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Abstract

I considered that American diplomacy has evolved over the years, but it has been
changing with the former Secretary of State's actions, Mike Pompeo. Therefore, the
analysis of the influences of his actions in the international area specifically with China,
are objects of study that I consider attractive in international relations.

For that reason, this research aims to analyze the practice of former Secretary of State
Mike Pompeo in diplomacy. Specifically, I will focus on how his public diplomatic
strategy has changed traditional American diplomacy, more precisely in the international
relations between China and the United States.

So, the main question is: What are the influences of Pompeo’s diplomacy on American
diplomatic relations, specifically the relationship between China and the United States?
So, I used qualitative data. The type of thesis is exploratory, with historical, analytical,
and interpretative characteristics. I will focus on data collection and the analysis of
Pompeo public diplomacy's influences on traditional American diplomacy, as well as
analyze American diplomacy and Pompeo behavior into International relations theories;
The diplomacy of Pompeo and his predecessor Rex Tillerson will be compared.
Likewise, Trump's foreign policy was directed by Pompeo.

The research shows that if Pompeo's diplomatic communications through social
networks are really as consistent and coherent as traditional conventions of diplomatic
language have been throughout history, there are two possibilities. First of all, the style
of diplomacy of social media could destabilize and even replace traditional diplomatic
practices and potentially provoke conflicts in international relations. Secondly, it can
lead to the development of new rules or agreements in digital diplomacy. All of this
could take the form of gradual change and adaptation within existing frameworks and
principles concerning traditional diplomacy. It could represent a fundamental break with
accepted patterns of behavior, norms, and diplomacy rules to begin to be fundamentally
different.

Thus, to be more specific about Pompeo's diplomacy against China, Pompeo may
negatively use his private diplomacy. Both countries need to be realistic about how close
their bilateral relationship may be at any given time and control their disagreements by
avoiding any conflict that could threaten their overall peace and prosperity. That is why
maintaining the balance between China and the United States will remain the most
important bilateral relationship in the world for many years.



Finally, the conclusion is that the influences of Pompeo’s diplomacy in the American
diplomacy, applied to the case of China vs the United States, allows us to infer that the
changes in the style and strategy of diplomacy by the United States during the last three
years is a representation or a symbolic replica of Mike Pompeo's intention to ensure
political, economic and military hegemony of the United States in the field of
international relations, regardless of the global costs or consequences that the
maintenance of this purpose may generate.

Keywords: diplomatic relations; Mike Pompeo; Pompeo doctrine; American
diplomacy; coercive diplomacy; public diplomacy; the relationship between China-
US.
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INTRODUCTION

The emerging powers and countries and the consequent changes in the balance
of power are identified as critical challenges in the international order and diplomatic
relations. Each country develops its foreign policy, applies a diplomatic strategy
depending on the country or the multilateral sphere, and prioritizes national interests.
Therefore, it is interesting to investigate events that generate implications and possible
changes in the dynamics of international relations carried out through the diplomatic
relationship between countries with military and economic power, such as China and the

United States.

Diplomacy is practiced concerning an ideological line that each State maintains
as a form and style of negotiation, persuasion, and the official communication channel
between international law subjects. Therefore, the State official who assumes the
leadership of diplomacy, to direct the process of creation of foreign policy and the
communication mechanism, as well as the diplomatic style, performs it under national
interests that many times can become personal objectives for the power that reveals

having the position of Secretary of State.

The new practice of diplomacy, which breaks the rules of traditional diplomacy,
by using the media not to publicize a political decision but thoughts, conjectures,

qualifications, and threats, leaves a precedent for coercive public diplomacy.
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So this research analyzes the diplomatic practice and strategy of former Secretary
of State Mike Pompeo, as a representative of the United States government, and I will
focus on how his diplomatic strategy has impacted a change or reconfiguration of
traditional American diplomacy. It has led to a change in the order of international

relations.

Likewise, I will also analyze Pompeo's coercive public diplomacy against China
due to the commercial, military conflict, and other issues that arose. The relationship
underwent severe negative changes since Pompeo took over as the head of American

diplomacy.

The work will be divided into five chapters:

The first chapter establishes the purpose of the research, the analysis of the
theoretical framework of diplomatic relations and its historical evolution to define the
concept of diplomacy and its application in the specific case of the United States, which
maintains its status as a world superpower by combining the promotion of democratic
values and the strength of American culture around the world with its military might.
Those two avenues of influence are known as soft power and hard power. We will also
briefly analyze the characteristics of American diplomacy. With the Literature review

and the methodology used for the investigation, I will finish the first part.
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In the second chapter, I analyze the US foreign policy under Pompeo and develop
American foreign policy in Asia. Likewise, I will dedicate a subtitle to Trump's foreign
policy-making mention of American foreign policy's evolution and permanent ideology
that was discontinued since Pompeo assumed as Secretary of State. Therefore, we will
compare Rex Tillerson and Mike Pompeo to show this change in American foreign
policy during the Trump Administration. Finally, I will end this chapter with the United
States foreign policy under Pompeo toward China, so, in this part, I am making mention
of the National security and National Strategic Defense and a critical examination of

Pompeo's personality.

The third chapter of this document will analyze Pompeo's influence upon the
United States foreign policy like he was secretary of State and to transmit its foreign
policy to the world, for which I also point out the structure of the State Department in
the American government and the importance of the position of secretary of State in
foreign policy because Pompeo had the responsibility of directing the process of creating
foreign policy, as well as determining the type of diplomacy that is practiced as a
diplomatic strategy. In addition, as this research is focused on changes that Pompeo's
behavior made in the diplomacy, I will analyze the personal ideological line of Pompeo
in American foreign policy. Finally, analyze the characteristics of Rex Tillerson and

Mike Pompeo during their terms as heads of American diplomacy.
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The fourth chapter analyzes Pompeo's public diplomacy, explaining the
relationship and difference between traditional diplomacy and public diplomacy. In
addition to coercive diplomacy, both used by Mike Pompeo during his term as Secretary
of State of the United States, and that is why we also ask and answer about what was
Pompeo's diplomatic strategy using public diplomacy?  Moreover, Pompeo's
characteristics of speech and finally understood the type of diplomatic public are

Pompeo's strategy against China.

The fifth chapter will focus on something more particular: SINO US bilateral
relations analysis, the world's two most important economic powers. First, I am
analyzing the relationship between military policy, trade, and other issues, which have
been generating challenges for both countries and worldwide. Next, I will analyze the
Chinese diplomacy position, which will lead us to understand the implications and
current relationship between the United States and China. Finally, I will finish with an

analysis of how the tensions between both countries can be mitigated?

Finally, I will determine conclusions, highlighting the change from traditional
American diplomacy to a type of coercive public diplomacy by Mike Pompeo, which
was used as a political strategy and the most important aspects that have resulted in the
practice of diplomacy by Mike Pompeo against China, and what are the implications in

the relationship between the United States and China.
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CHAPTER 1: BACKGROUND

In the current international system, we have found representative economic,
political and social situations producing significant changes at the international level.
For example, among these factors that affect the international order are the
reappearance of movements that seemed to be in the background. Nationalist and
protectionist, the issue of Brexit related to the United Kingdom's desire, against all
odds, to withdraw from the European Union that surprised us on June 23, 2016; the
refugee crisis that has presented not only human insecurity but also global insecurity;
climate change and COVID-19, which has been affecting the world economically,
politically and socially. These events demand the need for a new paradigm, for recent

political and economic decisions to adapt to new complex situations.

Diplomatic relations between countries have also been affected by these
events. As a consequence of globalization and the interdependent relationship of
countries, decisions made in one country have repercussions in another. These
repercussions cause the international order to change in aspects such as ideology,
structure or procedure. Along with these events that have taken place on the
international scene, it is essential to add the victory of Donald Trump in the
November 2016 presidential elections in the United States, and since he appointed
Mike Pompeo as Secretary of States, it is an event of great importance to developing

the research line of this work.
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Trump is an apprentice in the political field, during his life he had dedicated
himself to the television and real estate sector, as we saw during his government, he
uses threats and insults, he has great rhetorical skills in which he includes numerous
rudeness, inaccuracies and even comments racists, in addition the contradictions and
the deceptions do not suppose any problem to him. With this attitude and with his
slogan "Make America Great Again" he managed to seize American power at the end
of 2016, being the 45th president in the history of the United States. After this victory,
a period of tension ended for the country in question and for the international

community, and thus began a new stage for the United States.

Well, it stands out the Trump considered a unique and atypical character that
breaks with the traditional characteristics that most American presidents have had.
These differences are reflected in the political sphere, not only through his
performance but also through his speech. Even though Donald Trump clearly
understands the importance and power of the United States in the world order, in

2018, he appointed Mike Pompeo as Secretary of State.

The latter is not an apprentice in the political sphere and uses his figure verbal
and corporal expression. The way to exercise power is a procedure of even greater
importance for the country to continue to preserve its national and international

dominance.
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The United States and China relations were in a political freeze, caused by the
rise of communism lead by Mao in 1949 (Cheng, 2012), which the United States tried
to disrupt and weaken (Nathan, 2009). The United States did this by encouraging
their allies (Japan, South Korea, etc.) to refrain from forming diplomatic relations
with “Communist China”, prohibiting Americans from travelling to China, etc.

(Nathan, 2009).

Since the end of the Second World War, international relations between the
two countries developed have the most significant relevance. In 1972, President
Nixon of the United States re-established relations with the People's Republic of
China hoping to use the better relations with China to balance the power of the Soviet
Union (Cheng, 2012). According to your interests in the commercial and financial
field. While the diplomatic relations between the United States and China were on
hold, around 100 other countries, including Japan, Germany, France and the UK had
already recognized the People's Republic of China and renewed business with China
(Dong, 2013). In 1979 a wide range of development encouraging the complete
normalization of trade relations ensued between the United States and China.
However, we are currently facing a dispute over hegemony, so it is difficult to
maintain that harmony around global power. Also, as China has grown, its interests
towards the United States have shifted, putting Americans at odds, sometimes leading

to trade and diplomatic conflicts.
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1.1. Research question

The U.S. diplomacy has evolved over the years, but it has been undergoing a
more drastic change with the former Secretary of State's behavior, Mike Pompeo.
Therefore, the analysis of implications his actions in the international area,
specifically with China, are objects of study that I consider attractive in international

relations.

The general line of research of this work focuses on analyzing the practice of
former Secretary of State Mike Pompeo in the diplomacy. Specifically, I will focus
on how the application of his public diplomatic strategy has changed traditional
American diplomacy, more precisely in the international relations between China and
the United States. So, the question is “What are the influences of Pompeo's diplomacy
on U.S. diplomacy with implications on the relationship on SINO-U.S. bilateral

relations?”

18



1.2. Theoretical Framework

1.2.1. Diplomacy and its historical evolution

In order to carry out an analysis of the change in traditional diplomacy
concerning strategic diplomacy that the former Secretary of State, Mike Pompeo, was
developing, we must first have a clear definition of what we mean by diplomacy and
diplomatic relations in general and later analyze it for the American cause. To do this,
after describing this concept, I will make a historical summary of the evolution of
diplomatic relations since its inception, as well as an analysis of the characteristics of
this type of relations in the international sphere in order to be able to compare them with
those executed by the former Secretary of State, in the specific case of his relationship

with the country of the Asian continent in question, China.

The meaning of diplomacy is somewhat complex, as it can have two general
meanings. On the one hand, in the political sense, the diplomacy of a government or on
the other hand, in the operational sense. It is understood "as the conduct of business
between agents and between governments, through institutions and bureaucratic
processes" (Montobbio, 2016). The former refers vaguely to a country's foreign policy,
hence the confusion, while the latter is the country's foreign policy bureaucracy's activity.

It should be noted that these terms and what they represent on many occasions can

19



overlap. The distinction between means and objectives between the two cannot be

wholly separated, and in fact, they complement each other.

By the concept of diplomacy according to Nicholas J. Cull, we understand that
it is the set of those mechanisms that are not war, deployed by an international actor to
manage the international environment (Cull, 2009). It implies a relationship between
two subjects in the international sphere, which has a connection with the statement
established by Nicholson, in which he establishes that: Diplomacy is neither the
invention nor the pastime of any particular political system, but rather it is an essential
element in any good relationship between man and man and between nation and nation

(Nicholson, 1977).

Vincent sees diplomacy as the skill or direction in which international relations
are managed (Vincent, 1984). Considering both the objective of diplomacy and its
methods, Berridge establishes that the primary purpose of this is to allow States to ensure
their foreign policy's objectives without resorting to force, propaganda or law (Berridge,
2005). On the other hand, we can establish two common points in all these definitions:
first, diplomacy is a social practice of the states; then, this practice consists of reconciling

the state's behaviour before international law.
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In this way, and of a general nature, we conclude that diplomacy is a primary
discipline to resolve conflicts that may arise in the international scope, encourages
cooperation in conflict resolution, and is an activity incorporated into international
relationships. We can deduce that diplomacy is linked to various aspects of politics. On
the one hand, it is related to the internal policy of a country since it defends the internal
interests outside. On the other hand, it is also related to foreign policy since it is worth
mentioning that solving problems pacifically is an activity that can be applied to other
types of environments such as the business field, or the political one, that is to say in
areas where there is a relationship between human beings, and whose purpose is to

achieve specific objectives peacefully.

Following the historical evolution of diplomacy, it is necessary to mention that
current diplomatic relations present a significant difference compared to the first ones
that were developed. There are numerous factors to be taken into account: the evolution
of means of communication and transport, the consolidation of the Modern State and the
complexity of order in international society create intergovernmental organizations that
have led to their transformation. However, even though they have evolved, they are

necessary for international society.
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At the beginning of recorded history, diplomacy is characterized by being
unstable. It was carried out by extraordinarily assigning diplomatic representatives to
perform various tasks for limited periods in the countries in which they were assigned.
These tasks did not have any norm or organization by which you could be governed.
Diplomatic tasks were complex since neither the means of transport nor communication
are like the ones we have today; besides, difficulties were added to this, such as the
cultural, linguistic, or religious difference. These obstacles complicated the

establishment of permanent diplomatic relations.

Later, in the Middle Ages, the Vatican began to carry out temporary diplomatic
missions to solve other countries' problems in religious matters. This type of missions
will later be consolidated stably until today since they continue to be carried out through

the Apostolic Nunciatures (Calduch, 1993).

When diplomatic relations become more stable, we can consider a new stage in
the history of diplomacy. These missions become permanent due to the emergence of
modern states on the international scene, the consolidation of the Far East and the
American continent, and new economic relations. All this implies a necessity in the
international sphere that makes relations between countries more regular until they are
permanently established through institutions that regulate actions with the outside world

(Calduch, 1993).
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Diplomatic relations, as they were being established, their characteristics vary.

As I mentioned earlier, the two major blocks in the history of diplomacy could be divided

into three sub-periods:

1.

ii.

Firstly, in the first period, diplomatic relations' attributes were very imprecise since
they were characterized that way: There were no rules by which they were
governed; there were no immunities and privileges that diplomats possess today
and there was no professional career to dedicate in a specific way to carry out these
missions. The monarch directly appointed the people who carried out diplomatic
tasks at that time, and their functions were limited to negotiating with other

countries and informing the monarch (Calduch, 1993).

From the Congress of Vienna until the end of the First World War, diplomatic
relations continue to develop. In this period, a diplomatic law is established,
through which a series of norms and obligations are established, that will govern
the relationships established between the States so far. The peculiarities of this
period's diplomatic relations are becoming more and more structured and
resembling those we have today. Development of the diplomatic career begins so
that diplomats can become independent and become the States' representatives on
behalf of the monarchs. Likewise, diplomatic law established a hierarchical order
in diplomatic relations, diplomatic missions began to be better regulated, and

diplomats were granted privileges and immunities. Finally, diplomacy at this time
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iil.

had limited access to people who were exclusively dedicated to the foreign affairs
of the country (Calduch, 1993).

Subsequently, thanks to new means of transport and new communication
technologies, diplomacy has undergone a significant change from the First World
War until nowadays. Woodrow Wilson, in his fourteen points, established that
diplomacy should be open and public. With the complexity of the international
system, the functions of diplomats and their missions have been transforming.
Special diplomatic missions have emerged for specific issues that do not fall within
what we know as ftraditional diplomacy either because the actors in the
international scope have increased considerably or because there are issues that go
beyond the simple relationship of foreign policy between States. For the

negotiation of these, experts are needed for each topic (Calduch, 1993).

As we can see, diplomatic relations have been taking shape throughout history,

and are essential in international relations. Throughout history, diplomacy has been a

primary component for human beings and resolves both global and everyday issues.

These types of relationships have indeed evolved, as the international arena is more

interdependent and complex. Therefore, it is essential to also analyze the transition that

this traditional activity has recently undergone.
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1.2.2. International Relations Theory

Diplomacy is an activity that we can place within the framework of international
relations, and it can be studied from many points of view: historical, psychological,

legal-political etc. In this section, we are going to focus on its theoretical study.

Modern diplomatic representation in the public sphere can often be confused

with the foreign policy of a country, so we are going to delimit both concepts.

The concrete actions characterize current foreign policy carried out by a country
in the international system to achieve the development of its interests and the
development of society under the security and influence of the country in question, in
the international scope, therefore that we can determine diplomacy as a tool used in the

exercise of foreign policy.

Therefore diplomacy, is, in a general way, a practice of political cooperation
between states to resolve their interests. Negotiations and decision-making in diplomatic
relations are driven by the control capacity that one country has over another. This
control can be exercised in terms of political and economic power. Neither of the other
two characteristics applies, the decisions of the negotiations will be made based on the
cultural or social ties between the two countries. Consequently, a diplomatic relationship

has three aspects, cooperation, the capacity for influence and cultural interaction
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(Nicholson, 1967), for which I am going to establish three theories and thus later be able
to explain what theoretical dimension the former Secretary of State Mike Pompeo was

following at the United States diplomacy practice.

Contemporary diplomacy is characterized mainly by the following functions:

a. Manage matters in which all subjects of International Law are involved;

b. Handle these matters through peaceful procedures;

c. Use negotiation as an essential means for resolving disputes between States,
who may present opposing interests and may generate a plurality of
competing interests.

Therefore, diplomacy's essential task is a peaceful solution to the differences that
may arise between states for coexistence in a globalized and interdependent international

system.

Diplomacy can be analyzed from various theoretical points below:

1.2.2.1.  Constructivism
Constructivism is a theory of international relations that can be studied from the
point of view of diplomacy. This theory is based on a hypothesis by which humans live
in a world that they build themselves, with their ideas and decisions. The constructive
think that the world is in continuous construction and those who carry out this "agents"

function dominate because they are capable of building with ideas the relationships
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between people and the way to expose their interests, which forms the relations between
states in the end. These agents are opposed to the "actors" which are those who carry out

much more concrete and limited tasks (Sanchez, 2012).

These agents are the ones who, through laws, communication, institutions and
values, among other elements, are building reality (Vézquez Lozano and Gonzilez
Ojeda, 2018). From this constructive point of view, we can include public diplomacy
since it depends mainly on discourse and communication between states to form an
image and thus be able to exert influence in the global order. However, we will
thoroughly explore this type of diplomacy as we delve into the former Secretary of

State's diplomatic characteristics, Mike Pompeo.

1.2.2.2.  Liberalism
Diplomacy from the theoretical perspective of liberalism follows an idealistic
basis whereby war is seen as a struggle between states that can be prevented. To prevent
it, the diplomatic activity must be lucidly exercised and applied in all kinds of activities
so that disputes, confrontations or violent acts do not occur between any actors in the
international arena. Likewise, the liberal theory of diplomacy includes cooperation as an
essential element for the proper development of individual states, which will result in

the prevention of war and international harmony.
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Diplomacy is traditionally understood to be an activity that includes negotiation
and peacemaking. The liberal theory considers that communication and dialogue are
necessary to resolve disputes, rather than the use of violence, as the same will be
achieved in both ways. However, diplomatic activity must always avoid force.
Liberalism considers as a fundamental pillar the interaction between the states for the
preservation of the law, in general, the International Law and the various organisms that
have been created for the execution of this. Thus, liberalism takes into account that the
function of diplomacy is the peaceful resolution of conflicts, giving particular
importance to dialogue and negotiation, based on International Law, as well as on
institutions, and considering cooperation between countries relevant in order to build a

unified international system (Vasquez Lozano and Gonzalez Ojeda, 2018).

1.2.2.3.  Realism

Realism is a theory by which it is understood that countries coexist in the
international environment, and their relationships are based on a power struggle,
exercised by each country following their interests. As for the exercise of power, (ability
to affect other people to obtain desired results), it can be carried out through three
different behaviours: threats of coercion, incentives or exerting an influence on third
parties so that they want to imitate your behaviour. Therefore, in this realistic theory, we
include coercive diplomacy. From a defensive strategy point of view, coercion consists
of exerting persuasion on the opponent to stop or undo what he is doing or physically

prevent him from continuing. “Sticks and Carrots” is the strategic execution of
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diplomacy according to the realistic theory based on coercive threats (Sticks) and
incentives (Carrots) and consists of the induction of the weakest to execute a threat

proposed by the most potent state (Vazquez Lozano and Gonzélez Ojeda, 2018).

This type of threat is considered a type of indirect violence that resides in the
states' foreign policy since what they want is to change a "status quo" in their favour and
consists of using a reasonable force. For example, an economic blockade or a sanction
to demonstrate and defend the interests of the party, applying this diplomacy, and
sufficient credibility to exercise force majeure if necessary. It differs from a military
strategy because it should be noted that this type of diplomacy seeks to exert force more
flexibly, applying a psychological element than if it were exerted using military power.

It leads to a faster and more conclusive practice (George, 1994).

1.2.2.4.  In the case of the United States:

The types of theory that have been applied to diplomacy have varied between
liberals and realists. However, today we can say that, after analyzing these theories, the
former Secretary of State, Mike Pompeo, apparently follows diplomacy realistic in
nature. It should be noted that it is difficult to attribute a coherent strategy to Mike
Pompeo. Since he began his mandate, he has carried out recurring contradictions

between what he does and what he says.
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We can draw several distinctive features from the former Secretary of State's
actions, which we will analyze later as we go deeper into the specific case of the United

States-China dispute.

i Characteristics of Pompeo: He is characterized by exercising a state-

centric practice, placing the state as the nucleus of international politics,
always seeking its interest and destabilizing the enemy. This coercive
instinct of the former Secretary of State, head of American diplomacy
concerning foreign policy is another characteristic that we can attribute
to the former Secretary of State coercive policy.

His provocative action is reflected in his threats through social networks
and speeches, the constant persuasion he has over competing states, such
as attacking China's national security and questioning the China’s
treatment of COVID-19. He uses all of this to continue a national policy
"Make America Great Again", promoting first of all domestic politics so
that it affects abroad, that is to say, protectionism. These behaviours all
go in the direction of centralization of power, the main feature of realist

theory.

We can identify Mike Pompeo's diplomacy with the coercive diplomacy
mentioned above. However, it is more characterized as a Gunboat Diplomacy. They

differ in that, on the one hand, coercive diplomacy “seeks to erode an opponent's
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motivation by exploiting the ability to inflict harm” (Lauren, 1972), while Gun-boat
Diplomacy, involves the use or threat of a limited naval force, of gold that is not as an
act of war, in order to cause advantage or avoid losses, either in the promotion of an
international dispute or against foreign citizens within the territory or jurisdiction of their

own State.

1.2.3. Diplomatic Methods for Dispute Resolution

In 1945, International Law became the law established by the international
community to govern relations between countries and ensure security and the
establishment and preservation of peace between them. Peace and security are two
principles that constitute the purpose of International Law, and with this, new world
order is established. Furthermore, they were also the purposes for which the 1919
Society of Nations, and later the United Nations, was created. Therefore, as peace and
security are essential elements for the international community, it is necessary to resolve
conflicts between states. This dispute resolution can be made through various procedures,
but all of them must be peaceful to respect the principles established by International

Law (Hamza and Todorovic, 2017).

Throughout history, numerous treaties have been signed with the objective of the
peaceful solution of the differences generated by conflicts of interest between states.

Likewise, there are both bilateral and multilateral agreements that cover the issue of
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disputes with provisions or articles intended exclusively for this. Chapter VI of the
Charter of the United Nations, which includes articles 33-38, focuses on the resolution
of these controversies. Article 33 establishes the various procedures by which conflicts
must be resolved, and they are: "negotiation, investigation, mediation, conciliation,
arbitration, judicial settlement, recourse to regional organizations or agreements"
(United Nations, 1945). Thus, following this paragraph, should a situation arise in which
there is a conflict that may endanger the preservation of international peace and security,
the parties will be obliged to put into practice the methods mentioned in the article or

other peaceful means of your choice.

Consequently, there are three levels of dispute resolution. The first is through
diplomatic methods; the second is judicial methods: transferring the problem in the
courts and finally, the institutional procedure—resorting to the different institutions
among which the United Nations or other regional organizations are included to resolve

these differences.

Diplomatic procedures for the resolution of disputes are the ones that we are

going to analyze in this theoretical framework since they are the ones that interest us in

our line of research. The diplomatic forms for conflict resolution are: negotiation,

investigation, mediation, conciliation and good offices. These methods can be carried
out by each of the parties individually or by ultimately resorting to the help of other

entities.
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From the end of the Second World War, when International Law was introduced,
more rational and acceptable conflict management methods began to be developed than

those used previously (Roman, 1995).

The first method of dispute settlement mentioned in Article 33 of the United
Nations Charter is negotiation, which consists of a process of dialogue in which the
objective pursued is a compromise or an agreement while avoiding discussions.
Negotiation is a method that is usually applied to a situation of disagreement where the
parties aim to achieve the best for both, even though the results are not always beneficial
for all parties. The pre-established purpose of the negotiation is to resolve the disputes
that may arise, obtaining advantages for a single party, a group, or peacefully satisfying
all interests. It is worth mentioning that it is essential that all parties cooperate in the
negotiation and the parties, both those who have benefited and those who have not had
such good results, trust that what has been decided will prevail because otherwise, the

negotiations will fail.

Negotiation and the linguistic and communication skills of human beings have
been evolving and adapting to the changes we find in the social, political, cultural and
economic environment. These negotiation skills can be learned through many activities,
since they have numerous applications from the day-to-day application, such as for
business, or legal matters. In the negotiation, the relevant parties in the controversy

intervene, that is, the international law subjects who have to resolve differences (Stein,
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1988). This method is often used as it is flexible and States can keep track of all phases
of the negotiation, and it is often quite effective in resolving contentious issues and

controversies peacefully.

Consultation is the second method mentioned in the dispute resolution chapter
of the United Nations Charter. This method is developed when there is an obstacle in
the difference that has been generated between the states after a negotiation phase. As it
is difficult to establish the points that have given rise to the dispute, what is done is to
resort to an investigation procedure to resolve the difference. To carry out this task, a
commission of inquiry is created to develop agreements and subsequently inform the
parties about the dispute's facts. For example, the first and second Hague Conventions
1899 and 1907 have established these investigative procedures as formal institutions for
the peaceful resolution of disputes. However, it is not a method in itself. It is instead
used as a mean of resolving differences. It has been used to establish the path that the
parties must follow to resolve conflicts peacefully. Therefore, this method does not

oblige the parties to accept what has been established.

Mediation by a third person is the third method for the peaceful resolution of
differences, instead of resorting to arbitration. The role of a mediator is not legal, and
you cannot force them to accept your decision, but what you can do is persuade the
parties to reach an agreement. All of this can be developed thanks to the communication

capacities that States have. Unlike negotiation, this method is more interested in the
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parties' rights and interests, for the constructive resolution of the difference and that both
parties reach the best solution. Likewise, by not being directly involved in the conflict,
the mediator acts as an impartial and neutral party, without providing his judgment
(Shaw, 1988). Measurement is a method used for disputes of any size and one of the

most widely used internationally for conflict resolution.

Another diplomatic method for dispute resolution is conciliation. This procedure
consists of resolving the difference through an institution and body specially created to
clarify the facts of the controversy and establish a proposal for the solution of the
problem between the states. However, like mediation, the proposals made through this
procedure are not binding, so the parties are not obligated and can reject what is proposed
to them to resolve the difference. This procedure can be understood as a combination of
the two previously mentioned, investigation and mediation since it is a third party that
investigates what happened, although the goal is different, which is the explanation of
the facts and proposes a series of clauses to reach an agreement that this is the primary
purpose of the conciliation. On the other hand, this method is more formal and has a

more structured hierarchy than mediation.

Finally, the excellent method encompasses various activities whose purpose is to
promote negotiation between the parties that have to resolve the dispute. It differs from

other methods of peaceful dispute resolution.
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On the one hand, in the practice of good offices, the litigating parties do not meet
together, but rather that the various meetings are held separately from each other. In the
good offices' process, the parties can invite different states to participate in the
negotiations, which can be refused by one part or by all of the parties (Shaw, 1988). On
the other hand, this procedure ends when negotiations begin since the function is simply

limited to achieving a peaceful meeting between the litigants.

Although these methods have been used for bilateral and multilateral treaties, they
are considered quite flexible, especially conciliation, mediation and good offices. With
the creation of the United Nations, more effective and severe methods have been created,
such as, for example, the establishment of permanent bodies whose purpose is the
management of conflicts through arbitration or judicial procedures. Likewise, to carry
out conciliation, mediation and reasonable offices procedures, cooperation between the
parties is necessary, and this is not always achieved; therefore, more disciplined methods

must be used (Hamza and Todorovic, 2017).

1.2.4. American Diplomacy’s historical Characteristics

The history of American diplomacy is not mainly characterized by being unique,
but it does present certain differential features concerning other countries globally,
which is essential to mention since they make a difference in the framework of

international relations. The United States, throughout history, is a country that has
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"world domination" in terms of power, so we must analyze how its diplomacy has
evolved. It is difficult to make a difference in their diplomacy since it is difficult to find

countries with which American diplomacy can be significantly similar.

In times of the Cold War, it could have been compared to the Soviet Union.
However, it was a totalitarian superpower while the USA is characterized as a great
liberal democratic power. Another comparison could be with hegemonic countries in
history or with the five permanent member countries of the United Nations Security
Council. Likewise, it is difficult to compare the American power with that of France and
the United Kingdom, of liberal countries of the East, but the power they have in terms
of strategic, economic or socio-cultural aspects, and comparison with the United States
the differences are representative (Newsom, 1988). In conclusion, it is very complex to
find a country to compare with the United States because it is a considerably different
country and therefore the diplomatic practice of this country has characteristics that

diverge from other countries in the international system.

American diplomacy has to grapple with the kinds of problems common to any
kind of diplomacy: peace, war, commercial, economic, cultural, human rights, and the
environment. The US gives great responsibility in its foreign policy strategy to the

diplomatic practice, and for this, it uses its military, economic and political forces.
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The United States is a significant global power: Whether on land, at sea or in the
air, its military reach extends to all parts of the planet. Its economic capacity fuels world
trade and industry. Its political and cultural appeal is so broad that most international

institutions reflect American interests.

However, how do you manage relations with other countries? To analyze this

question, I will explain three differential features of US diplomatic relations that will

later serve us to study the dispute between the United States and China.

i As the first fundamental characteristic of modern American diplomacy is that
American administrations as a whole tend to privilege hard power policies
over soft power policies. This is due to the history of the use of military and
economic force (hard power) instead of diplomatic persuasion ability (soft
power). In a way, this is understandable. In 1945, what would later be known
as soft power was considered ineffective or non-existent, given the lesson of
the 1930s that military force was the only way to stop the aggressive dictators.
In the Second World War, they undoubtedly used military power to achieve
victory (Newsom, 1988).

Later in the Cold War, they were often criticized for the perception of their
willingness to go to war - for example, in Vietnam. Later, after 9/11 and during
the George W. Bush administration, the use of military force was also resorted

to in the conflicts in Afghanistan and Iraq. This situation can be said to have
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changed with President Barack Obama who, for example, ordered the
withdrawal of troops from Afghanistan, and demonstrates the search for
balance between force and diplomacy, although he was also criticized for
resistance to intervention in some conflicts such as Libya in 2011 (Zhimin,
2011). But with the arrival of Trump to power, and since the appointment of
Mike Pompeo as secretary of state, the use of soft power has also been
significantly weakened with the use of his particular public diplomacy,

something that we will analyze later.

The militarized quality of much of the American diplomacy - hard power - has
a significant impact not only on how American diplomats represent the United
States but also on who represents the United States abroad. In other words, the
most important representatives of the United States abroad are not its
ambassadors, but its regional military commanders and possibly, in certain

countries, its Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) station chiefs.

In summary, while the United States has a relatively strong commitment to
public diplomacy, possibly a form of soft power, the balance of evidence
suggests that - at least since the start of the Cold War in the late 1940s - the
United States have an entrenched and dominant national security culture and
a comparatively weak diplomatic culture, and that this national security culture

tends to prefer hard power to soft power policy instruments.
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Another differentiating feature of the U.S. diplomacy is the preference of
bilateral to multilateral diplomacy. In this case, multilateral diplomacy refers
to the involvement in the variety of international organizations such as the
United Nations as opposed to military alliances like NATO. From the realist
point of view, it is thought that the great powers are prone to participate in the
formation of alliances, as an intrinsic part of the global balance of power, and
to engage with international organizations, and only under very favourable
conditions, such as having a permanent contract, in the Security Council of the
U.N. Also, realistically, small and medium powers tend to prefer multilateral
diplomacy because it offers a seat at the table rather than because they have an

inherent interest in fostering international cooperation (Muldoon, 2011).

The third distinguishing characteristic of American diplomatic relations is a
cultural disposition toward a direct, low-context negotiating style. This
characteristic has been aggravated by the United States' hegemonic status
during much of the 20th century. A low-context negotiation style focuses on
outcomes rather than relationships, is direct and explicit in communicating
preferences, and is typically practiced in newer societies where the individual
is valued more than the community in his or her life. This is the case of the
United States. This idea is related to a country's negotiating capacity and how

the country is represented, in which these denials are included.

40



The role of negotiation in diplomacy is grossly exaggerated on the literary side.
In practice, diplomats spend a relatively small amount of negotiating time, in
the sense of sitting around a table discussing the details of a treaty or
agreement. The Obama administration, led by the president himself,
introduced a moderate style characterized by "tactful" diplomacy. However,
that has been modified with Trump's arrival, whose diplomacy is more direct,
following a low-level negotiation style and imposing his own ideas (Wiseman,
2011), and Mike Pompeo follows Trump's style, with more aggression in the

diplomatic relationship with China.

These characteristics mark a distinctive character of American diplomacy and
establish a framework with which many countries' diplomatic relationship with the U.S.
administration can be evaluated. Also, with these characteristics, it can also be studied
as the interests and the American identity have been evolving. Therefore, having
established these characteristics, they will serve as a theoretical framework in evaluating
relations between China-U.S. As the United States' interests have evolved, so has its

diplomacy, especially the characteristics that we have previously highlighted.
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1.3. Literature Review

For the world, China and the United States' international relations are important
because it will be determined by the relationship between the world's most significant
power, the United States, and the largest emerging market, the People's Republic of
China. And it is projected that if China maintains the pace of economic growth that it
has been registering in recent years, sometime between 2025 and 2030, it will become
the world's largest economy, according to projections by Goldman Sachs & Co., an

investment bank of Wall Street.

Also, even though China and the U.S. are ideological rivals, they need each other
so severely economically because that relationship is marked by deep asymmetry, said

Stephen S. Roach, an economist and head of investment bank Morgan Stanley.

On the other hand, the military might of the U.S., which retains its undisputed
supremacy, but its enormous warlike force is not effective in solving contemporary
challenges such as global epidemics, climate change, terrorism, and organized crime at
the international level. As specialists repeatedly point out, the ability of countries to face
these challenges is based on the ability to make efforts and cooperate with other
countries through diplomatic relations, that is, to combine hard power and soft power,

to have; as a result, an intelligent power.
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Therefore, almost all academics have constantly been developing numerous
studies that focus on the international relationship between the U.S.-China, such as the
evolution of that relationship and its implications for the world, considering that the
current geopolitical situation in an evolving world Towards multipolar power-sharing
cannot be understood without looking at the relationship between the two countries.
Likewise, the vast majority of studies focus on the economic relationship they have and
their projection and global economic consequences. However, there are still many
spaces to continue investigating or developing as diplomatic channels that lead to
strengthening, invigorating, or harassing international relations through national

strategies according to each state's interests.

Therefore, in this research, I intend to deepen the understanding of the implications of
the public diplomacy of the former Secretary of State, Mike Pompeo, in traditional
diplomacy and the possible effects on the international relationship between China-U.S.
Therefore, when reviewing the literature, I try to evaluate the characteristics of
international relations, its development through diplomacy, analyzing its evaluation, the
theories of international relations such as constructivism, realism, and liberalism.
Furthermore, the ideology evolution of American diplomacy and its foreign policy to
later compare it with the mandate of former Secretary of State Mike Pompeo, as head of

U.S. diplomacy.
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In this regard, historically international diplomacy is a concept that emerged in ancient
Greece through the practice of sending special messages to carry out missions from city

to city. This practice would also have been carried out in China, India, and Egypt.

Much of the literature on diplomacy was written by diplomatic professionals or
historians. No category of authors has been interested in the construction of theories,
inclined to describe a good diplomat or what is the best way to conduct diplomacy. In
this regard, we find the ancient Indian treatise "Arthasastra", written by Kautilya in the
IV century BC, which contains advice on the conduct of diplomacy. Later, in 1436
Bernard du Rosier published the first book of European diplomatic practice, "short

treatise on ambassadors", on the ambassadors' diplomatic system residing in Italy.

In 1716 Frantois de Callieres wrote “De la maniere de m.' gocier avec les
souverains”, which, together with the book “Wicquefort”, became important books on
diplomatic practice throughout the 18th century. Also, in 1939 Diplomacy and The
evolution of the diplomatic method of 1954 written by Harold Nicholson, which is an

encyclopedic work of Satow as modern classics.

Researchers have tried to understand the dynamics and evolution of international
relations through diplomacy, understood as the art, science, or practice of conducting

negotiations between States (Moreno, 2006) and/or the foreign affairs of a subject of
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international law, using peaceful means and mainly negotiation, as the most suitable

mechanism before the war as pointed out by Phipile Cahier.

This may partly explain why, for a long time, the nature of traditional diplomacy
is non-coercive and that since the Congress of Vienna in 1815, countless treaties and
agreements between states and international organizations have been agreed upon in the

multilateral sphere through diplomatic relations.

Regarding The U.S. diplomacy, many researchers determined that American
diplomacy was outlined in more open diplomacy since former president Woodrow
Wilson named his fourteen points for the formulation of the so-called Pact of the League
of Nations and that later it would assume the form of what we know today as the United
Nations (UN). Wilson's open diplomacy was fixed by considering that the United States
would have a role of an actor with the overtones of global power and, on the other hand,
generating a new diplomatic exercise from the rise of the technological revolution is

currently known. Like the digital age (particularly because of the use of social networks).

Therefore, it is not surprising that there is not much academic research on the
implications of public diplomacy in traditional American diplomacy because that
communication strategy in international relations is part of the former government of
the United States and when the head of American diplomacy was Mike Pompeo,

developing his mandate from April 2018 to last January.
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In this sense, studying the diplomatic practice of Mike Pompeo as the central
study of this research leads us to analyze his political strategy, compare him with Rex
Tillerson and study his personal and ideological characteristics and his future projection,
as well as the changes and precedent that he leaves. in American diplomacy as the new

type of communication in international relations.

Likewise, many contemporary International Relations experts agree that, with
the collapse of the Soviet Union and the deconstruction of the bipolar arrangement of
the global scene, the current international system based on the preponderant domination
of the United States in almost all spheres of politics International is essentially a unipolar
one problem. However, due to this research's focus, I will not go into detail about the
behaviour of the U.S. in the international sphere and its global implications. However,

it seems relevant to mention it.

Besides, I will focus the study and analysis on the diplomatic relations of the
U.S.-China and the changes that Pompeo's coercive diplomacy has generated in the

relationship, the future implications, and its profound ways to mitigate them.

For many researchers, this relationship began with very cautious steps since both
countries were going through difficult times: The U.S. was involved in the Vietnam War
and China it emerged from the Cultural Revolution. Likewise, most studies determine

that both countries knew of their mutual need. On the one hand, Washington needed to
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have good relations with China, as it was a key player in its containment strategy. On
the other hand, China needed the United States to deter the threat of Soviet attack and

open up to the Western world.

For his part, Henry M. Paulson, former United States Secretary of the Treasury,
knows China very closely and analyzed the behaviour of both countries within the
framework of international relations and to maintain a dynamic relationship, he led the
wing of the "reformists" who do not favour open pressure against China to take measures
that favour the United States, but persuasion to turn it into a "responsible partner", an

opinion that goes along with the axes of traditional American diplomacy.

Likewise, in 2005, Fred Bergsten, Director of the Petersen Institute for
International Economics in Washington, launched the idea of creating a G-2 between
the United States and China, considering them the two essential powers to govern
globalization (Bergsten 2009a). The proposal was based on the fact that they are the
largest economies globally, which generate half of world growth, are the basis of global
macroeconomic imbalances, and are the leaders, respectively, of industrialized countries
and emerging powers. Although this last statement is debatable and that Bergsten was
deliberately leaving the countries of the European Union in the background, the idea of
the G-2 was intended to put the U.S and China on an equal footing that would force
China to take a more active attitude in international economic affairs, especially

concerning its exchange rate and energy-climate policy.

47



However, other studies determine that this claim hides that, beyond the fact that
the U.S. and Chinese economies are increasingly interdependent, their relations are
asymmetrical because they have structural differences in their development levels and
the political room for maneuvering their governments and internal problems. Moreover,
although the United States is the great military superpower and the most influential
country on the international stage, it is a hegemonic power in decline and currently with

greater distrust generated by the coercive public diplomacy of Mike Pompeo.

Traditional American diplomacy had slight changes but nothing significant in
the past. For example, it is worth mentioning that the Bush Administration has
squandered much of'its soft power, something that former President Obama has not been
able to remedy. Besides, its energy dependence and its growing debtor position pose

important vulnerabilities in the medium and long term (Cline 2005).

On the other hand, during the Obama administration against the Asian region had
a multilateralist tendency under the traditional characteristics of U.S. diplomacy.
However, it is public knowledge that the relationship has become a geopolitical
competition that has reached its most significant tensions during the Trump
administration and the conduct of foreign policy through the head of American
diplomacy, Mike Pompeo and that he would have opted for a more assertive policy
towards China, which can be evidenced in the decision to leave the TTP. the agreement,

tensions over the South Sea, the commercial conditions that American companies
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receive on Chinese soil, support for Taiwan expressing its position against a single China,
5G technological competition, the issue of the COVID-19 virus and the questioning of
the ideology of the Communist Party of China, which could be considered harassment

of China's national security and the discrediting of the image of the Asian country.

Therefore, it is interesting to analyze Mike Pompeo's behaviour using social
networks as part of public diplomacy to ensure that American interests, policies, and

ideologies prevail in his relationship with China.

1.4. Methodology

In this dissertation, use qualitative data, the type of thesis is exploratory, with
historical, analytical, and interpretative characteristics. I will focus on data collection

in which I will include information from both primary and secondary sources.

The method used is descriptive to be able to explain traditional diplomacy
compared to the diplomacy of Mike Pompeo and the transition that has taken place
between the two, for this, I will take as a reference the evolution of the history of
diplomatic relations in phases and how they have influenced until arriving at the

exercise of diplomacy in the current international system.
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Likewise, studying this change in diplomacy focused on the American
country and the figure of its former Secretary of State, Mike Pompeo, I will be able
to study its public diplomacy and draw conclusions from the influence of its decision-
making in the international arena. Later, the method will be analytical, because after

we have the study of the evolution of diplomacy, we can use it to explain the causes

and effects that the change in U.S. diplomacy has been having on relations with China.

I will focus in data collection and the analysis of the American diplomacy, as
well the public diplomacy of the Secretary of State, Mike Pompeo. Additionally, I
will base the research of the Impact of Pompeo public diplomacy into the traditional

American diplomacy specifically in the international relations between SINO-U.S.

Qualitative data were extracted from primary and secondary sources. For
primary sources will be carried out through of a literature review using mainly the
databases provided by the university. Likewise, foreign policy queries, books,
official publications of both governments, for example, by the Council on Foreign
Affairs, the U.S. State Department and China's foreign policies, and other academic
studies done that has relations with this thesis. For secondary sources, will be carried

out through mainly opinion articles to obtain more truthful results.
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CHAPTER 2: U.S. FOREIGN POLICY UNDER POMPEO

2.1. American Foreign Policy

In this part, I will develop the United States' foreign policy, its ideology, the

evolution, and the participation of important political actors.

For the first 130 years, American foreign policy was characterized by political
isolation and strict neutrality from the rest of the world. These principles were
established by George Washington, the first president, and formalized in the Monroe

Doctrine of 1823. Summarized in the phrase "America for the Americans."

At the end of the 19th century and has become a regional power in America, it
was also one of the most significant economic powers in the world. However, after the
Spanish-American War, the U.S. established a more aggressive foreign policy.
Concerning Asia, it acquired the Philippines and precipitated a new "open door policy"

stance, which sought to guarantee the US access to the vast Chinese market.

In the 20th century, the U.S. developed a diplomatic-strategic policy of
commitment to the "liberal international order" based on representative liberal
democracy in the free market economy to avoid the emergence of another hegemonic
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country in Western Europe or Asia. . This policy was based on the bipartisan consensus
among the political agents in Washington that gave greater importance to Western

Europe.

Just two decades after the end of the Cold War, U.S. hegemony, whose leadership
was already in question after the invasion of Iraq, received a severe setback in the 2008
economic crisis. As Western economies plunged and U.S. leadership broke down, other
powers such as China emerged. As a result, President Obama tried to move away from
the Bush heritage by taking a more multilateral stance, relying on NATO to intervene in

the 2011 Libyan war.

So, it can be summarized that from the end of the Cold War until the terrorist
attacks of September 11, 2001, it was defined by a constant search for a coherent foreign
policy doctrine. Many elites feared that in the absence of the Soviet threat, it would be
more challenging to invite the Americans to the call for world leadership. Yet American
foreign policy oscillates between underinvestment and hyperextension, from isolating

America from the world to a quest to transform that.

The search for meaning also caught the attention of the presidencies of Bill
Clinton, George W. Bush, and Barack Obama. For advocates of the "Pax Americana,"
the 1998 description of United States Secretary of State Madeleine Albright as the

"indispensable nation" seemed adequate in defining the United States' global role.
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The United States also tried to improve diplomatic relations with historical
enemies such as Cuba and Iran, with whom it negotiated an agreement to limit its nuclear
program in 2015. However, the U.S. cannot prevent the loss of leadership, which was
revealed in the Syrian civil war. As if that were not enough, the growing importance of

Asia led the U.S. to make a strategic turn towards that region.

2.1.1. The U.S. Foreign Policy in Asia.

After the end of the Cold War, the United States did not carry out a massive
military operation sending troops abroad comparable to the Korean or Vietnam War,
except for sending its troops as the nucleus of multinational forces in the United States.
Gulf War in 1991. However, on the occasion of the attacks of September 11, 2001, the
administration of George W. Bush (2001-2009) carried out military intervention in

Afghanistan and Iraq for a long time.

The previous George W. Bush administration decided and carried out the most
significant U.S. military-strategic intervention in Asia. Obama, for his part, in addition
to maintaining the mainline of the previous administration, developed it under the new
name to include multiple aspects and have a broader regional scope. He particularly

attached great value to intervention in Southeast Asian countries.
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In addition, Obama took the post amid widespread anti-war sentiments in
American society and decided to change foreign policy to end said military occupation.
Unlike his predecessors, Obama did not keep Europe a "priority," but instead shifted it
to the Asia Pacific region and even defined it as the most important for the U.S. This

implied a change in the geopolitical and economic assessment of the superpower.

Obama emphasized that peace and prosperity in the Asia Pacific were of vital
importance for the future of his country. Accordingly, he proposed long-time strategic
U.S. intervention in the region so that the economic dynamics of the same continue to
get on track. Announced in November 2011, this new U.S. foreign policy toward Asia

was first called a pivot (turn) and then rebalanced (rebalance).

By taking a turn in U.S. foreign policy concerning Asia, Obama made the
decision not to face a major conflict that could occur in subsequent years: the
confrontation with emerging China. The central objective of U.S. foreign policy in Asia
had been to prevent the emergence of a hegemonic country. Indeed, before the Obama
administration, China did not have enough power to threaten the region as a hegemonic

country, and the U.S. did not see the need to take action against it.

Nevertheless, the growth of China forced Obama to take a position on the matter,
choosing the president to give more importance to harmony and conciliation with China

than to competition and confrontation.
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This "tolerant" attitude of Obama towards China was due to factors. Like that,
the Obama administration found itself dominated by an optimistic or idealistic view that
China would ultimately accept and share its ideal of the "liberal international order" and
act as a "responsible stakeholder" of that order. Thus, the factors of Obama's foreign
policy allowed China to take a series of actions that caused the change of the territorial

status quo in Asia.

The "grand strategy" was primarily to restore global confidence in the United
States, both for its allies and adversaries. All this was reflected in the reports of the
National Security Strategy, issued within the framework of his administration and which

provided a change of approach in terms of foreign policy diplomacy.

Ultimately, Obama's new diplomatic-strategic line did not take hold in the United
States, and with Trump's coming to power, U.S. policy in Asia has become more
confused and contradictory and it has become clear that Trump is not interested in

maintaining and promoting the "liberal international order."
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2.1.2. Trump's Foreign Policy

In this part, will focus on the United States' foreign policy during the
administration of Donald Trump, the documents on the National Security and National
Defense strategy. Trump changed foreign policy towards unilateralism and
protectionism, away from the Wilsonian ideals that characterized the U.S. since 1917.
For Trump, the government must first protect its citizens, promote their prosperity,

rebuild its economy, and project military force.

Trump's foreign policy has been confused and apparently without a compass or
clear north. This is mainly due to his "populist" character, to the fact of being an outsider
with no previous experience in any public office, an "accidental" president elected as a
result of a series of internal circumstances in the United States, and whose style is to
take decisions according to the situation, thinking that this way of doing politics is
appropriate for their country, to which they give priority number one: "American first"

(Levitsky and Ziblatt, 2018).

To analyze Trump's foreign policy in Asia, one must understand his political
style and consider to what degree or to what extent the Trump administration (which
symbolizes the return of the U.S. to isolationism) backs down or reduces its scope or

space for action strategic-diplomatic.
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Due to the bitter experiences of the two world wars developed during the first
half of the 20th century, the United States abandoned the isolationist policy of the 19th
century and assumed the role of protecting and promoting on a world scale the so-called
"liberal international order," based on both representative liberal democracy as in the
open free market economy. True to its ideal of the previous order, the U.S. tried to
prevent in Asia the appearance of a hegemonic country alien to the principle of freedom
in the second half of the last century, maintaining its presence in the world and in

particular in that region based on a series of political-military alliances.

Apparently, Trump has directed his interest in internal affairs, as he did not have
a firm position to treat the agendas systematically and coherently. Instead, he addresses
each foreign policy agenda on the fly, by issue, or by country. As he made public in his
election campaign, he treats diplomatic-strategic agendas as if they were "business" or
"transaction" matters. According to Trump, diplomacy and international politics can be

managed by going to the deal (negotiation) to achieve his goal of "American first."

In the first year of his mandate, Trump did not put into practice almost any of the
nonsense launched during his electoral campaigns, such as dispensing with defense
commitments with allied countries and strategic treaties such as NATO, or the need to
dictate protectionist measures against foreign products. However, he has made it clear
that he has no interest in maintaining and promoting the "liberal international order" that

the United States championed until Obama's predecessor administration.
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In his first State of the Union Address, Trump mentioned China and Russia as
"rivals" of the U.S. However, the first year has been instead a process of returning to

normal relations between the two powers.

It should be remembered that, after the electoral triumph, Trump questioned in
an interview with a media outlet why the United States should tie itself to the principle
of "one China." This question increased the tension with the Asian nation. It could lead
to the revocation of the so-called "Shanghai Communiqué," released after the lightning
visit of then U.S. President Richard Nixon to China in 1972 and which was a crucial part

of normalization in the relations between SINO-U.S.

In February 2017, Xi Jinping agreed to the first telephone conversation with
Trump, after which the White House released a statement stating that "President Trump
agreed to respect our one-China policy, at the request of President Xi Jinping." In this
way, both countries settled the first disagreement and made way for the first summit
between Trump and Xi in April 2017 in the United States; and the second in November

of the same year in China.

Meanwhile, the Trump administration continued Obama's "free sailing"
operation and resumed it in May 2017. As of January 2018, he ran the operation five
times. Although the U.S., taking the innocent step enshrined in the 1982 United Nations

Convention on the Law of the Sea, is careful not to anchor its vessels in the territorial
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waters proclaimed by China, the Beijing government has been increasingly irritated

against the act of show of force by his American rival.

In April 2018, Trump ordered limited, precision airstrikes against Syria and then

reversed his original intention to withdraw from Afghanistan, sending more American

troops there. NATO, regularly derided by Trump, not only survives, it grows. Trump

threatened to "destroy North Korea" and unleash "fire and fury" in Pyongyang now; they

have been credited with helping bring Kim Jong-un to the negotiating table at a historic

summit in Singapore on 12 December. June 2018.

2.2. Comparison between Tillerson and Pompeo into Trump’s

Administration

It is necessary to make an analysis of these two people as the U.S. secretaries of State

and their relations with former President Trump, in order to analyze the change that

Pompeo made in diplomacy.

Topic

Rex Tillerson

Mike Pompeo

Recommendation

Tillerson had been recommended to Trump
by former Secretary of State Condelezza
Rice (former Secretary of State in the George
W. Bush Administration) and by former CIA
Director and Defense Secretary Robert
Gates.

Trump received the recommendation of his
closest associates in the Republican party, in
addition, that Pompeo had shown political
positions of  questioning the Obama
administration on various issues of American
foreign policy with Iran, Cuba, and the
investigation against Hillary Clinton.
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Profile

President and CEO of ExxonMobil, he was
not very knowledgeable about political
affairs when he took office, as he was a man
who had led a life in the oil business.

I should mention that Americanism also has
as its fundamental support part of the big
American oil companies, for whom the fight
for natural resources is inseparable from the
unilateral political-military power and the
control of the Middle East, whose flagship
ExxonMobil. These sectors, together with
the coal industry, were the basis of the United
States' unilateral rejection of the Paris
Agreement against climate change.

It is considerably more linked to the political
sphere. He is one of the hard-line representatives
of the Republican Party with extensive
experience in intelligence, national security, and
military matters.

Since 2011 he was a member of the House of
Representatives for the state of Kansas
(Stephens, 2018), where he was one of the state
leaders of the republican ultraconservative
faction known as the Tea Party, which is a
conservative political movement within the
Republican Party and hammer of Democratic
heretics. He was director of the central
Intelligence Agency (CIA).

Projection in the
Secretary of State

Tillerson was projected to have the weight
and global experience as head of EXXON to
be the right fit to represent America's
interests in the world, to be Trump's
messenger to the world of “America First”.

Pompeo projected to be the hawk that Trump
needed to guide foreign policy under bold
diplomatic behavior, putting the United States
as a priority.

Relationship with
Trump

It can be determined by a strange couple of
politicians who had been together for too
long and a man of different temperaments,
behaviors, and styles.

The bad relationship was in evidence when
in July 2017 an audio was leaked where
Tillerson desperate, had told his team that
Trump was "stupid". A statement that he
never completely denied, and that led the
president to publicly humiliate himself with
the following comment: [ think it is false
information; But if he said so, then I guess
we'll have to compare our 1Qs. And I can
assure you who will win”

His expository clarity and his division of the
world into friend and foe are highly appreciated
by Trump, with whom he shares ruthless
manners.

Trump was guided by his instincts and adopted
by the most faithful and close to replace
Tillerson. Trump said, "With Tillerson
disagreeing on some things, like the Iran deal,
Pompeo and I have similar thought processes."”

Trump's support for
management

We could tell Tillerson was in office, but he
didn't have the power, he traveled the world
with the distinguished title, but he seemed to
have little influence to change Trump's mind.
The head of American diplomacy, he had
become an empty vessel. Uncomfortable
versions were heard within the State
Department and there was a feeling of
instability.

Although sometimes the decisions and reactions
did not coincide, and under the freedom they
could do what they want. Trump was not
confrontational in overcoming his position or
making a decision made by Pompeo.

Disagreements with
Trump

Tillerson clashed with Trump from the first
weeks. He is a thoughtful man and used to
long-term deals, his management was
continually shaken by Trump's style and
untimely tweets from him.

It was precisely on the subject of North
Korea, Trump wrote on Twitter that
Tillerson was wasting his time. Trump

Since January 2017 he was director of the
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) upon
receiving confirmation from the Senate, he
maintained a delicate balance in relations
between the intelligence services and Trump,
who came to compare the management of the
CIA with “Germany Nazi"
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preferred to send members of his family to
negotiate with foreign government officials
to discuss other matters as well.

He always maintained a firm position even
when it comes to the statements of former
President Trump, who affirmed that he believed
Russian President Vladimir Putin when he
denied any interference in the elections, Pompeo
remained firm in the United States' assessments
of the alleged interference by Moscow.

Trump’s strategy
look at them

There is a foreign agenda that Trump treats
as a matter of domestic politics. The tariff
war that had started, the North American
Free Trade Agreement was on the tightrope.
The pact with Iran was to be renewed in a
matter of weeks, Trump considered that Rex
would work according to his ambitions.

The fall of Tillerson had a strategic
significance since it was that, after a year in
office, the president was facing at that time
key elections for a third of the Senate, the
entire House of Representatives, and 39
governorships. Faced with the foreseeable
ups and downs, Trump wanted to reinforce
the Republican hard wing and get rid of
anyone who, like Tillerson, stops his ultra-
nationalist narrative.

He served on the intelligence committee. This is
something that, although Trump has not
mentioned, he has considered in his decision,
since it allows him to have "privileged
information"

In March 2018, Trump praised Pompeo in a
statement: “/ have gotten to know Mike very well
in the last 14 months and I am sure he is the
right person for this critical juncture. He will
continue our program of restoring America (...)
and seeking the denuclearization of North
Korea .

Firing of Rex and
appointment of Mike

The dismissal of Tillerson was through
Twitter, and he found out by arriving at the
Andrews military base, in Maryland, where a
member of his team informed him and
showed him the message because he does not
have Twitter.

It should be noted that the impeachment
announcement was made within days of
agreeing to meet face-to-face with North
Korean leader Kim Jong-un.

For many he had been humiliated as few
secretaries of state have been before. Trump
only called him three hours after announcing
to the world that he was firing him with a
tweet and replacing him with the hawk Mike
Pompeo.

Trump nominated then-CIA director Mike
Pompeo as the new Secretary of State through
his Twitter account. In the tweet, Trump
thanked the current head of US diplomacy for
his service. “Mike, Director of the CIA, will be
our new Secretary of State. He will do a
fantastic job! Thanks to Rex Tillerson for his
service! Gina Haspel will be the new Director
of the CIA and the first woman elected to the
position. Congratulations to all! (tweet from
March 13, 2018)

Period

From Texas from February 1, 2017 to March
31, 2018.

From Kansas April 26, 2018 - January 20, 2021

Source: Own elaboration (elaborated of the data

articles, newspapers, indicated in the reference).

collection, through the reading of
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The table contains information that helps to compare Tillerson and Pompeo
under the Trump administration and describes the profile that each secretary of state has
and the personal and professional relationship with former President Trump. The
recommendation that Trump received for the appointment and the projection of political
strategy, personal that Trump had for the appointment in the office. It also shows the
support that Trump gave them during his tenure, at the forefront of American diplomacy
and the freedom to make unilateral decisions by making them the country's official
foreign policy. The table also shows the disagreements between Tillerson and Pompeo
with Trump, from when they began and which ends with the firing of Tillerson and the

appointment of Pompeo as secretary of state.

From the comparison, we can determine that Mike Pompeo had an approach and
greater power to decide and impose his own ideological line in American foreign policy.
The practice of diplomacy was different because while Tillerson was thoughtful, without
political experience and with uncoercive diplomacy, in addition to that, he did not have
an account on Twitter or social networks; we consider it as null public diplomacy. On
the other hand, Pompeo imposed coercive public diplomacy under the support of

strengthening and importing the great American strategy called "America first."
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2.3. The U.S. Foreign Policy under Pompeo toward China

In this part, we analyze Pompeo's foreign policy towards China, analyzing the
National Security Strategy (NSS) and the Summary of the National Defense Strategy
(NDS), respectively. Furthermore, Pompeo's behavior, so we will examine his

personality.

First, In December 2017 and January 2018, the executive branch of the United
States Government published two essential documents that purport to describe the main
characteristics and fundamentals of the United States' overall security posture towards
the world. Both documents call for a fundamental change in the U.S. approach to
security, emphasizing competition against Russia and China. Therefore, consider it

relevant to analyze the position established in these documents towards China.

In both documents, Beijing seems to be seen as an almost existential threat to the
United States and the West in general. China is considered to be a "repressive vision of
world order," overthrowing the traditional "free" vision of world order led by
Washington (Neuman, 2017). Unlike the previous strategies, these two documents reject
the idea of presenting China as a potential contributor to regional or global stability and
prosperity or as a possible collaborator in common global and regional security
problems. Instead, they want to seek to pit the U.S. and other democracies against China

in zero competition for global dominance.

63



Thus, these documents represent a significant shift in America's defense and
national security priorities, as they move away from the post-9/11 focus on terrorism
and other transnational threats that require cooperation with China - such as climate
change or the proliferation of mass destruction weapons - and is geared towards a

traditional emphasis on great-power rivalry and the threat of a rising China.

From the Chinese authority's point of view on the NSS and the NDS, the opinions
are very critical since the documents present a mentality reflecting the Cold War. In this
type of relations of great power, a somewhat traditional vision continues, in which the
great powers behave simply as power maximizers to possess hegemony in an anarchic
world, typical of an offensive realist theory. This, as we have described previously,
seems to be the line of action of the former Secretary of State, Mike Pompeo, or at least

all the movements lead to think that it is this way.

Second, we compared Pompeo's personality and foreign policy as a critical

examination of his personality from the information collected.

In the hope of unraveling this complex and ambiguous coercive foreign policy
against China, the synthesis is twofold. Firstly, Trump's paradoxical and ambiguous
foreign policy in his first year presents a new Pompeo Doctrine of assertive, chaotic but
pragmatic, impulsive but functional, unpredictable but realistic. Secondly, the

implications of such an atypical doctrine may lead to the decline of the Pax-Americana
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due to Pompeo's diplomatic strategy toward international affairs. This view is supported

by various researchers, who predict a relative decline in US global dominance shortly

with the possibility of a shift in the global power hierarchy and a possible shift in the

current world order.

ii.

The cross-comparison of Pompeo's personality with his foreign policy
toward China also highlights a close correlation between the two. The
arrogance, narcissism, populism, belligerence, unpredictability, and
transactional thinking of the former secretary of state are reflected in his
conduct of foreign affairs.

A critical examination of Pompeo's personality consolidates that US foreign
policy varied and shows a replica of Pompeo's personality traits in many
cases. The stark symmetry between Pompeo's traits and his foreign policy
agenda, along with the absence of a subjacent school of thought and the
incoherence of his decisions, make it impossible to identify policy patterns

during his tenure.

After this analysis, it could arrive at the determination of Ms. Marie Adela Carrai,

associate professor at the Weatherhead East Asian Institute at Columbia University,

considering that the former Secretary of State's strategy was to create a new "Cold War"

we look back. However, both countries had enormous differences, and they were able

to establish a communication that not normalized the relationship but move on in the

same way.
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CHAPTER 3: POMPEO’S INFLUENCE UPON THE U.S.

FOREIGN POLICY

3.1. Pompeo’s Position as Secretary of State

In the structure of the American State, the State Department was established,
which is directed by the Secretary of State, who leads the diplomacy. Therefore, one of
the study objectives is the analysis of Mike Pompeo, like secretary of State (head of

American diplomacy), and the changes it generates.

In this sense, it is appropriate to mention that foreign policy, although it may
exist without diplomacy, is presented as "anomalous, atypical and with a reduced
radius." The Foreign Policy draws up the guidelines for the international action of the
State, what the Anglo-Saxons call "decision making," while the diplomacy deals with
their execution. The former has a substantive character, compared to the latter, which

has an adjective character.

Considering this concept, we determined that Pompeo, through his cargo like
secretary of State, is a particular way of making Foreign Policy decisions that can be
carried out by means that is different from negotiation, such as ideological or economic

pressure and even non-peaceful means.
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Pompeo had moved away from the ideology that the U.S. developed and that
which is to "shape and sustain a peaceful, prosperous, just and democratic world and
promote the conditions for stability and progress for the benefit of the American people

and the people of the world" (USAID, 2013).

3.1.1. The importance of the secretary of State in Foreign Policy

The Secretary of State is responsible for creating the country's foreign policy for
the world. Through the history of the secretaries of the state of the United States, we can
affirm the continuous evolution of the similar ideology that is part of traditional

American diplomacy.

Therefore, I will mention some secretaries of state and some decisions they made
in different governments to analyze their decisions or influence the United States'

foreign policy unusually.

In Pompeo's case, American foreign policy underwent several constant negative

changes because they were directed with coercive diplomacy and political interests.

Among modern secretaries, [ will mention Colin Powell, mistreated by George W.
Bush, who defrauded the country by tragically selling the lousy decision to invade Iraq.

On the other hand, Madeleine Albright made the right decisions to participate in wars
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for others to fight. One can also mention Alexander Haig, who managed little else to
assert that he was in charge after the attempted assassination of Ronald Reagan. Also,
one can mention Williams Rogers, whom the national security adviser Henry Kissinger
replaced after not having a good performance. Finally, backtracking, we find Robert
Lansing, who helped maneuver the United States into World War I, one of the most

counterproductive movements in American history.

3.2. Pompeo's Personal Ideological Line in U.S. Foreign Policy

Mike Pompeo forgot many times that his job as Secretary of State is not to
advance his personal ideological line, so many researchers agree that he has consistently
failed by not promoting the United States' interests and making his own decisions outside
of Trump. Therefore, I will mention how the handling of foreign policy is evident from
his position as Secretary of State. This would lead us to catalog it, as Pompeo's foreign

policy:

The issue with North Korea. Pompeo assumed command in March 2018, with
the first meeting of heads of state already planned. The following year it was Pompeo's
responsibility to hold the second meeting in Hanoi. Unfortunately, Pompeo lost points

by doing nothing to disabuse Trump of the belief that Pyongyang was prepared to hand
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over its entire arsenal in the hope that Washington would look favorably on his

aspirations.

Absent from Pompeo's agenda was a concern for human rights violations unless
it functions as a weapon against his adversary like China. Nevertheless, he maintains
support for allied dictators as they imprison, torture, and murder like the case of Prime
Minister Narenda Modi. Pompeo cried while criticizing Iran but bows to the Saudi
realization. He is horrified by the Maduro regime in Venezuela but conveys love to
Abdel Fattah al SiSi of Egypt and Recep Tayyip Erdogan. Pompeo introduced a new
initiative supporting inalienable rights with the support of countries like Saudi Arabia

and other tyrannies.

On Arab-Israeli relations, it is valid, although strengthening two authoritarian
regimes is not. The Sunni monastic of Bahrain sits on the Shiite population with the
backing of the Saudi army, while the Emirates by the Pentagon, using the military to
commit assassinations and mayhem against Yemen in a war of economic exploitation

and political aggression, turning the United States an accessory to war crimes.

On the subject of Sudan, the negotiations have been worse, using an unjust
terrorist state designation to force recognition of Israel, which will weaken the

democracy that has not yet been fully born after the popular revolution.
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On the other hand, Pompeo worked to thwart Trump's apparent desire to escape
"endless wars." As in the case of Afghanistan, which has been nationally built for more
than 19 years. The United States does not belong to the Syrian civil war. Likewise, Iraq

and its neighbors have the ability to deal with what remains of the Islamic State.

So too, Pompeo played an equally evil role in Europe, weakening Trump and
working to spend more and place more troops on the continent, even as Trump pressured
Europeans to do more in his own defense. Furthermore, the same policy developed with

the United States' relationship with South Korea.

Pompeo used sanctions to starve the people of Syria and Venezuela to force their
governments to yield to the United States. In the case of Syria, Pompeo did not support

Trump's effort to bring US troops back.

Pompeo's obsession with Iran, the result of the abandonment of the nuclear deal,
has been catastrophic. The Iranians have refused to negotiate and stepped up nuclear
reprocessing, interfered with the Gulf oil trade, attacked US bases and the embassy in

Iraq. Given this, Pompeo could only threaten to close the US embassy in Baghdad.

On the issue with Russia, Pompeo treated Russia as a threat to American security.

He constantly accumulated sanctions without providing a way out, increasing Russian
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hostility and its inclination towards China. Regarding China, we will analyze it in greater

detail in the chapter on the relationship between the U.S.-China.

After all of the above, we can determine that the best that can be said about
Pompeo is that he has not led the U.S. to participate in new wars. For the most part, he
has played the role of anti-diplomat, determined to insult, intimidate, demand, insist,
dictate, threaten, harangue, and impose through new public diplomacy. As a result, the
results of the administration lack notable successes to benefit the U.S. regarding an

"American First" foreign policy.

3.3. Characteristics of Tillerson and Pompeo on American diplomacy

It is important to make an analysis of the two secretaries of State of the United
States, to be able to analyze the change that Mike Pompeo made in diplomacy during

the execution of American foreign policy:

On the one hand, Rex Tillerson, during his first year as head of American
diplomacy, was characterized by being thoughtful and used to extended agreements. His
first joint press conference with his Russian peer Sergei Lavrov was a classic. The
Russian was expansive and talkative, perhaps even verbose. Furthermore, Rex Tillerson

said the bare minimum. He looked tense and fearful. Moreover, he had reason to be
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because he committed the State Department to significant spending cuts without a clear

plan for how he would implement them.

In addition, in his position, he made a series of non-voluntary errors due to his
governmental inexperience, and we could even add that the advice given to him by his
small circle of confidants was not the best. As a result, Tillerson, despite serving as

secretary of state for a year, failed to win Trump's trust. (Parker and Rucker, 2018).

Thus, Tillerson's diplomacy was characterized by an instinct to conduct
diplomacy in a pragmatic, not coercive manner. He did not have a grand strategy for
conducting American foreign policy, such as maintaining global confidence in the

United States, both for its allies and its adversaries.

Therefore, the first year does not show significant progress in fulfilling the
campaign commitments of the former U.S. president regarding American foreign policy.
Many researchers agree that in the first 13 months in office, Trump, through Tillerson
as secretary of State, few political decisions have shown isolationism or willingness to
tolerate the U.S. withdrawal from the world. Both (Trump and Tillerson) are not
internationalists and have not expressed support for the institutions of global governance

that emerged after 1945.
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On the other hand, Mike Pompeo is closer personally than Tillerson was to
carrying out what was planned in American foreign policy and perhaps because he

blends in with Trump's interests, ideas, and actions.

Both (Trump and Pompeo) have the perception that they can do "what they want,
how they want and when" In other words, they rarely consider anything beyond the

immediate impact that statements, actions, or tweets can have. (Days, 2018)

A clear example to compare between Pompeo and Tillerson, in apparent
opposite positions, is that Tillerson explicitness ruled out regime change in North Korea
and Pompeo had been much more aggressive in his public comments, insinuating that
he prefers to remove Kim from control about its nuclear arsenal. "Although he did not
go so far as to advocate for regime change, his comments go in that direction," Isaac

Stoine Fish, from the NGO "Asia Society."

In addition, Pompeo made hostile statements against Kim Jong-un, who during
Mike Pompeo's first secret visit between March 31 and April 1, 2018, in Pyongyang,
reminded the former secretary of state that he had said that the North Koreans "would
love for him to leave (office)." Pompeo responded to the joke, saying that he "was still
trying to kill him," later "they both laughed," according to information provided by a

former CIA employee.
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So, while Tillerson was a person who fell into the position of Secretary of State
lacking the skills and political relationships necessary for the direction of American
diplomacy, Mike Pompeo is a person who has a character between assertive, dominant,
and arrogant, similar to that of former President Trump, with whom he wants American
diplomacy to move across the global sphere. After several months with Pompeo as

secretary of State, Trump tweeted:

"Mike Pompeo is doing a great job. I am very proud of him. His predecessor,
Rex Tillerson, did not have the mental capacity needed. He was dumb as a rock, and [
could not get rid of him fast enough. He was lazy as hell. Now it is a whole new ballgame,

great spirit at state!" By @realDonaldTrump

Therefore, a general concern has developed that this research work has been
analyzing the form of communication of Mike Pompeo that was seen and valued as
diplomatic actions because Pompeo was the head of American diplomacy, and also that

many times they were more aggressive and very coercive against China.

Many researchers agree that during the roughly three years Pompeo was in office
as secretary of state, "American First" impulses hardened as he gained more confidence
on the world stage, yet he was fueling the politics of grievance and resentment. that it

developed through public diplomacy will continue to erode domestic support for a more
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ambitious US foreign policy, and in the future allies will have to think about the nature

of US power differently.

Therefore, the type of diplomacy applied by Pompeo is characterized by being

coercive, while that of Tillerson is based mainly on reflection.

Some of America's leading foreign policy thinkers lament the loss of credibility
and prestige of "the great global history of our age," writes foreign affairs columnist
Fared Zakaria; it is the "decline of American influence ... a decline. of his desire and

ability to use his power to shape the world."
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CHAPTER 4: POMPEQO’S PUBLIC DIPLOMACY

4.1. American Diplomacy and Public Diplomacy

Throughout the history of the United States, the men leading the secretary of
State as heads of American diplomacy have been characterized by people who reserved

their thoughts, private lives, personal reflections on specific issues, etc.

However, since the arrival of former President Trump, we have seen no
distinction regarding what the world thinks and what it communicates to the rest of the
world. Along these lines, we can also see the former Secretary of State communicating
his actions through his social network, interviews, newspapers, speeches, and Twitter.
This social network has become a means to make "his own show of American
diplomacy." Through body gestures, short phrases, aggressive insinuations, direct
threats, and the 140 characters that the application allows to write per publication,
Pompeo could retransmit any idea or think about what he was going to do in American

foreign policy.

Over the years, we can see how diplomacy has undergone a considerable
transformation since the Second World War. States are adopting new ways of relating

and interacting globally to achieve their goals and defend their interests.
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However, Diplomatic tasks continue to have five fundamental principles: 1)
represent, ii) negotiate, iii) inform, iv) protect and v) promote the interests of States
against third parties (Roncati, 1990). However, all these functions have varied from their
traditional form, and today there are other forms of diplomacy, such as "public

diplomacy."

Communication in diplomatic relations has historically been based on
government-government and diplomat-to-diplomatic interactions. However, given its
transformation, it has expanded to include "from the government to people" (Manheim,
1994). This change has been made thanks to the use of social networks as a
communication method, a resource that many political leaders have recognized as

favorable for maintaining order and staying in power (Barberd and Zeitoft, 2015).

Other secretaries of States had previously used these means of communication
to announce diplomatic events relevant to international relations. However, the
importance of these social media can be minimized, arguing that they are simply
propaganda tools and do not provide meaningful information on leaders' behavior.
However, it is essential that we analyze these media's use by the former Secretary of

State of the U.S. to see their influence on American diplomacy.
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In general terms, diplomacy, already defined above, can be conceptualized as a
policy instrument or as a means of communication (Sharp, 2001). Therefore, starting
from the basis that diplomacy is a means of communication, the language used is
important since this will be the dominant channel of diplomacy (Rana, 2001), which,
combined with the words used, will often be seen as their actions (Pascual, 2001).
Consequently, currently, diplomats are viewed not only as those who have been formally
delegated the duties of diplomacy (e.g., foreign ministers, ambassadors) but also
political leaders who are increasingly important as representatives and negotiators in

decision-making processes at the international arena.

Social media often requires diplomats to engage in a more personalized and
interactive way with their audiences. However, there is a debate about the extent and
degree of influence that the media can have on diplomatic communication and practice.
World leaders use social networks for various purposes, including fostering relationships
with other foreign world leaders. According to many indicators, Twitter is the most
popular social network used by world leaders (Liifkens, 2017). Donald Trump had 89
million followers, until January 2021, in this social network. For his part, Mike Pompeo,

in February 2021, has 3 million followers when he leaves the government.

78



4.1.1. Public Diplomacy

Public diplomacy is a social practice. It is a form of interaction between social
actors structured by rules, norms, and habits, producing social resources. These rules
define and limit the practice of diplomacy and, in turn, are reproduced and modified in
the course of their use. Besides, one of the advantages that this public diplomacy offers

is focusing on specific audiences.

Never a government, in this case, a secretary of States, had been as active on
social media as the American one, it was challenging to know what the most significant
political leaders thought about the world, and you had to trust what they announced in
the press or said in their speeches (Karlsen, 2016). However, with Mike Pompeo, these
thoughts were released within seconds for all to see. In other words, the social networks

for Mike Pompeo were a constant communication channel.

4.1.2. Coercive Diplomacy

Coercive diplomacy is a defense strategy used to deal with "an adversary" to
change a status quo situation favoring whoever uses this type of diplomacy. Therefore,
we restrict the definition of coercive diplomacy to defensive uses of strategy, that is to

say, efforts to persuade an opponent to stop or reverse action.
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This type of diplomacy is an attractive strategy because it offers the defender the
opportunity to achieve reasonable objectives in a crisis with less political and
psychological cost and often with less risk of inadvertent escalation in opposition to
traditional military strategy. However, leaders of states with military power may
sometimes be tempted to believe that they can, with little risk, intimidate weaker

opponents into giving up their move to a status quo (George, 1994).

4.2. Pompeo’s Public Diplomacy

When it comes to Mike Pompeo's public diplomatic communication, several
permissive and restrictive factors could influence the extent to which you follow
diplomatic rules. On the permissive side, it is known that U.S. diplomats tend to be too
direct and harsh in diplomatic exchanges (Sharp, 2001). Likewise, in a certain way, it
privileges that the speech is impulsive and straightforward, something contradictory
with the language that has traditionally been used in diplomatic relations (Ott, 2017).
Regarding the restrictive factor, this use of the social networks affects the necessity
of cooperation of other countries since it creates pressure to follow the diplomatic codes
of conduct universally expected in international relations (Strauss, Kruikemeier, Meulen,

and Noort., 2015).
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Differentiating characteristics between Mike Pompeo and diplomatic relations: After
analyzing his speeches, interviews, messages, tweets, we can extract some
differentiating characteristics of the speech used by Mike Pompeo in diplomatic

relations.

4.2.1. Characteristics of the Speech used by Mike Pompeo

i. Provocation to opponents: Mike Pompeo wanted to occupy all the
media with aggressive and provocative speech and exert a strong influence
on traditional and social media systems.

ii. Simple, direct, and repetitive style: Perhaps other politicians have used
more elaborate language, but their style is simple and direct according to the
analysis of their communications. In addition, he often uses exact words or

phrases and conveys opinions clearly.

Many of the conversations currently having through social networks previously
took place behind closed doors, and the people had no idea what was happening.
However, Mike Pompeo used the media as a megaphone to output all kinds of
information: from personal reflections, such as opinions, attacks, propaganda, etc. So, a
question arises: To what extent does Pompeo use social media for diplomatic purposes?

Definitions of diplomacy are commonly accepted, including the art of treating people
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with sensitivity and tact, the practice of conducting negotiations between nations, the

ability to handle international affairs without arousing hostility.

If we analyze the communications of the former Secretary of State, they are not
characterized by the words "sensitivity, sympathy and tact" but by their antonyms,
indiscretion, confrontation, and cruelty. Therefore, we can determine that Mike Pompeo
is characterized by being selfish, authoritarian, and aggressive. All these characteristics
are not peculiar to the head of American diplomacy. With this type of behavior
characterized by rebellious actions, they are often adverse decisions for the country. The
U.S. is currently suffering from the lags and inheritance of the actions of former
President Trump and former Secretary of State Mike Pompeo since it affected the

security of the country and the international order.

Therefore, after analyzing the language and some of the actions carried out by
the former Secretary of State, Mike Pompeo, we can conclude the following. If Pompeo's
diplomatic communications through communication and social media are indeed an
alternative to the formal communications that have been throughout the history of
traditional diplomatic language, there are two possibilities. First, the diplomacy style of
social media could destabilize and even replace traditional diplomatic practices and
potentially provoke conflicts in international relations. Second, it can lead to the
development of new rules or conventions in digital diplomacy. All this could lead to

adopting a form of gradual change and adaptation within the existing frameworks and
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principles concerning traditional diplomacy, or it could represent a break with the

accepted patterns of behavior, norms, and rules so that diplomacy begins to be different.

4.2.2. What was Pompeo's Diplomatic strategy using Public Diplomacy?

The U.S., since Trump's arrival to the presidency, has suffered turbulent political
and economic moments, which created an inconsistent and unpredictable American
foreign policy, and we relate it to the type of public diplomacy that Mike Pompeo carried
out during his term, which is why it arises the question did Pompeo abandon traditional
American diplomacy? We have been able to analyze Pompeo's actions because he was
focused on strengthening the image of a strong economy and, on the other, giving a
strong "aggressive" approach towards foreign affairs. With that, he has achieved that the

United States has more negotiating power.

It is clear that since Pompeo assumed the Secretary of State, he has made a change
in strategy, or at least what is evident during the three years in charge of American
diplomacy, and after the publication of the National Security and National Defense

Strategy that we have previously analyzed.
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4.2.2.1.  Characteristics of Pompeo's Strategy:

First, Pompeo followed as a strategy a line that requires construction and
required strengthening a military force; therefore, in the previous government, he
increased the United States' defense spending. It is a defense extended to all areas as in
the image of power for the world, in addition to preventing all possible strategic attacks
(considering terrorist threats up to the attacks of "gray areas" by rival powers that blur

the line between war and the peace).

Second, Pompeo is focused on strengthening the U.S. economy. He carried out
the motto "Economic security is national security," under the concept of increasing,
preserving, and protecting the competitive advantages of the United States in science,
technology, and innovation that served as the basis for extending the military power of
the United States. According to the NSS, revitalizing the manufacturing sector in the
United States is a priority, as it is the industrial base that has grown dangerously
dependent on global supply chains (The White House, 2018). For example, in the case

between China-the U.S.

Third, Pompeo was trying to renegotiate U.S. foreign relations. This part is also
related to the renewal of trade relations to lower trade deficits in the United States. They
sought an approach to industrialized democracies as allies and considered states with

similar ideas to the country as aspiring partners. In order to do so, create a defense
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network for powerful states that threaten their sovereignty and independence. Focusing
on China, a country that they considered as "a strategic rival" because it not only
challenges the power and influence of American interests but also considered that "they

try to erode the security and prosperity of the United States" (Almond, 2018).

As a result, it can be determined that he had a decentralized strategy, sometimes
promoting international discord; during Pompeo's tenure, the U.S. made effective its
withdrawal from two essential agreements: The Paris agreement on climate change and
the nuclear agreement with Iran. On the other hand, Pompeo's strategy generated a
negative result with his private diplomacy because it diminished the confidence of the

American power.

These changes, according to the Pew Research Center, have concluded that since
the arrival of Pompeo, there has been a decrease in the trust that the United States
receives on the world stage, particularly among some of the United States' closest allies

and in general the fall in the favorable ratings of the U.S. is generalized.
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4.3. Pompeo’s Public Diplomacy toward China

Mike Pompeo launched a U.S.-led campaign against China because he believes
it would be a severe challenge, not primarily a security problem. It is difficult or
impossible to believe that China plans to launch a weapon across the Pacific. The bottom

line is the dominance of the waters of Asia and the Pacific.

Pompeo has referred to China on several occasions as "the enemy" of the United
States, according to the National Security Document of that country, and criticized for
carrying out certain practices that from his point of view are incorrect and have been to
the detriment of the interests of the U.S. and consequently negatively affect the

American economy and leadership.

Along these lines, Pompeo led some measures that would be focused on
questioning many issues of China as a currency manipulator and identify all foreign

commercial abuses that unfairly impact U.S. employment.

In what would promise to be a long and complicated relationship, genuine and
severe diplomacy is required, which is obviously beyond Pompeo's limited capabilities.
However, as we mentioned, it is characterized by its hostility and the use of public and
coercive diplomacy. So, in this part, I will mention some examples of Mike Pompeo's

public diplomacy, which I have also mentioned in previous chapters.
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As well as his interviews with the media or speeches, Pompeo pointed out
about international relations with China: "We have to admit a harsh truth. If we want to
have a free 21st century and not the kind of century that the Chinese president Xi Jinping
dreams of, the old paradigm of interaction with China does not work". Furthermore, "We
must not continue with (that model), and we must not return to it," he added, referring
to the American diplomacy deployed by Nixon. In his speech at the Nixon Library, he
noted that China is increasingly authoritarian at home and more aggressive in its hostility
toward freedom abroad, questioning a dictatorship and encouraging that it is time for

free nations to act.

On a personal level, as we have been mentioning, he seems to have abused his
position to obtain both personal and ideological advantages. For example, so committed
to showing his loyalty to Riyadh, he declared an "emergency" to thwart congressional
opposition and send ammunition to the Saudi army so he could kill more Yemeni
civilians. He then sought to prevent a departmental investigation, pressuring and firing
the inspector general. What prompted his determination to so eagerly aid a ruler who is

vile, overbold, and criminal is one of the mysteries of his tenure.

Unfortunately, Pompeo turned out to be one of the biggest obstacles to the United
States' international agenda, especially in China's relationship. Pompeo's speech

delivered last year in which he claimed to be implementing the Founders' foreign policy
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vision, Pompeo denigrated diplomacy and its successful fruits, such as opening both Iran
and Cuba to potentially corrosive outside influences, which is the likely strategy to

induce long-term change.

Left to his appliance, Pompeo would like to have the U.S. at war with Iran and
perhaps beyond: China, Venezuela, and Russia. His belligerence served the American
people badly. The actions taken by Pompeo were also part of the discrediting and
questioning of China. For example, the closure of the Chinese consulate in Houston
accusing it of being a spy center for medical investigations. Pompeo said, "We opened
our arms to Chinese citizens, only to see the CCP exploit our free and open society. It
sent propagandists into our press conferences, our research centers, our high-school, and
college campuses," the nation's top diplomat said Thursday, adding that the Chinese
government had also "ripped off our prized intellectual property” and "sucked supply

chains away from America." (Leigh Hartman, Jul 2020)

The Secretary of State conveyed to the Americans and the world the terms of his
confrontation with China, which he left as a diplomatic legacy. Pompeo's speech pointed
out that China is an existential threat to the economy, freedom, and democracy globally
and called on Western countries to stand up to Beijing. Also, he mentioned that "The

free world must triumph over this tyranny" (BBD news, Jul 2020)
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He also compared the Cold War by insisting that China is not the same type of
enemy, assuring that "It is not about containment. It is a complex challenge that we have
never faced before. Then, the USSR was closed to the free world. Communist China is
here, within our borders. Therefore, we cannot face this challenge alone. The
combination of our economic, diplomatic and military power is enough to rise to this

challenge."

On other issues, Pompeo went to great lengths to scare off potential partners:
For example, the G-7 rejected his demand to call the COVID-19 Wuhan virus, and even
allies such as South Korea remained much more measured on the issue. Likewise, its

relations with China were determined not to turn its great neighbor into an enemy.

Mike Pompeo repeatedly referred to SARS-CoV-19 as the "Chinese virus" or the
"Wuhan virus," a strategy that stigmatized a group of racism and xenophobia in March
2020. "This geopolitical blame game is a race to the bottom," said Bonnie Glaser,
director of the Chinese Power project at the Center for Strategic and International
Studies (CSIS), where the United States is playing to its detriment, rather than join forces
to defeat a common enemy that knows no political borders or geographies. The
pandemic has 168 millon cases and a total of 3 million deaths around the world (Google,

May 2021).
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The United States' rhetoric against the threat posed by China's unstoppable
economic rise has been escalating rapidly. However, the background is much more
complex, related to the race for the future of technological development, the
consolidation of Chinese leadership in the Asia-Pacific, and ideological factors, which

led Mike Pompeo to attack China's National Security.

We will mention some statements by Mike Pompeo as a strategy of his public
diplomacy on internal issues of China: After learning about the Chinese government's
initiative to pass a National security law for Hong Kong, Pompeo threatened to take
action if Hong Kong's limited autonomy is violated, explicitly referring to the possibility
of revoking the special commercial status it confers on Hong Kong and that China also

benefits from, a measure that was taken and announced by the U.S. government.

In 2019, Pompeo criticized Twitter China's practices against Uighurs in Xinjiang
(Mackerras, 2004), accusing the Asian country of serious human rights violations
against Muslim Uighurs. Pompeo emphasized the need for protection and respect for
religious freedoms and wrote: "The policy of repression implemented by the Chinese
Communist Party is trying to destroy the culture and beliefs of its citizens" Also, Pompeo
in 2020 ruled on the possible kidnapping of the heir of Tibetan Buddhism, Gedhun

Choekyi Nyima, who is identified as the reincarnation of the Panchen Lama.
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CHAPTER S5: ANALISYS ON SINO-U.S. BILATERAL

RELATIONS

5.1. Relationship between both Countries

In this section, I am going to focus my research on the relationship that has
existed between China and the United States. The relationship has changed completely
during the Trump government, since it has transformed and eliminated agreements that
the previous former president Barack Obama, had reached. During his legislature,
Obama achieved a stable relationship in relations with Asia, signing the Trans-Pacific
Agreement after a stage of negotiations, and Trump, upon his arrival in power, broke
this agreement through which both countries obtained new opportunities in the

commercial field and economic benefits.

The relationship between these two great powers is, without any doubt, highly
relevant in the international arena. These two countries have the two largest economies
globally and have established positive economic ties between them. However, these
links have, in turn, created a rivalry between the two, which has had adverse

consequences for the international order.
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I will analyze the true complexity of the relationship between China-U.S., relying
on analytical frameworks and empirical facts that allow us to explain what was
happening in the bilateral relationship under the Trump administration, from different
points of view and focusing on the diplomacy of Pompeo as Secretary of State, because

it is the object of study of this thesis.

Presidents before Trump has considered for many years that China could be a
country with which to establish good relations and that these forms positive synergies
for both, however, this is no longer the case. With Trump's arrival to power, different
events have emerged that have led to a change in the dynamics of both countries'
relations.

China is a country that has achieved rapid military expansion, as well as
accelerated industrial growth, and strong economic development, which has made it
more substantial in terms of its foreign policy. All this has led to a competitive
relationship with the U.S. Instead of considering the Asian country as a strategically,

Trump considered that it is a possible adversary and a military threat.

The U.S.-China relationship has evolved since the end of World War II from a
tense confrontation to a complex mix of intensifying diplomacy, growing international
rivalry, and increasingly intertwined economies. This relationship has been deteriorating
due to numerous open conflicts regarding trade, transfer of technological products,

military tensions that currently exist in Taiwan or the South China Sea, health field with
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the global pandemic (COVID- 19) and China's national security issues with Taiwan,

Hong Kong, Tibet, Xinjiang and Macau.

5.1.1. The Bilateral Relationship in Various Areas

Many researchers agree that it seems to be the time for China. The economy
continues to grow apace, the new Chinese leadership is emerging, and the country is
filling part of the strategic space that the United States is leaving empty, as it is
increasingly disinterested in multilateral trade pacts, considerably reducing its global
leadership, as it seeks more bilateral agreements. Nevertheless, faced with this situation,
we also find that both countries seek to raise the profile of their countries, on the one
hand, President Xi with his "Chinese Dream" and Trump wanting to fulfill the problem
of "Making America great again," and this is giving rise to all the military and

commercial tensions previously analyzed.

In this part, we will analyze the issues that we are producing more tensions and the

constant factors on the competitiveness between the two countries:

i. The economic relationship: Economic and trade relations have developed
steadily since the establishment of diplomatic relations between China and the
United States in 1979, with profitable trade and investment results. China

benefits notably from the strong synergy, while the U.S. also receives
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considerable economic benefits from the opportunities and results generated by
China's growth. Thus, a solid economic and trade relationship between China-
the U.S. is significant to both countries. Likewise, cooperation serves the

interests of both parties, and conflict can only harm both parties.

Since 2009, the Chinese economy has tripled in size. By 2012, it had surpassed
Japan and ranked as the second-largest economy in the world, behind the United States.
Subsequently, the Chinese economy has been growing at a rate of 10% until 2011, and
since then, almost 7%, which is a high growth rate. The growth of the world economy
is around 3.8%. In recent years, China has begun to develop low-cost growth, driven by
exports and gradually increasing domestic consumption and high-tech enterprises'

development.

The Trump period: During the election campaign period, Trump already accused

China of promoting unfair trade through currency manipulation or intellectual theft of

property rights from U.S. companies.

At the beginning of 2017, Trump ordered an investigation into a series of
subsidies that he believed China was receiving illegally and that tax or restrict U.S. trade.
(Office of the United States Trade Representative, 2017). He assumed that Chinese
companies were engaged in illegal practices such as Intellectual Property theft as part of

the "Made in China 2025" policy. It is then that Trump considered that fair trade should
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be applied with the United States and that no country has the right to carry out this type
of illegal activity against the country represented, and began with his tariff battle (Larry,

2018).

China's trade with the United States has increased considerably in the past 20
years, mainly thanks to its accession to the World Trade Organization WTO in 2001
(Hsieh, 2009). From an economic point of view, China benefited more from its
commercial relationship with the U.S. Therefore, from an economic point of view, China
is the one that suffers the most after the new tariffs are imposed. In previous years, there
had been negotiations on a free trade agreement between the U.S. and China

(Havranekova, 2019).

Then, it is essential to be conceptually clear about what a tariff battle entails.
Theoretically, a trade war occurs at the confluence of high and broad tariff impositions
(Mandel and Anderson, 2018). This type of trade barrier applies to imported products
manufactured abroad. Imposing a product tariff means that people are less likely to buy
it because they have become more expensive. Thus, domestic trade is favored. Trade
wars can damage the economies of other nations and lead to increased political tensions

between them.

Therefore, Trump line announced in December 2017, "After my tour of Asia, all

the countries that deal with us in TRADE know that the rules have changed. The United
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States must be treated fairly and reciprocally. Massive trade deficits must decline
rapidly" (@realDonaldTrump, 2017). Later, in 2018 he imposed the first restrictions on
imports of steel and aluminum of Chinese products that were imported into the United

States.

However, after Trump imposes new tariffs, it will be increasingly difficult to
reestablish negotiations on a free trade agreement between China and the U.S. Thus, the
relationship between China-the U.S. has an irrefutable competition element (Freeman
III, 2015). According to the Chinese Embassy in the United States, ever since the
financial crisis China has been trying to help the U.S. recover by increasing export from
U.S. to China and exporting good value for money consumer goods to the United States

(Zhong, n.d.)

A study carried out by the Massachusetts Institute of Technology - MIT, "The
China Shock: Learning from Labor Market Adjustment to Large Changes in Trade,"
shows that indeed the commercial relationship dramatically affected a large number of
companies that used much labor in the United States. because the job positions were
moved end masse to China "So several studies agree that talking about specific measures

on China would have adverse effects and imply high risks."

Then, from the analyzed information, we can conclude that despite having

defined the trade war as greater trade protectionism through tariff and non-tariff
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mechanisms, such as increased taxes on imports, as China and the United States have
done mutually, it can also be carried out through subsidies on exports. As mentioned in
the second chapter, the United States' foreign policy was aimed at strengthening its
economy. Therefore, the question arises as to whether U.S. protectionism could be

justified.

The agreement signed by both countries in January 2020, which Trump described
as the best trade agreement reached by the U.S. in the recent era, has been very
decaffeinated by the effects of the pandemic. It already suggested a reasonably
aggressive growth in purchases from China to the United States. Although it is evident
that it is not being met at the moment, the deadline for its achievement is still in force.

We could speak of non-compliance.

ii. South China sea: The American battle not only applies to the commercial sphere
but has also reached the military. Trump's defense and national security strategy did
not leave a very optimistic future for the two powers' relationship. Military tensions
between these two countries are currently unfolding in the South China Sea. It is
necessary to situate us a bit in the current context in order to analyze later the reason

for the confrontation between the U.S. and China regarding this geographical area.
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The South China Sea is one of the most prominent and most representative seas
surrounding Asia, which awakens different controlling interests in China, in several of
its neighbors, and the United States. This sea, which covers three and a half million km2
of water, is one of the most attractive maritime routes in the world in commercial terms,
in addition to hosting vast oil and gas reserves. It is a crucial trade route connecting Asia
with Europe and Africa, and its sea is rich in natural resources. One-third of the world's
shipping, or a total of U.S. $ 3.37 trillion of international trade, passes through the South
China Sea. About 80% of China's oil imports arrive through the Straits of Malacca in
Indonesia and then cross the South China Sea to reach China. The dispute, which has
been going on for years, is a competition over who controls the thousands of islands,

reefs, and banks surrounding China (McDevitt, 2014).

This conflict has been developing for years; the different islands' sovereignty has
been claimed on numerous occasions. In 2013, the Philippines requested the Court of
Arbitration intervention in The Hague on a specific conflict that broke out in the Spratly
Islands (Parra, 2017). For this reason, despite the natural resources and the importance
of the sea line, the real reason for the current conflicts is the rise of power in China. The
sovereignty competition between China and its neighbors over territorial borders,
resources, and security in the South China Sea has been going on for years. However,
today, it has attracted the eys' military and diplomatic intervention leaders who want to

promote stability and peace in these vital and globally valuable strategic waters.
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Beijing has considerably increased military movements in the region, advocating
"active defense" as a military strategy in this geographical area. This Chinese weaponry
has generated great neighbors for Trump, and the only thing that is giving rise is that the
tensions between Beijing and Washington. Nevertheless, today, considerably (Sarkar,

2018).

The Trump period: As we mentioned in the second chapter, military strengthening as

part of the United States' foreign policy, increasing their budget. And like Trump did not
want to lose sovereignty in these territories, he also deployed his military device in the
area. The Trump administration's Freedom of Navigation Operations (FONOPS) surge
in the South China Sea may have consequences other than the stated goals of upholding
international law and global lines of communication (Almond, 2018). America's naval
dominance and operational readiness could also be seen as a threat to isolate China from

foreign markets and energy supplies.

On the other hand, this makes China uncomfortable, as it considers it a limitation
in its negotiation strategy with other neighboring countries seeking cooperation. Given
this, China continues to militarize the South China Sea areas, occupying and asserts its
questionable maritime claims against other claimants (Sarkar, 2018). American rhetoric
by Trump has harshly criticized China's behavior and entailed dire consequences if it
persists. However, China persists and has made it clear that it will not back down due to

the U.S.'s perceived intimidation and coercion.
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As a result of these probably predictable events, the South China Sea situation
seems to have settled at least temporarily into a "new normal" that neither China nor the
United States can disrupt. In this new normal, both will continue their naval and air
power deployment in the South China Sea; defend their policies, positions, and actions;
they will criticize each other and improve their relations with the region's countries,
including military relations. The United States will continue its sporadic and provocative
freedom of navigation operations (FONOPS) against China's claims. China will
continue to respond, censuring them and using them as an excuse further to militarize

its characteristics (Valencia, 2018).

We can determine the development of these two issues (economic and military),
Trump presented a strong negative sentiment towards China in the commercial and
military sphere, because on the one hand, he has the feeling that the United States is no
longer economically irrefutable, and, on the other hand, the military position in the South
China Sea can be seen as a military threat, or as a challenge to America's military
superiority. This situation, in the economic sphere, led to retaliation by the United States'
trading partners. The international environment generated a perspective of greater risk

that significantly hinders trade, investment, and possibly the global economy.
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5.1.1.1. Conjunctural issues that question China

The challenge of the relationship between China and the United States is not
limited only to commercial and security (military) aspects, and there is also a political
sphere and issues. Politically, we can mention that the call with the President of Taiwan,
Tsai Ing-wen, sets a significant precedent in Sino-U.S. relations. Because of her position,

he increased tensions in both countries.

In this part, we will analyze questioned issues, which were part of the United States'

foreign policy in its relationship with China during the Trump administration.

i. The global pandemic COVID-19: In December 2019, severe pneumonia started
in Wuhan City, Hubei Province, China. The outbreak spread rapidly in the
number of cases and regions of China during January and February and
continued to spread to other Asian countries and then to other continents. In
March 2020, the World Health Organization (WHO) declared the pandemic and

called on all countries to take measures and join forces to control its expansion.

As the covid-19 crisis stopped looking like a health problem confined to China
and turned into a global pandemic, relations between Washington and Beijing began to
show new cracks in this regard, evidencing the tense rivalry between the two world

superpowers and put aside the apparent commercial rapprochement.
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Donald Trump, who had initially praised the efforts made by the government of
his counterpart Xi Jinping to contain the pandemic, began to take a more demanding and
more critical stance. In July 2020, Trump notified the United Nations that his country
would leave the WHO. Last April, he suspended funding to the WHO, accusing this
organization of not being transparent about the virus outbreak and being pressured by
China to deceive the world, letting "the world now suffer due to the Chinese

government's misconduct" (BBC, July 2020).

Faced with this public health emergency, former President Trump had the

urgency to find an excuse for his faulty management in prevention and control.

For his part, President Xi delivered a speech during the virtual inauguration of
the 73rd World Health Assembly in May 2020, making proposals to fight Covid-19
through solidarity and cooperation and build a global community of health for all,

moving technical and supply assistance to many countries.

Although the escalation of hostilities appears to have cooled off for now (in part
because of the coronavirus pandemic that has paralyzed the planet), it is clear that the
relationship was markedly exacerbated amid the coronavirus pandemic and that some
American "political forces" are pushing both countries "to the brink of a new Cold War"

(Yi, 2020).
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ii. China internal issues: Since the triumph of the communist revolution in
1949, the People's Republic of China's leaders have pursued two main goals
in their foreign policy: to recover the territories that the country considers
theirs and to become a significant international power once again. With
different strategies according to the context of their time, Mao Zedong, Deng
Xiaoping, and Xi Jinping have advanced unstoppably and unequivocally
towards the achievement of these objectives, which now seems closer than

cver.

With Mao, China earned the right to exist for itself. Deng then led the country's
economic revolution and, with diplomatic skill, orchestrated China's rise in the
international community. Now, Xi is at the forefront of power within reach to become
the world's most significant power. Along the way, China has been regaining control of
territories such as Tibet and Hong Kong, and only the unification with Taiwan would
remain. Those advances were mainly due to Deng's policies and the doctrine of "peaceful

development."

As for Taiwan, Xi has made it clear that he intends to regain sovereignty of the
island as soon as possible and has warned that any conversation his administration has
with the island government will be exclusively about reunification. His success in
Taiwan has led Xi to replicate that strategy in Hong Kong, where a wave of protests

against the Chinese regime broke out in 2019.
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In this case, Trump announced early in his term that he was reconsidering the
United States' relationship with Taiwan. In this regard, Geng Shuang, spokesman for the
Chinese Foreign Ministry, pointed out that the "one China" policy is the "political
foundation" of diplomatic ties between the two nations, and any aggression could cause

cooperation between the two countries to be ruled out, he said.

Xi warned countries such as the United Kingdom and the United States, which
had signaled to take measures to support the protesters, that "any attempt to endanger
the sovereignty and security of China or challenge the power of the central government
is absolutely unacceptable," and in May 2020, the Communist Party decided to design a

National Security law to combat secessionism and foreign interference in Hong Kong.

5.2. Chinese Diplomatic Position

Under its former leader, Deng Xiaoping, the country's declared diplomatic
strategy was to "hide the force and bide the time." However, over the past few years,
Chinese diplomacy has become more active and assertive. The New Silk Road initiative,
unveiled in 2013, has led Beijing to expand its investments and influence worldwide

significantly. Boasting growing power and confidence, China is becoming more forceful
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and assertive in defending its national interests, which could harm its already weak "soft

power" (Zhu, 2020) and its relations with other countries.

Throughout 2020, the Chinese foreign ministry is adopting an increasingly
strident tone against the U.S., Australia, Canada, India, or the Czech Republic. Known
as "warrior wolf diplomacy," this new attitude appears to be enjoying some popularity
within the country. It points to the presumed transition from traditionally conservative,
passive, and low-key Chinese diplomacy to assertiveness, proactivity, and exposure.
However, Beijing's diplomacy was so subtle and indirect that it was largely overlooked

in Washington (Kissinger, 1994).

Therefore, the diplomacy of the warrior wolf would refer to the work undertaken
by Chinese diplomats in favor of China's national interests, which has taken on an
essential and often conflictive turn. The spokespersons gave an example of this for the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Hua Chunying, and Zhao Lijian, when they responded on
Twitter to international criticism about China's management of the Covid-19 outbreak

and the low quality of exported sanitary materials.

On the other hand, it seems to be China's time. The economy continues to grow
apace despite the effects of the global pandemic, and new Chinese leadership is
emerging. The country is filling part of the strategic space that the United States is

leaving empty. It becomes increasingly disinterested in multilateral trade pacts over
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more bilateral agreements, considerably reducing its global leadership. However, faced
with this situation, we also find that both countries seek to raise the profile of their
countries, on the one hand, President Xi with his "Chinese Dream" and Trump wanting
to fulfill the promise of "Making America great again," and this has led to all the military

and commercial tensions previously analyzed.

Then, under Xi Jinping's presidency, China is modernizing its armed forces and
is becoming more assertive both regionally and globally. However, while Chinese
leaders do not shy away from confrontation, they also believe that they have no choice
but to get along with the U.S. to maintain stability and prosperity. It should be noted that
regarding the critical or hostile phrases and words made by the former Secretary of State,
Mike Pompeo about China, spokespersons from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of China
tend to avoid negative statements, emphasizing the need for a change to continue
working on deepening mutual understanding and produce mutually beneficial results

(PRC Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2016).

On the other hand, in the military field, China has developed a double strategy.
First, it wants to continue with the negotiations on the current controversies in the South
China Sea. Nevertheless, on the other hand, it wants to continue with its unilateral
construction on islands that it controls to establish its power in this geographical area

(Swaine, 2018). However, this causes an imbalance of power in the South China Sea, as
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American warships' naval presence is no longer dissuading China from presenting its

sovereignty claims.

In the health field, the diplomacy of the warrior wolves entered social networks
as part of the strategy of Chinese diplomacy to defend the coronavirus pandemic's
management and challenge those who question the version of events in Beijing. The
German Marshall Fund (GMF) research center in the U.S. determined that there has been
a 300% increase in China's official Twitter accounts in 2020, with up to four times more

posts.

In the face of the pandemic and during its entire information campaign, China's
strategy was focused on what has been called "mask diplomacy," that is to say, the
donation and sale of protective medical equipment around the world. That promoted
China's soft power, while other countries struggled to adapt. Unfortunately, however,
the goodwill generated by this "sanitary silk road" seems to have been dissipated by the

aggression of the "wolf warriors."

Therefore, the U.S. faces an acute strategic dilemma: a relationship between the
United States and China characterized by a complex mix of competition and cooperation
plagued by mutual suspicion and mistrust (Swaine, 2018). Just as Pompeo views the U.S.
as distinct from other countries, China sees itself as a country different from the U.S. but

close to it. It considers that, for example, the Pacific Ocean is large enough to host both
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the United States and China (Carlson, 2018). Therefore, it has proposed a new model of
international relations avoiding confrontation and conflict and respecting others'
political systems and national interests while pursuing joint win-win cooperation.
However, all this will have to be analyzed if China continues to rise and leads to a

gradual decline of the United States as a power.

5.3. How will the tensions between SINO-U.S. be mitigated?

America's strategy toward China has intensified with a blatant rivalry driven
primarily by Mike Pompeo. As discussed in the paper, the U.S. government adopted a
significantly stricter line in its approach to Chinese policy, currently reflecting mistrust

on both sides, and ties have deteriorated to a level not seen in decades.

Furthermore, we have to keep in mind that both China and the United States will
protect and advance their own interests. So we can determine that Pompeo's departure
does not mean a substantial improvement in the relationship but a change. However,

neither of them has the sole objective of recovering the relationship.

108



On the one hand, we have analyzed the commercial relationship, and on the other,
the military tensions that exist in the South China Sea. While the relationship between
the two countries has seen many ups and downs in recent years, if measures to mitigate
tensions are not taken soon, China and the U.S. risk encountering a new and entrenched

form of severe strategic rivalry that will determine the stability in the Asia Pacific region.

So, the question, How could these rivalries be mitigated?

First, it is necessary to mitigate the commercial tensions between China and the
United States, since as we have been able to analyze, they go beyond the commercial
sphere and are based on other reasons such as technological supremacy, competition for
globalization, the free market and meddling in China's internal affairs. Second, it is
essential to soften this situation, as a prolonged trade war can seriously depress the
economic growth of both countries during a global pandemic. Furthermore, this will hurt
the global economy given the fact that the Chinese economy is currently the biggest

driver of global growth today. (Hitoshi, 2018).

Second, it must be taken into account that the military management of the South
Asian area requires a concrete administration to avoid more incendiary tensions, which
could unleash a war. However, from a more positive perspective, improving relations
between the U.S.-China requires a change in the economic and political realms. To date,

the American economy that the United States is developing, headed for more robust
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growth, makes it less likely that they will continue to see China as a problem of their
internal economic problems. In the same way, China has grown economically and
achieved specific economic stability, which improves the exchange rate of trade and

investment.

110



Conclusions

This work has followed a line of research mentioned at the beginning: "Analyze the
diplomatic practice (public and coercive) of former Secretary of State Mike Pompeo in
American diplomacy, specifically in the relationship between China and the United
States. After having carried out all the research study of this thesis, we can make the

following statements:

Mike Pompeo's personal diplomatic strategy reflected his global political strategy.
So, in order to interpret both the form and the content of his diplomacy, it is necessary
to understand several factors such as: What is the international relations scenario in
which he is immersed; what is its position in the face of the different political and

economic disputes in which the United States must address in the contemporary era.

Therefore, we can deduce that diplomacy in the Pompeo era is only a symbolic

representation of his actual political motivations that weaken his potential enemies and

become the next candidate and president of the U.S. with the "American first" strategy.
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For this reason, consider that to understand Pompeo's institutional position in the public-

diplomatic sphere is to understand latent international conflicts:

First, American foreign policy has undergone a notable change. The foreign
policy strategy developed followed an unclear line on several issues, but on the
maintenance of a military force, the U.S. increased defense spending. On the other
hand, he focused on strengthening the U.S. economy. Likewise, Pompeo tried to
renegotiate the international relations of the United States to get allies to face

whom he considers his greatest strategic rival, China.

Second, we analyze the American diplomacy has been undergoing an evident
change with the arrival of former secretary of State Mike Pompeo. This is due not
only to its actions and the characteristics it uses in its rhetoric for negotiating with
other countries in the international arena but also to the development of external
factors that would obstruct U.S. interests, such as the growth of the Chinese

economy, which is something that significantly worries Pompeo.

Third, the situation of the relationship between China and the United States, and
having established future expectations about mitigating tensions, I can conclude
in a general way that Mike Pompeo could be a threat to peace and prosperity, as
well as a threat to order. International release her. After analyzing the theories of

international law and determining that Pompeo is a self-determined "realist" in
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foreign policy and opted for many positions consistent with an intense form of
realism, characterized by coercive diplomacy, which questions all relations of

United States foreign policy.

On the other hand, the practice of diplomacy by Mike Pompeo towards public diplomacy

has been analyzed, and I can determine the following conclusions:

First, after having analyzed the form of communication, language, corporate
expressions, and many actions carried out by Pompeo through the media, if it turns
out that communications as Secretary of State are truly consistent and coherent
with traditional conventions. From diplomatic language, there are two possibilities:
The style of diplomacy of the social media could destabilize and even vary or
replace traditional diplomatic practices and potentially provoke conflicts in
international relations. Nevertheless, on the other hand, it could also lead to the

development of new rules or agreements on public-digital diplomacy.

Second, after analyzing the strategy and diplomacy practiced by Pompeo, it can
be determined that a significant precedent was left for the public diplomacy used
to develop the National Defense document and under the argument of prioritizing
the national interests of the U.S. However, on the other hand, there has been an
apparent negative result for Pompeo, the use of his private diplomacy being

responsible, that confidence in the United States' power decreased and that a

113



strategy must be rethought with great caution to regain confidence and space that

as world power occupies.

On the other hand, the dispute between China and the United States has been analyzed
in the commercial, military, and other internal issues of China, and have reached the

conclusions:

First, it has been studied how Pompeo presents an assertive negative behavior
towards China in the commercial, military, technological sphere, and other (issues
such as the origin of the pandemic, the unification of China and its ideology),
because on the one hand, it has the feeling that the U.S. is no longer economically
irrefutable and, on the other hand, the military position in the South China Sea can
be seen as a military threat, or as a challenge to U.S. military superiority. In the
economic sphere, it gave rise to retaliation by the United States' commercial
partners. However, China has strong bilateral relations with many countries that
have preferred to belong to the fringes of Pompeo's grotesque style of countering

China to the world.

Second, it has been analyzed on China's position and it has been determined that
said country is in the position of minimizing the dire consequences of a
commercial conflict and the tensions in the South China Sea and other issues. In

other words, China maintained its traditional diplomacy and avoided taking
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actions that could generate a crisis in foreign policy, despite the current
consequences that the coercive diplomacy of Mike Pompeo left the relationship

between both countries in tension.

Both countries need to be realistic about how close their bilateral relationship may
be at any given time and control their disagreements by avoiding any conflict that could
threaten their overall peace and prosperity. That is why maintaining the balance between
China and the United States will remain the most important bilateral relationship in the
world for many years. There are many implications for the whole world. The people of
both nations have much more to gain by maintaining a friendly and cooperative

relationship.

Final conclusion: The implications of Pompeo's public diplomacy in diplomacy,
applied to the case of China vs. the United States, allows us to infer that the changes that
it generated in the style and strategy of diplomacy by the U.S. in the last three years, It
is a representation or a symbolic replica of the intention of Mike Pompeo to ensure the
political, economic and military hegemony of the United States in the field of
international relations, regardless of the global costs or consequences that the

maintenance of this purpose may generate.
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