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美國「均勢戰略」與川普「印太戰略」
在亞太區域的分析
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The Analysis of U.S. Balance of Power Strategy 
and Indo-Pacific Strategy in Asia-Pacific

Hui-Ching Chen

Abstract
　　Since the founding of the United States, the “Balance of Power ” has 
been regarded as a strategy which states adopt in conducting their foreign 
policy actions. It has also influenced the United States’ approach to global 
governance. Through uniting weaker regional sovereign states in a defensive 
coalition to prevent stronger regional states from dominating power, this 
strategy maintains a regional balance of power which allows the United 
States to secure its regional interests. In the 1970s, Henry Kissinger used this 
strategy to buy some time for the United States to grow into a global 
hegemony. After the end of the Cold War, as the United States became the 
sole superpower in the international system, it has continued to actively 
practice the balance of power strategy to secure its hegemonic position. The 
most important principle of the balance of power is to prevent any one state 
in establishing hegemony. Therefore, the “Balance of Power ” has a continuing 
and dominating effect on the U.S. National Security Strategy, only to be 
adjusted under various international circumstances.

　　However, with the end of the Cold War after the dissolution of the Soviet 
Union, the United States gradually transitioned from the “Balance of Power” 
strategy to the development of the “Hegemonic Balance of Power”. The 
concept of the hegemonic balance of power can be analyzed from two levels. 
First, at the global level, is to maintain and consolidate the United States’ 
dominant position as the global hegemon. Second, at the regional level, is to 
pose itself as a leader or a director in constructing regional balance of power. 
Under the strategy of US hegemonic balance of power, the second level is 
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mainly to strengthen and maintain the execution to achieve the target set in 
the first level. Hence, the fundamental goal of this strategy is to secure the US 
hegemony and to prevent it from being challenged. At the same time, this 
strategy aims to forestall the emergence of a regional powerful state through 
sustaining a regional equilibrium of power. This paper will analyze how the 
United States has maintained its hegemonic superiority through its practice of 
the hegemonic balance of power strategy after the Cold War. Using neorealism 
theories, such as “Balance of Power”, “Balance of Threat”, “Balance of 
Interests”, and “Offshore Balancing”, this paper will explore the United 
States’ practice and development of global hegemony and regional balance of 
power.

Keywords: Balance of Power, Balance of Threat, Balance of Interests, 
Offshore Balancing


