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Introduction

Over the past years, a lot of ink has been spilled on the nature 
of the U.S.-China relations. China’s rise is a fact and remains 
so far a peaceful process. As China grows stronger, uncertainty 
about the bilateral relationship between Washington and Beijing 
will only increase. Will China assimilate to the existing order, or 
challenge it? How will the U.S. respond to China’s rising power 
status? Some scholars argue that due to the fact that the current 
international order is defined by economic and political openness, 
China’s rise can be serenely accommodated. Based on this liberal 
argument, the U.S. will concede with China’s rise and the latter 
will not question American supremacy. According to this view, 
Beijing espouses the role of a responsible power by avoiding the 
use of force in international relations, by deploying troops as UN 
peacekeepers and by participating in counter-piracy operations 
in the Gulf of Aden (Goldstein 2011, 90). Through the realist 
lens though, China’s rapid economic growth, continued military 
modernization and expanding global influence, are perceived as 
a serious threat to Washington’s global interests (Glaser 2011, 
80). From a realist perspective, the rise of China is recognized 
as a major challenge for the U.S. Taking into account the global 
financial crisis, where the U.S. is declining economically, the 
containment of China seems as an unquestionable choice (Chase 
2011, 134).

Management of great power politics was never an easy task 
(Mearsheimer 2001) and the U.S.-China relationship does 
not seem to escape this reality. Elements of balancing and 
containment are present, but at the same time, one can spot areas 
of cooperation and increasing interdependence in the economic 
sphere. As a result, both powers are searching for a way to frame 
their complex relationship for the coming decades. Despite the 
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existence of a vast literature on the U.S.-China relations, anyone 
attempting to untangle the complexities of this relationship 
cannot afford to ignore the way these two powers interact in the 
cyber realm. 

The U.S.-China relations in cyberspace are important for 
three reasons. First, it is critical to identify their policies towards 
cyberspace and its uses as such. Second, it is crucial to investigate 
whether their actions in cyberspace reflect the multifaceted 
character that defines their relationship outside cyberspace. 
Three, great power politics in cyberspace is a field of research 
that is still unexploited. Theories have to be tested and possibly 
redefined in an area where the empirical evidence is restrained. 
Echoing Austin and Gady, the diplomacy for cyberspace is far 
less developed than the diplomacy on Taiwan or Tibet (Austin 
and Gady 2012, 6). Adding to that, due to the unique nature of 
cyberspace, key concepts in international relations and strategy, 
like balance of power, ethics, interdependence, sovereignty, 
deterrence, arms control, containment and détente are still 
highly debated (Schmidt 2013, Choucri 2012, Betz and Stevens 
2011). Therefore, the purpose of this paper is to shed some light 
on the context of the U.S.-China relations in cyberspace. 

Washington and Beijing have taken a number of official and 
unofficial initiatives in order to normalize their relations on 
cyber issues, but at the same time protect their national security 
interests. Both countries, are trying to implement their policies 
in multilateral and international fora, where cyber issues are 
discussed. The need to regulate activities in the cyber realm, the 
concept of state sovereignty in cyberspace, the freedom of speech 
on the Internet, the degree of cyber espionage that is conducted 
between the two states, and the applicability of the existing Law 
of Armed Conflict (LOAC), are some of the topics that have 
dominated the U.S.-China agenda on cybersecurity. 

The first part of the paper will analyze the characteristics of 
cyberspace and the issues that currently shape the cybersecurity 
agenda between the two great powers. Fear and uncertainty 
of each other’s motives and capabilities in the cyber realm is 
intensified by the ambiguous nature of cyberspace itself. The 
lack of a common understanding of key cyber terms, the problem 
of attribution and the relative advantage of the offensive in 
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cyberspace, raise legitimate concerns about the future of the U.S.-
China relations in cyberspace and beyond (Bronk 2011, Libicki 
2011). Therefore, the second part will identify diplomatic tools 
that could be utilized in order to reduce the degree of distrust 
between the two sides. Establishing some sort of coordinating 
mechanisms, in order to avoid unnecessary tension, is critical, 
not only for the security of both states, but also for cyberspace 
and its billions of users.    

For the purpose of grasping an understanding of the U.S.-
China relations in cyberspace, we need to distinguish between 
the characteristics of cyberspace that transform contemporary 
international relations in general, and the characteristics that 
define the U.S.-China bilateral relationship in the cyber realm. 

The  unique characteristics of cyberspace

Cyberspace refers to the fusion of all communication 
networks, databases and information sources into a global 
virtual system. Cyberspace challenges traditional understanding 
of key concepts like international relations, power politics, 
national security, sovereignty and borders (Liaropoulos 2013). 
According to Professor Choucri, cyberspace is characterized 
by temporality (replaces conventional temporality with near 
instantaneity), physicality (transcends constraints of geography 
and physical location), permeation (penetrates boundaries 
and jurisdictions), fluidity (manifests sustained shifts and 
reconfigurations), participation (reduces barriers to activism and 
political expression), attribution (obscures identities of actors 
and links to action) and accountability (bypasses mechanisms of 
responsibility) (Choucri 2012, 4).

Furthermore, cyberspace lacks ‘a common language’, meaning 
a set of concepts and terms that all sides would agree upon. No 
substantial negotiation can take place in the absence of an agreed 
upon vocabulary (Lieberthal and Singer 2012, 20). Semantics are 
important; the way terms are understood defines expectations 
and expectations are important in shaping policy. The cyber 
vocabulary consists of technical terms and concepts that might 
be used with a vastly different meaning. A brief survey on the 
various national cyber policy strategies that have been published 



11.

158

during the last years, illustrates the diversity of approaches. 
The boundaries between news broadcasting, information and 
propaganda can be blurred in cyberspace. Similarly, the line 
between freedom of speech on the web and undermining state 
stability can be indiscernible.  

A major contributor to the conceptual vagueness that 
characterizes cyberspace is the notion of attack. Cyber-attack and 
relevant terms like cyberwar, cyber espionage and cyber sabotage 
can cover a wide range of actions. A cyber-attack consists of any 
action taken to undermine the function of a computer network for 
a political or national security purpose. Therefore cyber-attacks 
involve distributed denial of service attacks (DOS), planting 
inaccurate information or infiltrating a secure computer network 
(Hathaway et al. 2012). Likewise, cyber terrorism can refer to 
the use of information and communication technologies (ICT), 
in order to cause physical damage, as well as the use of blogs to 
recruit new members (Lieberthal and Singer 2012, 8).

Perhaps the most significant problem in cyberspace is 
that of attribution. It is practically not feasible to trace back a 
sophisticated cyber-attack and attribute timely the attack to a 
certain actor. Even when an attack is eventually traced to a specific 
source, it is again hard to disprove whether these computers 
have been perpetrated by other actors or not (Tsarougias 2012). 
This anonymity and plausible deniability makes deterrence 
unpractical in cyberspace. For deterrence to work, it is necessary 
to know who has launched the attack, and therefore attribution 
is a central element of deterrence strategy (Nagorski ed. 2010, 
Libicki 2009). 

Finally, and in relation to the above point, in cyberspace the 
offence has the advantage. Internet was basically designed as an 
open network in order to share and not to protect information. 
Therefore, most of the systems that are linked with networks are 
vulnerable to penetration (Lieberthal and Singer 2012, 14-16).

Cybersecurity and U.S.-China relations  

The above set of characteristics that define the nature of 
cyberspace, make any great power rivalry in this realm a worrysome 
issue. On top of that, there are also unique characteristics in the 
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contemporary U.S.-China relationship that make a potential 
confrontation in cyberspace seem like a complex conflict. To 
begin with, and in sharp contrast with the Cold War era, the 
ongoing antagonism between U.S. and China, does not resemble 
the conflict between U.S. and U.S.S.R. that defined the second 
half of the 20th Century. China is not an outright enemy like 
the Soviet Union. What’s more, China is a competitor, a crucial 
supplier, a customer and a critical financier of American debt 
(Sanger 2013, 1). The trade between the two largest economies 
amounts to hundreds of billions every year, but at the same time 
how can the U.S. combat the theft of intellectual property rights 
and counter economic espionage that is conducted in cyberspace 
(Sanger 2013, 1)? Negotiations, sanctions, counter-attacks and 
other tools are available for both sides to use.

The U.S.-China cybersecurity agenda includes basically two 
thorny issues: cyber espionage and cyberwar. The latter is rather 
hypothetical. In recent years, both U.S. and China have been 
engaged in a wide-ranging modernization of their militaries and 
have thereby developed sophisticated cyber capabilities. Actually 
China has been surprisingly open about its desire to establish 
an army of cyber-warriors. In theory, a cyberwar between major 
power like U.S. and China has the potential to destroy the entire 
networked global community, and therein lies its inherent 
limitation. Economies and stock exchanges are too interlinked. 
A large scale cyberattack that would cause the financial collapse 
of one of the two powers, will most likely have the same effect to 
the other one.

If cyberwar seems as a distant scenario, cyber espionage is a 
reality. For Beijing, the reasons for maintaining extensive cyber 
capabilities are to deter other states by infiltrating its critical 
national infrastructure, to gain economic and technological 
knowledge through espionage and finally, in case of a cyberwar, 
to attack and paralyze an adversary’s military networks (Hjortdal 
2011). 

According to western media and government reports, China 
is engaged in the systematic development of offensive cyber 
capabilities, in order to infiltrare international organizations, 
national goverments, commercial companies and research 
institutes (Cornish 2012). Chinese cyber espionage is framed as 
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a new style of strategic confrontation. Alleged cyber espionage 
operations range from gaining the best of commercial innovation 
and western defence industries, to infecting malicious codes and 
infiltrating national security intelligence networks (Cornish 
2012).

An analysis of Chinese cyber strategy reveals that in relation 
to Washington, Beijing has a lot to gain from possessing offensive 
cyber capabilities. Taking for granted that U.S. technology is 
second to none, China has a strong incentive to conduct economic 
espionage against its bigger competitor. Through cyber espionage, 
China gains an asymmetrical advantage by having access to trade 
secrets, intellectual property, financial data, personal identifiable 
information, and classified data from corporations, institutions 
and defence contractors (U.S. Office of the National Counter 
Intelligence Executive 2011). 

China is considered to be responsible for some most impressive 
cyber espionage operations like Titan Rain and GhostNet (Lai 
and Rahman 2012, 38). Titan Rain is the informal code name for 
a series of coordinated cyber-attacks against the U.S. Department 
of Defence and in particular the NIPR Net (DoD’s Non-Classified 
IP Router Network). The stolen data came from agencies such 
as the U.S. Army Information Systems Engineering Command, 
the Naval Ocean Systems Center, the Missile Defense Agency, 
and Sandia National Laboratories (Carr 2010, 4). The cyber 
espionage network involved 1,300 computers in 103 countries 
and targeted diplomatic, political, economic and military targets, 
as well as the Tibetan community (Carr 2010, 183-184). Although 
there is no conclusive evidence that the Chinese government has 
been directly involved in this operation, it is widely believed 
that Beijing orchestrated and mobilized the Chinese hacking 
community. Likewise, in early January 2010, Google announced 
that a computer attack origi nating from China had penetrated 
its corporate infrastructure and stolen information from its 
computers, most likely source code. The attacks also targeted 
Gmail accounts of some human-rights activists and infiltrated 
the networks of 33 companies (Thomas 2010).

The Chinese government strongly denies the above allegations. 
China claims that the attackers are non-governmental Chinese 
hackers and not state-sponsored. China has denied accusations 
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of conducting state-sponsored cyber-attacks and claims that it 
is itself a victim of cyber espionage from foreign governments 
including the U.S. China has fully utilized the Edward Snowden’s 
NSA leaks, arguing that the U.S. is the one violating international 
norms and conducting massive cyber espionage (Elchenwald 
2013).

As stated earlier U.S. and China lack a common understanding 
of what constitutes cyber-attack. For example, China does use 
the term attack for the case of cyber intrusions. The problem is 
related to the very nature of cyber intrusions. They can become 
attacks at the click of a mouse, but aren’t inherently attacks from 
the start. In practical terms, differentiating between intrusions 
that will only gather intelligence versus intrusions that could 
lead to damage to a system is impossible. The reason is that the 
nature of the cyber intrusion is defined by the intent of those 
conducting the operation. The Chinese position is that there are 
no standards of behavior regarding cyber intrusions and theft of 
intellectual property. Ideas are not protectable. Gaining access to 
intelligence is an activity of espionage that is largely unregulated 
on an international level. From the Chinese point of view, cyber 
intrusion required for stealing technological data, is an acceptable 
espionage activity. The U.S. on the other hand considers theft of 
intellectual property as illegal and unacceptable behavior (Fryer-
Biggs 2013).

The cultural and semantic differences between U.S. and 
China are also reflected in the structure and architecture of 
critical infrastructure. Manson points out that China has adopted 
a different strategy regarding the development of its networks, 
in relation to the U.S. In contrast with the U.S., where the 
development of software and relevant critical infrastructure, has 
been in the hands of the private sector, in China, the Internet 
is a government-run operation (Manson 2011, 124). The model 
of the state-run Internet, allows the government in Beijing, not 
only to control the information flows, but also to isolate the 
national network from the global web. On the other hand, in the 
U.S., the Internet is controlled by private-sector Internet Service 
Providers (ISPs), forcing the government to manage network 
defenses through complex and time-consuming regulation 
(Manson 2011, 124).
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Even though tension is present in the relationship of the two 
powers in cyberspace, one cannot ignore the mutual dependence 
among these major economic powers. A couple of examples 
vividly illustrate this point. Both Washington and Beijing are 
highly dependent on each other’s market access in the production 
of advanced technology products. China is gradually moving 
from low skill-intensive to high skill-intensive manufacturing 
products, and thereby is dependent on U.S. know-how. Likewise, 
the U.S.’s dependence of its systems on Chinese components is 
critical (Austin and Gady 2012, 16-17). The cost of a potential 
confrontation in cyberspace for both their national economies 
and of course for the global economy would be enormous. In a 
nutshell, cyberspace magnifies traditional interdependence in 
trade and that alone could be an enabling factor for a policy of 
cyber détente. 

Constructing a cyber détente policy for U.S. and China

The above analysis clearly illustrated the complexity of 
the U.S.-China relations in cyberspace. Uncertainty, distrust, 
definitional disagreements, cultural differences, but also mutual 
dependence, are all evident in every aspect of their relationship 
in cyberspace. Nevertheless, building trust among the two sides 
and moving gradually from a state of confrontation to one of 
cooperation is easier said than done. 

Past practice has proven that such a task might be difficult, but 
not impossible. During the Cold War, the U.S.A. and the U.S.S.R 
managed to reduce tension and establish certain confidence-
building measures in order to avoid unintentional escalation that 
could lead to a nuclear war. The easing of relations between the 
two superpowers that has been described as détente, has recently 
entered the cyber vocabulary - security experts and scholars refer 
to the notion of cyber détente (Austin and Gady 2012). The term 
détente is associated with the easing of relations between the 
U.S.A. and the U.S.S.R and began after the Cuban missile crisis 
in 1962. Détente refers to a structural change in the superpower 
relations and reflects an awareness of the possibility of mutual 
destruction.  It is noteworthy that in a joint interview, Henry 
Kissinger, former Secretary of State under Presidents Nixon and 
Ford, and architect of the concept of détente in the Cold War 
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and Jon Huntsman, former U.S. ambassador to China, argued 
that both states need to reach an agreement to restrict tensions in 
cyberspace and designate some areas as off limits to cyber-attacks 
(Eckert and Magnowski 2011).

But how can we overcome fear and uncertainty in the complex 
environment of cyberspace? How can we come to an agreement 
to reduce tensions in cyberspace when the problem of attribution 
remains unresolved and cyber espionage cannot be constrained? 
For cyber détente to work, we need to take a pragmatic look at 
the constraints imposed by the nature of cyberspace.

As stated earlier, no dialogue can be established, unless both 
parties agree on certain terms and definitions. Confusion of key 
terms translates into confusion of argument. Therefore, the 
first step in initiating a détente policy is to establish a common 
vocabulary. Discussion of key concepts among officials and 
cyber experts will deepen mutual understanding and increase 
transparency. Lieberthal and Singer correctly point out that 
even if Washington and Beijing do not agree on what constitutes 
an attack in cyberspace, reaching a consensus on the definition 
of some types of attacks is very positive (Lieberthal and Singer 
2012, 27). Adding to that, both sides should avoid the most 
contentious issues in their agenda and instead concentrate on 
areas that might result in agreed principles. A focus on issues 
like spam and child pornography, could serve as an ideal start in 
order to build some confidence in the dialogue, and progressively 
deal with more thorny issues (Austin and Gady 2012, 11). 

Increasing the number and composition of official meetings 
and Track II diplomacy is the second necessary step. In sharp 
contrast to the experience of nuclear diplomacy, cyber diplomacy 
has still a long way to go. In general, the number of Track II 
meetings has been limited and only during 2012 has there been 
some progress in this field. In particular, in February 2012, 
the Brookings Institute published a report based on a Track II 
workshop that involved public and private sector leaders from 
both countries and U.S. military officials (Lieberthal and Singer 
2012). In April 2012, a joint report was released by the University 
of California Institute on Global Conflict and Cooperation (IGCC) 
and the United States Naval War College. The report was based 
on two workshops that involved Chinese and Western scholars, 
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analysts and scientists who examined the political, economic 
and strategic aspects of cybersecurity in China (University of 
California Institute on Global Conflict and Cooperation and 
the United States Naval War College 2012). Later that year, in 
a joint statement by the Center for Strategic and International 
Studies (CSIS) in Washington D.C. and the China Institute for 
Contemporary International Relations (CICIR) in Beijing, the 
two think-tanks addressed the level of mutual misperception 
and stressed the need for the establishment of cyber emergency 
channels of communication (Austin and Gady 2012, 12).  

In order to develop a cyber détente policy, both parties must 
be convinced that they have more to gain from establishing a 
cooperative scheme, than from being in a state of anxiety and 
mistrust about each other’s intentions and capabilities. Both U.S. 
and China will benefit from an agreement that excludes certain 
cyber activities. Such an agreement would minimize the risk of 
unintentional escalation. In the absence of red lines to define 
which behavior is allowed and which is not, détente won’t work. 
History, and in particular the Cuban missile crisis, reminds us 
that the existence of red lines could have prevented the crisis 
from the very beginning.

The absence of red lines that would guide cyber behavior 
between Washington and Beijing adds to the uncertainty that 
is caused by the attribution problem. Lieberthal and Singer 
point out that it is important to inform the policymakers of 
each side and clarify the path of actions that are acceptable and 
spot the ones that are considered provocative (Lieberthal and 
Singer 2012, 30-31). Establishing a ‘cyber’ hot-line to prevent 
misunderstandings that could turn into crisis and running 
cyber war-games and simulations in order to train the relevant 
bureaucracies, definitely point to the right direction.  

Conclusion

Reducing the level of tensions among Washington and Beijing 
and developing reliable channels of communication seems to be 
a difficult task, mainly for two reasons. First, achieving progress 
towards a cyber détente policy is a challenging undertaking due to 
the complex nature of cyberspace. Establishing a dialogue among 
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the business sector, the civil society and the government about 
the inefficiencies of the existing international legal framework, 
the way privacy and civil liberties will survive if cyberspace 
becomes regulated, and technical aspects concerning the security 
and architecture of the Internet, seems to be a Gordian knot for 
both states. 

Second, both countries see each other in adversarial terms. 
Fear, mistrust and the classic security dilemma are all present 
inside and outside the cyber realm. After all, the latter simply 
reflects the great power antagonism that has been in place over 
the past years. Similarly as in traditional diplomacy, cyber 
diplomacy has to work hard to establish norms and coordinating 
mechanisms that will decrease the high level of mutual suspicion. 
Reaching a full agreement on sensitive issues like cyber espionage 
and Internet governance seems unrealistic at this early stage. 
Nevertheless, there is fertile ground to plant the seed of cyber 
détente. Whether cyber détente will blossom depends on how 
committed both sided will be.

Reference
Austin, Greg, and Franz-Stefan Gady. 2012. Cyber Detente Between the United States and 
China: Shaping the Agenda. New York: The EastWest Institute.

Betz, David, and Tim Stevens. 2011. Cyberspace and the State - Towards a Strategy for 
Cyber-Power, Adelphi Paper 424. London: The International Institute for Strategic Studies. 

Bronk, Christopher. 2011. “Blown to Bits China’s War in Cyberspace, August-September 
2020.” Strategic Studies Quarterly 5(1): 1-20. 

Carr, Jeffey. 2010. Inside Cyber Warfare. Sebastopol: O’Reilly.

Chase, Michael. 2011. “Chinese Suspicion and US Intentions.” Survival 53 (3): 133-150. 

Choucri, Nazli. 2012. Cyberpolitics in International Relations. Cambridge Massachusetts: 
The MIT Press.

Cornish, Paul. 2012. “Chinese Cyber Espionage: Confrontation or Co-operation?.” A 
Cityforum Discussion Paper.. http://www.cityforum.co.uk/publications/5/pdf/chinese-cy-
ber-espionage---3412-final.pdf. (accessed November 15, 2013)

Eckert, Paul, and Daniel Magnowski. 2011. “Kissinger, Huntsman: U.S., China need Cyber 
Détente.” Reuters, June 14. http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/06/15/us-china-kissin-
ger-cyber-idUSTRE75D62Q20110615. (accessed August 15, 2013)

Elchenwald, Kurt. 2013. “How Edward Snowden Escalated Cyber War with China.” 
Newsweek, November 1. http://www.newsweek.com/how-edward-snowden-escalated-
-cyber-war-1461. (accessed November 10, 2013)

Fryer-Biggs, Zachary. 2013. “US facing barriers in cyber talks with China.” DefenceNews, 
August 13.. http://www.defensenews.com/article/20130813/DEFREG02/308130008/
US-Facing-Barriers-Cyber-Talks-China. (accessed November 10, 2013)

Glaser, Charles. 2011. “Will China’s Rise Lead to War? Why Realism Does Not Mean 
Pessimism.” Foreign Affairs 90 (2): 80-91.

ANDREW LIAROPOULOS



11.

166

Goldstein, Lyle. 2011. “Resetting the US-China Security Relationship.” Survival 53 (2): 89-
116.

Hathaway, Oona et al. 2012. “The Law of Cyber-Attack.” California Law Review 100 (4): 
816-886.

Hjortdal, Magnus. 2011. “China’s use of Cyber Warfare: Espionage meets Strategic Dete-
rrence.” Journal of Strategic Security 4 (2): 1-24.

Lai, Robert, and Syed Rahman. 2012. “Analytic of China Cyberattack.” The International 
Journal of Multimedia & Its Application 4 (3): 37-56.

Liaropoulos, Andrew. 2013. “Exercising State Sovereignty in Cyberspace: An International 
Cyber-Order Under Construction?.” Journal of Information Warfare 12 (2): 19-26.

Libicki, Martin. 2009. Cyberdeterrence & Cyberwar. Santa Monica: RAND.

Libicki, Martin. 2011. Testimony: Chinese Use of Cyberwar as an Anti-Access Strategy - 
Two Scenarios. Santa Monica: RAND.

Lieberthal, Kenneth, and Peter Singer. 2012. Cybersecurity and U.S.-China Relations. 
Washington D.C.: Brookings.  

Manson, George Patterson. 2011. “Cyberwar: The United States and China Prepare for the 
Next Generation of Conflict.” Comparative Strategy 30 (2): 121-133.

Mearsheimer, John. 2001. The Tragedy of Great Power Politics. New York: W.W. Norton 
& Company, Inc.

Nagorski, Andrew ed. 2010. Global Cyber Deterrence. Views from China, the U.S, Russia, 
India and Norway. New York: The EastWest Institute.

Sanger, David. 2013, “Washington treads warily on China and Cyberattacks.” Internatio-
nal Herald Tribune, February 25.

Schmitt, Michael ed. 2013. Tallinn Manual on the International Law Applicable to Cyber 
Warfare. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Thomas, Timothy. 2010. “Google Confronts China’s Three Warfares.” Parameters 40 (2): 
101-13.

Tsarougias, Nicholas. 2012. “Cyber Attacks, Self-Defense and the Problem of Attribution.” 
Journal of Conflict & Security Law 17 (2): 1-16.

U.S. Office of the National Counter Intelligence Executive, 2011. Foreign Spies Stealing 
U.S. Economic Secrets in Cyberspace: Report to Congress on Foreign Economic Collection 
and Industrial Espionage 2009-2011. October. http://www.ncix.gov/publications/reports/
fecie_all/Foreign_Economic_Collection_2011.pdf. (accessed  August 15, 2013)

University of California Institute on Global Conflict and Cooperation and the United States 
Naval War College. 2012. China and Cybersecurity: Political, Economic, and Strategic 
Dimensions. Report from workshops held at the University of California, San Diego. http://
igcc.ucsd.edu/assets/001/503568.pdf (accessed August 15, 2013)

GREAT POWER POLITICS IN CYBERSPACE: U.S.A AND CHINA ARE DRAWING THE LINES 
BETWEEN CONFRONTATION AND COOPERATION


