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[Abstract JStrategic autonomy means the ability of an ally in an asymmetric alliance to
go against the wishes of the dominant power or even resist its pressure and make its
own strategic choices on issues of vital national interest. During the Cold War the rel-
atively weak alliance members in the Eastern camps and Western camps have resisted
the pressure of dominant powers to pursue their strategic autonomy. Goal discrepancy
and international system environment can cause an ally to transform strategic autonomy
from preference to action. When the goal discrepancies are incompatible allies tend to
take risks to prevent losses and have a high probability of pursuing strategic autonomy.
When the goal discrepancies are compatible allies tend to avoid risks to gain more
benefits and have a low probability of pursuing strategic autonomy. But when the sys—
temic environment changes to seize the window of opportunity the state prefers to
suffer higher risks to seeks strategic autonomy. By comparing the US—rench relations
and Soviet-Polish relations during the Cold War this paper examined the conditions
and mechanisms for the transformation of allies” strategic autonomy. These findings not
only help China encourage and exploit the strategic autonomy of US allies” choices to
check and divide the US alliance system but also shed light on how China can better
manage its global partnership network.
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