectations, thereby [36] mitigating feelings of injustice and anger. The curtailed generation of adverse sentiment and contempt, in turn, may increase a victim state’s ability and will to identify and consider other countries’ psychological needs and expectations. Empathy and thorough knowledge about other states’ self-evaluative needs, motives and expectations, in turn, help others to better comprehend their behavior and intentions, thereby reducing the risk of misperceptions that lead to confronting policy responses, as reflected in both measures and preferences (Kelman, 2005). In addition, (mutual) respect is said to facilitate the establishment of trust and confidence among states and alleviate concerns about relative status. For instance, mutually acknowledged status differences can discourage actors from adopting confronting policy measures and are capable of generating mutual understanding and trust instead (Hogg & Abrams, 2003). Ultimately, respected and recognized states that feel that their needs are taken seriously, are more inclined to pursue policies of cooperation37, are keener to engage in cooperative collaboration and less likely to defect from cooperation in the future (Kelman, 2005; Tyler & Blader, 2000). In the same vein, several studies suggest that the probability of future defection from (norms of) cooperation declines even further if respect is experienced over a longer period of time (Checkel, 2005). Such logic pertaining to a link between respect and cooperation is jointly shared by Wolf (2011) contending, “the stronger the respect between two actors, especially their respect for each other’s achievements, faculties, and importance, the easier they will arrive at a common definition and solution for a problem at hand“ (p. 125).


Conversely, a perceived lack of due respect can significantly hamper international cooperation, not least as inaction or a ‘simply carry on mentality’ by the victim state is quite improbable if disrespect is perceived to be severe. For instance, disagreement on status and non-recognition of status expectations can lead to status conflicts (Gould, 2003) that in turn hamper cooperation and the generation of trust and confidence. Even worse, perceived disrespect fuels adverse sentiment while prompting states to adopt confronting attitudes, riskier measures and eventually engage in conflict-prone behavior. In general, disrespect experiences negatively affect the relationship between victim and perpetrator (and beyond). This dynamic generates a political dilemma: Somewhat akin to a typical game-theory scenario38 (Morrow, 1994; Snidal, 1985), victims of disrespect, especially if experiencing anger and injustice, [37] may feel a strong necessity to adopt retaliatory measures that are not in line with their initial preferences and previous norms. At the same time, disrespect-induced anger is said to negatively affect the ability and willingness of state actors to make decisions in an informed, somewhat neutral, risk-averse and empathic manner (Kahnemann & Tversky, 1979). A high level of disrespect fuels the victim state’s urge to redress this situation and “seek justice through acts of commission” (Miller, 2001, pp. 544, also cf. Greenberg & Scott, 1996), thereby potentially superimposing traditional preferences of stability, cooperation and certain norms such as harmony. Subsequently, the perpetrator is anticipated to interpret the victim’s retaliatory response as a non-adequate consideration of its very self-evaluative needs as well. In the end of this admittedly quite simplistic example, voluntary or involuntary defection from cooperation (Folger & Skarlicki, 1998, Lind, 2000; Tyler & Blader, 2001) and exacerbation of bilateral tensions are likely outcomes, even though both may have been desired in the first place by any party involved, especially not the victim state. At the same time, insecurities and security dilemma dynamics tend to proliferate in the wake of rising tensions and enhanced disrespect. In the absence of trust and knowledge (and interest) about others’ sincere intentions and psychological needs, states are inclined to assume the worst and take higher risks, particularly if disrespect is engraving and experienced over a longer period of time (Checkel, 2005). In this vein, Craig draws a link between the perception of respect and security by stating that “any threat to China’s ‘national dignity’ and ‘status of equality in the international community’ is considered to endanger the country’s security” (2007, p. 15).


In a nutshell, the project at hand holds that disrespect dynamics account for the adoption, preference and proposition of retaliatory measures, gestures and verbal complaints. Due to the experience of disrespect and negative emotions that are commonly associated with it, such retaliation is expected to be deemed as just, legitimate and necessary, thereby curtailing the victim’s propensity to engage in self-criticism and empathy. Consequently, disrespect dynamics are regarded as not conducive to cooperation, let alone effective and sustainable conflict management, neither in the SCS nor in any other dispute of that kind. On the contrary, a vicious circle of reinforcing disrespect dynamics with adverse effects on trust, empathy and self-reflection may set in, hence further hampering a careful consideration of mutual respect sensitivities, needs and associated claims and expectations. Following this logic, if disrespect experiences and dynamics were found to be crucial in China’s SCS policy between 2010 and 2016, implications would be profound, not only regarding the development of China’s SCS approach and the future of the SCS dispute, but also in terms of the overall relevance of respect, status and cognitive [38] variables at large, both in the realm of international politics and foreign policy analysis.


2.1.2 Face (Work) and its General Role in China


To be sure, the overall significance of international respect in a given country is rooted in that country’s social realities and particularities such as its political system39, its identity and culture, the nature of its relationships with other countries and its (relative) rank and position therein. That said, this section, by taking a specific glance at the cultural dimension, seeks to provide a brief overview of the concept of face and its role in Chinese culture. Face is defined by Goffmann as “an image of self-delineated in terms of approved social attributes (1967, p. 5). As such it is closely related to respect. That said, Leung and Chan (2003), building upon concise preliminary research by Goffmann (1972) and King (1993), define face as “the respect, pride, and dignity of an individual as a consequence of his/her social achievement and the practice of it” (p. 1575). Similarly, Ting-Toomey & Kurogi label it a “claimed sense of favorable social self-worth that a person wants others to have of her or him. It is a vulnerable identity-based resource because it can be enhanced or threatened in any uncertain social situation” (1998, p. 187). What is peculiar in this regard is the implied belief that face needs very much are subject to change, depending on the cultural context as well as the social relationship at work. Brown & Levinson (1978) further distinguish between positive and negative face, the former denoting someone’s claim over its self-ascribed self-image, the latter representing claims to territory and other claims not directly associated with self-image concerns. Ultimately, the concept of face bears a close resemblance to respect and related terminologies such as dignity, honor, prestige and status. At the same time, however, certain differences remain. As Ho (1976) sums it up, “the claim to face may rest on the basis of status, whether ascribed or achieved and on personal or non-personal factors; it may also vary according to the group with which a person is interacting. Basic differences are found between the processes involved in gaining versus losing face” (p. 867). Building upon these definitions, face-work is required in order to appropriately consider and save someone else’s face needs in a given social framework. Face-work, thus, can be understood as “a set of communicative behaviour that people use to regulate their social dignity and to support or challenge the other’s social dignity” (1998, p. 188) or as “the use of a complex package of [39] social skills to protect one’s own face and the face of others” (Leung & Chan, 2003, p. 1575).


While face is indeed of Chinese origin, it is by no means solely attributable to Chinese culture. Instead, it is somewhat applicable to non-Chinese cultural settings, especially to Asian40 cultural backgrounds, but also non-Asian ones. Preliminary research, yet, suggests that Western-style culture tends to be comparatively bad at face-work (Reischauer, 1962), hence frequently underestimating or simply disregarding the much more significant role of face in other, say Asian cultural settings. This observation is also shared by Techau who maintains:


“Like duty, honor, and pride, respect is almost a non-word in Western culture. These terms have a very reduced meaning in Western political discourse, having been relegated to the realm of the semisacred that is invoked only in Sunday sermons or when honoring fallen soldiers” (Techau, 2013, para. 9).


Moreover, while a truly universal phenomenon, its conceptualization and question as to how to engage in effective face-work is very much country and culture-specific. That said, face is traditionally deeply rooted in Chinese society and culture. Unlike predominant Western conceptions, the role of Chinese face is less subject to the individual human being and strongly associated with Confucianism41 instead. The latter, guiding China’s political philosophy and identity, is frequently held responsible for China’s view of the world and itself within a predominantly relational context (Ho, 1976; Ho, 2016; Hu, 1944). Against this backdrop, Hwang & Han argue as follows:


“Chinese face is often tightly linked with vertical relationships and close others. Its operation follows a compelling principle of reciprocity. In contrast, Western face emphasizes the separateness of an individual. A person is not required to assume responsibility for the behaviour of relatives or family members. Social interactions abide by the principle reciprocity, but they tend to maintain the individual’s autonomy” (2010, p. 481).


Further illustrating the importance of such vertical relationship context in Chinese culture42, Figurette stresses that, in line with Confucianism, “unless [40] there are at least two human beings, there are no human beings” (1972, p. 7). The principle of reciprocity is an indispensable prerequisite of the Chinese face conception. According to Leung and Chan (2003), Chinese face-work, in addition to reciprocity, encompasses three further dimensions: respect, response and reputation. According to this definition, respect is a core element of face and comprises of aspects of each of the three remaining dimensions43.


Prevailing, yet sparse (English-language) literature approaches the subject of face and the role of face-work in China from different angles. Leung & Chang (2003) for instance adopted an economic point of view, scrutinizing the signs of face-work in business negotiations with China. Zhai (2004) and others studied the role of respect in social and interpersonal exchanges and relationship development, largely on the level of the individual human being. Other studies examined the role of face-work and face-negotiation strategy in conflict management with or by China (cf. Wilmot & Hocker, 1998). Ting-Toomey & Kurogi elaborate upon the link between face-work and conflict as follows:


“[F]ace influences conflict behavior, because, in any conflict situation, conflict parties have to consider protecting self-interest conflict goals and honoring or attacking another person’s conflict goals. On top of incompatible goals, intercultural conflict parties typically use their habitual conflict scripts to approach the conflict situation. Intercultural conflict often involves miscommunication between members of two or more cultures over incompatible identity, relational, process, and substantive conflict issues” (1998, p. 188).


One of the most concise theoretical works on the subject is Hu’s article ‘The Chinese Concepts of Face’ (1944). Therein, she identifies and distinguishes between two terms that “on the physical level both mean face” (1944, p. 45), yet slightly differ with respect to their respective sets of criteria: mien-tzu and lien. The former and much older notion, mien-tzu (or mianzi), dates back to the 4th century B. C and refers to social reputation (or prestige) acquired through achievement and success and, thus, always requires an external environment as well as some kind of deliberate intent of the ego (e.g. self-maximization). The latter, lien, goes back to the Yuan Dynasty (1277–1367) and is associated with “the respect of a group for a man with a good moral reputation” (1944, p. 46), a man with decency and integrity; the external environment’s regard of the ego and with it the relational context matter. Both terms have in common that face can be maintained, decreased or lost. Contrariwise, only mien-tzu can be increased by means of appropriate conduct:


[41] “That lien and mien-tzu constitute separate concepts is well shown in the difference of reaction to the expressions ‘to have no lien’ and to have no mien-tzu. The former is the worst insult, casting doubt on the integrity of ego’s moral character; the latter signifies merely the failure of ego to achieve a reputation through success in life. Again, ‘to want mien-tzu’ is by no means the opposite of ‘not to want lien’. As explained before, the latter means that society considers ego’s action a deliberate flaunting of moral standards in order to obtain practical advantages […]. As soon as the motive behind ego’s actions becomes apparent in this case, he is shamed by loss of lien” (1944, p. 61).


Despite their rather marginal differences, both terms vastly overlap with and closely relate to one another. For instance, loss of lien, being the loss of moral reputation by society in ego’s character, is unforgivable and will make it significantly more difficult to maintain mien-tzu. However, the significance of both lien and even more so mien-tzu is not constant but contingent on the social status and context of ego. According to Hu, “[a]ll persons growing up in any community have the same claim to lien, an honest, decent ‘face’; but their mien-tzu will differ with the status of the family, personal ties, ego’s ability to impress people, etc.” (1944, p. 62). Similarly, the amount of lien is related to an actor’s social rank or status and the degree to which lien is considered important by the actor itself:


“The higher he ascends the social ladder, the wider the circle of eyes fastened upon his career, the more he must try to impress people. ‘Loss of lien’ must be avoided, of course; a question regarding the integrity of his moral character would cause him to sink low in the esteem of his group“ (1944, p. 63).


Applying these lessons to the collective level of the Chinese political elite, it can be argued that the latter rather depends on lien and can be expected to have more to lose (increased sensitivity) since the average people expect the political elite to behave particularly responsibly, not least as any “irresponsible behavior in ego will arouse doubts as to his competence in maintaining his status” (1944, p. 62). Any allegedly irresponsible politician or government official who does not take his obligations and duties seriously and does not demonstrate integrity is not to be trusted because he does “not have enough concern for lien” (p. 62). Corruption constitutes a practical example thereof. Several surveys and opinion polls44 in recent years have shown that Chinese [42] citizens indeed regard corruption to be one or even the major problem in Chinese politics to date45.


If face is consciously denied or at least not appropriately recognized by another party by adequate face-work, a negative effect on a given actor’s face and, ultimately, its self-worth conception results: As Hu puts it: “Deliberately […] make a person ‘lose lien’ is termed non-consideration for so-and-so’s mien-tzu” (1944, p. 62). Just as discussed in the previous section on the concept of respect, deliberate non-consideration of an actor’s self-evaluated needs is associated with a non-confirmation of its self-worth conception, hence causing strong discontent and adverse cognitive effects that may affect preference formation and response patterns. Likewise, in the absence of both, respect and face, actors may seek to obtain and secure an adequate amount of face/respect, if necessary in a proactive and assertive manner. Qin Yaqing, CIIS author and president of the prestigious China Foreign Affairs University (CFAU), further specifies this dynamic as follows:


“[T]he protection – or saving – of one’s mianzi is extremely important in building and maintaining self-esteem. When a Chinese person feels that they have lost mianzi, their self-esteem will be hurt, and balance in emotion and even in life will also be lost. Therefore, Chinese do not only maintain mianzi passively; they also try to elevate mianzi proactively” (2011, p. 52).


However, unlike deliberate affronts, unintentional non-consideration of an actor’s face needs can be quite difficult to identify by others, particularly by actors from other cultural backgrounds. This is due to the fact that “what a sensitive person feels as ‘loss of lien’ may be regarded as no more than ‘looking bad on his or her mien-tzu’ by an outsider” (1944, p. 62). Qin Yaqing distinctly underscores this argument, thereby also pointing to the dual perception character of Chinese face at large:


“Mianzi is relational in nature for it is significant only in social relations. Mianzi is obtained only when one is socially recognized. It is self-perceiving and other-giving. It is both about how Chinese perceive themselves and how they feel other people perceive them. There is no mianzi without social recognition. Mianzi is very important among Chinese people and within the relational Chinese society. It concerns not only one’s social status in a relational society, but also the possibility of being accepted by others and even the privileges one is entitled to in the social process of interaction” (Qin Yaqing, 2011, p. 52).


Ultimately, both the relevance of face-work in Chinese culture and the close resemblance between face and respect further underpin the prospect that inadequate consideration of Chinese respect needs (and vice-versa) indeed impedes the establishment of trust and cooperation as general political [43] preconditions for effective conflict management in the SCS. Subsequently, the following section outlines the theory-guided hypotheses and elaborates on a number of questions guiding the critical discussion thereof.


2.2 The Hypotheses


As discussed previously, the project accedes to the constructivist and social psychology argument that states’ policy preferences, or role performances46, are shaped by the interplay between self-conceptions and the perception and assessment of external conduct. Accordingly, the main focus of analysis rests on China’s self-evaluation, its assessment of other SCS stakeholders’ conduct and cognitive effects and policy preferences resulting thereof. As such, it is interested in whether or not external behavior, from a Chinese perspective, takes into adequate consideration Beijing’s self-worth conceptions. Such adequate consideration is regarded as respect, the independent variable of this project. Similarly, it intends to scrutinize as to whether the presence or absence of such disrespect experiences can account for Chinese foreign policy preferences (dependent variable) in response to U.S. and Philippine conduct in the SCS region. In order to structure the process of the analysis, three hypotheses are derived from the project’s theory-guided variables and are intended to provide concise answers to the superordinate research question. In the following, these hypotheses are adumbrated in consecutive order.


2.2.1 Hypothesis I: ‘China’s self-ascribed status and identity conceptions were subject to change between 2007 and 2016’


“China’s unique view of itself and its place in the region heavily colours the perceptions and expectations that shape PRC policies“ (Roy, 2013, p. 2).


Focusing on the self-evaluative dimension of Chinese self-perception, Hypothesis I investigates as to whether a change in self-ascribed status and national identity conceptions can be observed in the time period between 2007 and 2016 and as to whether these conceptions correspond to China’s SCS [44] policy. Accordingly, status is regarded as the relative rank China (and Chinese scholars) believes it occupies in the regional and global context. As such, its status is the result of a social transaction as it does not simply derive from China’s capacities and capabilities but requires social recognition by others47. Similarly, identities are not generated from within and by every actor itself but are negotiated through ongoing dialogue with other actors (Taylor, 1991; White, 1992) instead and produced in differentiation from some kind of ‘otherness’ or ‘out-group’. Hence, identity conceptions are subjective, discursively constructed and, as a relational term, also require a certain degree of social recognition and interaction. In defining how a country (significant domestic groups) perceives itself, the term national identity refers, as a special version of conventional identity48, to the collective level assuming a collective and national dimension. As such, for the purpose of this project, national identity shall be understood as a “collective narrative of the nation” (Hall, 1996, p. 613) and its characteristics and peculiarities. While there is no such thing as a uniform and stable national identity, several of them, just like status conceptions, may overlap, coexist, and replace one another over time. In the view of Wodak, “the discursive construction of national identity revolves around the three temporal axes of the past, the present and the future” (1998, p. 26). In this vein, Hypothesis I argues that a shift in both, predominant status and identity conceptions, can be observed in Chinese elite discourses over time. Accordingly, if such a shift was indeed being observed, it would be expected to have a significant effect on the scope of China’s self-evaluative needs and expectations, and, ultimately, on its policy preferences pertaining to the South China Sea dispute. The two questions guiding the discussion of Hypothesis I read as follows:


- Can a (relative) shift in discursive patterns of self-ascribed predominant status and identity conceptions be observed over time (2007–2016)?.


- Are there any indications that such a shift in status and identity is associated with a change in self-confidence, self-evaluative needs and interests?49


[45] In doing so, Hypothesis I solely addresses the ego or input dimension of Chinese self-ascribed status and identity conceptions. Subsequent chapters, then, will refer back to this dimension, particularly when discussing a possible connection between shifting identity and status conceptions and their effect on China’s respect expectations (output dimension) and, ultimately, policy preferences.


2.2.2 Hypothesis II: ‘Chinese50 disrespect experiences in the context of the SCS dispute are severe and have been increasing over time’51


The degree to which respect expectations are met is said to depend on an “actor’s interpretation of its partner’s behavior” (Wolf, 2011, p. 11). Therefore, Hypothesis II concerns the identification of discursive manifestations of respect and disrespect experiences in Chinese discourses on U.S. and Philippine conduct pertaining to the South China Sea. As respect dynamics, particularly experiences of disrespect, are usually not apparent at first sight, a set of six indicators is utilized for the sake of respect tracing (see chapter 2.3.1). Accordingly, if the majority of these indicators can be confirmed for a given sub-case, respect dynamics and disrespect experiences are considered present. Moreover, in the event that respect dynamics are found significant, Hypothesis II seeks to determine and critically reflect on prevailing patterns of respect expectations52. In this vein, it is anticipated that a shift in (self-perceived) status (Hypothesis I) and the resulting increase in relative status differences have facilitated a blunt articulation of respect expectations following a growing sense of entitlement53. That said, a growing mismatch between China’s self-attributed status and the adequacy of external conduct is estimated to cause mounting disrespect experiences. Furthermore, it is discussed as to whether [46] respect expectations positively correlate to the status of the opposing country. In other words: is China more eager (sensitive) to obtain respect by a high-status than by a low-status actor? The following questions are guiding the discussion on Hypothesis II:


- Which of the respect indicators can be identified and to what extent do they prove significant?


- What kind of alleged offenses has been subject to discussion over time?


- Have disrespect experiences aroused substantial negative emotions like anger and injustice?54


- Does the severity of disrespect experiences vary by the status of the offender?


- Did Chinese respect-related expectations toward the conduct and attitude of other stakeholders rise over time, hence matching shifting levels of self-perceived status and identity conceptions?55


In sum, the scope of Hypothesis II is restricted to the input dimension56 of respect and disrespect experiences and related sentiments of anger, injustice and frustration.


2.2.3 Hypothesis III: ‘A causal correlation between (dis)respect experiences and the type of policy recommendations and preferences advocated by FPTT scholars is plausible’


The third hypothesis closely traces and examines policy recommendations and preference patterns in order to verify the thesis that a causal mechanism between (dis)respect experiences and the type of [47] recommendations/preferences, particularly in terms of their implied level of cooperation, is plausible. This verification proceeds in two consecutive stages. First, it is scrutinized as to whether correlative patterns (see chapter 4.4) between adequate/inadequate recognition of both Chinese respect needs and expectations57, on the one hand, and the endorsement of cooperative/less cooperative policy measures, on the other hand, can be observed. This serves the purpose of determining as to whether or not (an increase in) disrespect experiences can plausibly account for the shift in Beijing’s SCS policy from restraint, low profile, stability and cooperation toward a much bolder, proactive and assertive approach in recent years. At the same time, this section scrutinizes the extent to which a widening gap between Chinese self-worth conceptions and recognition thereof by external SCS stakeholders may have affected the type of cooperation/non-cooperation advocated by FPTT scholars (intervening variable). Second, it is examined whether the presence or absence of disrespect experiences can account for the type of recommendation endorsed (or verbal complaint articulated), hence confirming the plausibility of a causal mechanism. The first ideal-type logic underlying this plausibility probe is as follows: If external behavior is regarded as a denial of respect (inadequate consideration), Chinese FPTTs are more inclined to suggest (or deem appropriate) policy measures of non-cooperation or even confrontation and, at the same time, are less keen to advocate concessions and cooperation58. At least, such a cooperative attitude will be made contingent on certain terms and conditions if a certain degree of disrespect prevails. A lack of due respect, thus, facilitates an ever-increasing respect sensitivity among Chinese policy actors vis-à-vis external actors59. In this vein, limited cooperation or non-cooperation is expected to be endorsed for two reasons: first, the urge to re-establish China’s self-worth, especially adequate external recognition of its identity and status conceptions; second, retaliation with the goal of “educating the offender” (Miller, 2001, pp. 540–541) by sending a firm and abundantly [48] clear message to the offender, thereby demonstrating the unwillingness of being treated this way (chapter 4.4.5). The second ideal-type logic presupposes that adequate respect (here: the lack of disrespect experiences) encourages Chinese scholars to advocate the making of concessions and to engage in cooperation with other SCS stakeholders60. That said, the following questions guide the discussion of Hypothesis III in particular:


- Which (political, legal, military, economic) measures pertaining to China’s SCS policy are recommended or advocated by FPTT scholars?


- To what extent can these measures be classified as conditional/limited cooperation (sub-category III.II61) or non-cooperation/confrontation (subcategory III.III)?


- Are these measures accompanied by a reference to the alleged offender?


- Is it plausible that disrespect experiences prompted analysts to put forward retaliatory measures in response (and vice versa)? (criteria A–D62)


- How are these retaliatory measures/preferences explained? Are there any indications that policy preferences/recommendations involving elements of confrontation are regarded as increasingly justifiable and legitimate due to disrespect experiences made in the past?63


- Can a correlation between FPTT scholars’ propensity to advocate or recommend retaliatory policy measures and a low level of empathy for respect needs and expectations of China’s counterparts and a low level of self-criticism regarding potential negative effects of China’s conduct on others’ respect needs be observed?


[49] The final question on China’s sensitivity and empathy regarding other countries’ needs and respect considerations is particularly interesting, also from an empirical point of view. It relates to this book’s point of departure, the proposition that an increase in empathy and consideration of other parties’ interests is required to mitigate conflicts and to create mutual trust and confidence instead. Asymmetry of sensitivity (or mismatch) is expected nonetheless. In total, Hypothesis III concerns the output dimension of respect.


2.2.4 The Hypotheses: Summary


Ultimately, confirmation of these three hypotheses would strongly indicate that experience of respect (and its absence thereof) has been a key-determining variable of China’s policy preferences relating to the SCS dispute between 2010 and 2016. Likewise, it would draw further attention to the significance of respect sensitivity and empathy as key prerequisites for stability, trust and cooperation in Southeast Asia in general and the SCS dispute in particular.


2.3 Operationalization of Respect and Disrespect


Previous chapters have loosely touched upon a number of theoretical limitations and obstacles accompanied by the study of respect (and emotion) in IR research. They range from identification issues to questions of measurement, definition, reference and issues of application to the collective/state level. That said, this chapter takes up some of these challenges and sets forth the theoretical operationalization.


Broadly speaking, it is the primary objective of this project to examine the role of (dis)respect experiences in China’s South China Sea policy. These experiences are generally operationalized as discursive manifestations of respect and disrespect reflected in discourses by two leading Chinese foreign policy think tanks (FPTTs) (chapter 2.4). In doing so, the applicability of respect to the realm of foreign policy is taken for granted as it is assumed that individual perceptions and expectations of FPTT staff convert into collective perceptions of the political elite if shared by a significant preponderance of scholars (at a given time). In this way, dominant perceptions of disrespect can turn into collective disrespect experiences. Such collective experiences and associated emotions and responses to out-group behavior may be just as strong [50] or even stronger than on the interpersonal level64 (Kelman, 2008).


Furthermore, manifestations of respect experiences are essentially operationalized as tantamount to the lack of significant signals of disrespect experiences. This is because positive accounts of respect, due to the ‘negativity bias’ phenomenon, are much less common and, thus, much more difficult to identify. Similarly, it is not concrete PRC policy measures that are subject to analysis but policy recommendations and preferences advocated and articulated by FPTT scholars (dependent variable).


Moreover, the collective entity subject to analysis consists of scholars who published articles in two journals by two highly prestigious Chinese foreign policy think tanks (FPTTs) between 2010 and 2016 on issues revolving around the South China Sea. Both institutions are considered significant actors of Chinese foreign policy.65 That said, these groups’ dominant perception patterns of the PRC, which both FPTTs are directly associated with, and their assessments in terms of the adequacy level of SCS-related conduct by other parties will be identified and closely studied.


The fourth challenge covered involves the issue of identification of respect dynamics and respect experiences66. In general, respect considerations including an actor’s status and identity needs are not articulated literally and directly in the majority of cases67. Hence, respect dynamics have to be analytically extracted from the wider context of using qualitative data analysis and further qualified by means of the theory-guided hypotheses68 provided. In this vein, reference points and indicators are called for in order to guide and enable respect and disrespect identification processes. These reference points and indicators are outlined in the following.



[51] 2.3.1 Reference Points and Respect Indicators



Given the subjective character of respect perception, its discursive identification cannot be executed solely by means of universal criteria. Instead, an additional brief look at some country-specific criteria is necessary. Against this backdrop, the domestic significance criterion (Wolf, 2011) represents an appropriate starting point. As established previously, respect and face are traditionally rooted in Chinese (and Asian) culture and history. In the words of Nathan & Scobell, “Chinese tradition emphasizes the importance of giving and getting ‘face’, or favourable personal recognition. Face has long been a central consideration in interpersonal relations in China” (2012, p. 25). In recent years, Chinese philosophy and Confucian thought have increasingly developed into key pillars and concepts of official Chinese historiography, thereby shaping China’s identity conceptions (Chen, 2005; Feng, 2007; Zhang, 2015c). At the same time, aside from its Confucian origin, China’s political system is assumed to be somewhat conducive to respect dynamics. According to Bakr. et al., respect is more likely to matter in countries governed by “authoritarian elites with a fragile popular legitimacy” (2003, as cited in Wolf, 2008, p. 29; cf. Heller, 2013). Overall, the PRC clearly appears to meet the domestic significance criterion69. In addition, identity stability (Wolf, 2011) is another crucial reference point. Accordingly, several scholars point to the existence of a Chinese national identity crisis in recent years (chapter 4.1). In this vein, Yan stresses, “China is not prepared for world leadership. When the world asks China: what do you want to be? It doesn’t know, and that’s the problem“ (Yan, 2012, as cited in Shambaugh, 2013, p. 13). Hence, the criterion of identity stability or fragility can also be considered to be met. Furthermore, as respect dynamics are said to be particularly eminent in conflict-prone and unstable environments, the general nature and setting of the SCS dispute as well as its overall significance to the PRC are noteworthy, too. This assessment is underscored by Roy who contends that ”China’s perception of whether its external environment is accommodating versus threatening, and offers opportunities versus dangers, will shape PRC foreign policy“ (2013, p. 2). [52] Accordingly, the SCS region’s fragile, unstable and conflict-prone order, its conflictual history, the highly sensitive issues at stake (national sovereignty, territorial integrity, etc.) all suggest that respect dynamics are indeed playing a vital role in Southeast Asia, a region in which conflicting norms, values and political systems are clashing with one another.


Building upon these reference points suggesting a general significance of respect in Chinese FPTT discourses on the SCS, the disrespect identification process has to be discussed in detail. Drawing upon constructivist logic, disrespect, while frequently not articulated in a literal and direct manner, is assumed to be reflected in performative acts, particularly speech acts and discourses (Austin, 1962) but also signs, gestures and concrete conduct. Accordingly, for the sake of identification, this project applies six theory-guided indicators70:





(1) literal usage and direct reference to respect and related concepts,


(2) references to status & social importance,


(3) references to rights & interests,


(4) references to dominant Chinese national identity	narratives,


(5) emotional critique of external conduct (the	question of adequacy),


(6) reliance on minor issues (e.g. rights) regardless of disproportionate costs involved.


Those respect indicators and the major reasons as to why states tend to respond to disrespect by means of confrontation call for a brief introduction.


2.3.2 Literal Usage


Focusing on FPTT discourses, the monitoring of semantic patterns and arguments naturally rests at the heart of the analysis. While discursive manifestations of respect can be voiced both directly and indirectly, this first and most obvious indicator only covers direct references to respect and related concepts such as recognition, pride, reputation and honor. To be sure, lexical references do not per se provide an exclusive indication of the respect as sentiment dimension, as official Chinese public diplomacy tends to frequently adopt respect terminology.



[53] 2.3.3 References to Status and Social Importance



As status and status concerns represent the core component of the shared definition of national respect as the perceived adequate recognition of an actor’s self-ascribed self-worth by others (expressed in words, gestures and deeds), status constitutes the second and perhaps most crucial indicator of respect dynamics. In line with sociology and social psychology, status is often understood as “social esteem and respect that usually yields influence” (Ridgeway, 2006, p. 301). That said, groups seek to be treated in a manner congruent to their self-ascribed status and “rightful position” (Wolf, 2011, p. 3). Status misrecognition or deprivation, in contrast, is expected to cause the opposite effect, namely disrespect. As discussed earlier, states may seek status for material or self-evaluative reasons. For instance, a powerful (not necessarily positive) international image and reputation may have a positive effect on the political legitimacy of China’s political elite, for instance due to dominant patriotic and nationalist sentiments among Chinese citizens desiring international respect for self-esteem grounds (Lepsius, 1990; Noesselt, 2012, p. 128). Likewise, conduct by interaction partners viewed by China as adequately reflecting its status entitlements can serve as an external confirmation of China’s self-worth and its related psychological needs. Moreover, this second indicator seeks to examine whether a link between status self-perception and the status of interaction partners can be observed. In this vein, it is scrutinized whether a greater Chinese status is accompanied by higher sensitivity to questions of status or not. This is because Chinese FPTTs are expected to be more eager to obtain respect from a high-ranking actor and more likely to perceive that actor’s conduct in a more critical manner than that of a lower-status actor (Fikenscher & Wolf, 2015, p. 170). Against this background, manifestations and signs of status awareness and concerns are located, contextualized and qualified here.


2.3.4 References to Rights


“Interests can conflict and must be balanced; rights must be defined so that they do not conflict” (Scanlon, 2008, p.68).
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